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Executive Summary 

 

ES 1. As a Multi-Donor Trust Fund (MDTF), the Lebanon Recovery Fund (LRF) was 

established at the request of the Government of Lebanon as a response to the July 2006 conflict 

between Lebanon and Israel. The main purpose of LRF is to functions as a pooled funding 

agency to finance projects that aims at rehabilitation, recovery and reconstruction of the 

government of Lebanon.  

 

ES 2. In May 1st 2009, LRF approved a project proposed by FAO entitled: “Recovery and 

Rehabilitation of the Dairy Sector in the Bekâa Valley and Hermel-Akkar Uplands” 

(OSRO/LEB/901/UNJ)”. The project originally aimed at providing assistance to vulnerable 

livestock keepers in Central Bekâa Valley, North Akkar and Hermel-Akkar Highlands, by re-

stocking of cattle and goats, establishment of dairy communities (associations), rehabilitation of 

dairy collection centres, establishment of a small-scale goat/sheep milk cheese processing plant 

with milk collection facilities, distribution of equipment to improve milk production, collection 

and cooling systems, improvements to the fodder quality and availability, and improved AI 

services through provision of drugs and vaccinations. 

 

ES 3. The duration of the approved project was for two years (May 2009 to April 2011, 

extended to September 2012) with a total budget of US$ 2.5 Million (was US$ 6.5 Million in the 

first project submission). Upon the request of the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA), several 

changes in the project design were made (approved by the Project Steering Committee on 

December 7th 2009 and accepted by LRF on November 23rd 2010). Such changes included; 

increasing the project coverage (increase project area), increasing the number of beneficiaries, 

cancellation of animal restocking and feed distribution. A Phase II follow-up project was 

approved in early 2012 covering Bekâa, Baalbeck-Hermel, Akkar and North Lebanon with 

similar activities.  

 
ES 4. The evaluation was envisaged in the project document, and was carried out in June 

2013 by a team of three evaluators (one of whom part-time). Due to some recruitment problems 

and security restrictions, the evaluation started with a delay and could not meet as many project 

stakeholders (in particular direct beneficiaries) as would have been necessary for a full-fledged 

evaluation. 

 

Project Performance and Achievements: 

 

ES 5. The paragraphs below list the project’s achievements according to the main outcome 

areas of the project, followed by a discussion of the project’s performance in thematic areas. It 

should be noted that the project deviated considerable from its original design in the course of 

project implementation
1
. 

                                                 
1
  For example, the project document proposed dairy cattle redistribution/restocking (200 pregnant heifers), 10,000 

semen doses for artificial insemination, provision of veterinary drugs, and distribution of Shamee breed bucks: 

these activities were no longer pursued either because they were being provided from other sources, or no longer 

deemed relevant for the beneficiaries. 
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ES 6.  Support to dairy producers: Constitution of 30 Village Dairy Producers’ Association 

(VDPAs), covering 300 villages and 2,900 farmers all over the Bekâa and Akkar areas; 

 

ES 7. Support to Primary Village Milk collection and Cooling Centres Network: 

Establishment of 35 village primary milk collection and cooling centres network equipped with 

61 cooling tanks with necessary equipment and milk testing laboratories and supported by 10 

insulated milk transportation trucks (provided by the MoA); to reduce the gap that is present in 

milk cycling (farm--collection centre--processing plants).These centres have played an extremely 

crucial role in improving the milk hygiene and quality. 

 

ES 8. Support to small dairy holder for improving milk hygiene and sanitary conditions: 

Distribution of 370 single head electrical milking machines as well as 1,200 stainless steel milk 

jars with filters granted to poor farmers, mainly to women-headed households; 

  

ES 9. Support to women-headed households with mini dairies for milk handling & processing 

at home level: Provision of small and medium dairy processing units with accessories (dairy 

processing tools) to 21 women’s cooperative covering 132 beneficiaries, and directly to 13 

women-headed families;  

 

ES 10. Support with forage seeds for promoting fodder crops to sustain dairy sub-sector: 

Providing more than 115 tons to more than 600 farmers of certified seeds (oats, ryegrass, vetch 

and alfalfa) for demonstration and plantation; 

  

ES 11. Support to Milk Testing and Analysis: Equipment as well as training and technical 

booklets were provided, and 2,000 raw milk samples were collected and tested between 2010 and 

2012; 

  

ES 12. Improvement of milk prices with establishment of contracts between the cooperatives 

or milk collection centres and the dairy processing plants: The project to encouraged 

collaboration and cooperation between the dairy processing plants and the farmers’ cooperatives 

through milk collection centres, with the result that dairy farmers are getting a better price than 

previous years; 

  

ES 13. Capacity Building of farmers and MOA extension service staff: Building capacities of 

2,000 farmers (and also extension agents) through conducting training programmes supported 

with 20,000 extension manuals related to improving farm management practices, milk hygiene, 

feeding and promoting fodder crops. 

 

ES 14. MoA contributions: The MoA contributed the following to the project which increased 

the project outreach and improved its effectiveness:  

 Cash contribution of the amount of US$ 430,000 for capacity building especially in 

extension services; 

__________________________ 
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 Feed distribution (US$ 125 m worth of subsidized feed over five years); 

 Distribution of 160 single-head milking machines and 2000 stainless-steel 40-litre 

jars; 

 Ten refrigerated trucks for milk transport that were donated by MoA from a previous 

IFAD project. 

 
Conclusions 

 
ES 15. The project’s relevance is undisputed: it managed to revive a sector in crisis and 

improve the livelihoods of participating farmers and processors, many of whom belonged to the 

poorer strata of society. 

 
ES 16. In terms of efficiency, project management made a crucial contribution to the success 

of the project; without the continuous close interaction between project staff and stakeholders, 

there would have been much less concrete progress in the field. However, the reporting on the 

project, although very informative in some parts, did not always manage to convey the changes 

in approach and orientation that had taken place – and also some concerns concerning correct 

application of FAO’s rules and regulations
2
 have emerged. 

 
ES 17. The effectiveness of the project on the ground is borne out by the increased volume of 

milk traded and also the increase in the added value of milk (price increase between 10 and 

20%).  The economic performance of VDAs has benefited from windfalls such as provision of 

government-owned trucks and also the animal feed programme. 

 
ES 18. There are sufficient signs to confirm the project’s actual and potential impact: all actors 

of the milk value chain have seen their revenue increased as a result of a larger production and a 

higher sales price. 

 
ES 19. The project’s sustainability cannot be comprehensively judged at present; however, 

since the economics of the project are sound, the prospects for a successful continuation are 

good. However, much progress has been achieved due to the dynamic involvement of FAO’s 

International Consultant, who was a driving force behind many successes: without his presence 

in a future set-up, some momentum may get lost. 

 
Way Forward 

 

ES 20. The project has helped to improve the quality and quantity of milk produced, has 

contributed to raising the quality of the milk delivered to the collection centres (which has led to 

an increase and stabilization in milk prices obtained by the farmers (price increase between 10 

and 20%), and has thus assisted the cooperating farmers to raise their living standards.  

 

                                                 
2
  These concern minor administrative issues such as dual-purpose use of office space (which have been resolved in 

the meantime), and some uncertainty about the Project Manager’s involvement in project-related positions in 

apparently his private capacity. 



vii 

 

ES 21. However, the Village Dairy Producers Associations are still requiring substantial 

support and guidance from the project: a role that should be taken over by the MoA in case 

follow-up funding cannot be found. The project has high potential for the medium-size farmers, 

who they are the most likely to succeed. Small farmers are less well suited to employing new 

technologies or purchasing inputs as they may not be able to sustain this investment. Inclusion of 

small farmers in farmers associations that include also medium and large farmers could help 

them to perform better as part of a communal control and mutual help system.  

 

ES 22. Some beneficiaries complained about deficiencies in the animal health delivery system; 

improvements should be found regarding the presence of veterinarians and the processing of 

samples in view of the increasing value of dairy production.  

 

ES 23. The milk price mechanism is guided by a committee: it will be important to ensure that 

this committee continues to enjoy the trust of everybody. The referee role of the MoA in the 

committee must be kept in order to ensure equity.  

 

ES 24. Future replication (in Lebanon as well as in other countries) of this successful project 

requires an analytical approach to documenting the project’s performance: the information 

currently available does not provide enough guidance in this regard. 

 
ES 25.  Finally, future projects supported by FAO should consult more closely concerning 

FAO’s applicable rules and regulations. Although this may sometimes give less flexibility to 

operate in a challenging environment, it helps to allay concerns about a potential lack of 

accountability. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background and purposes of the evaluation 

1. In accordance with the project document, an independent terminal evaluation was to 

be undertaken at the end of the project implementation
3
. In particular, the evaluation was 

requested by the FAOR Lebanon I order to generate lessons learned, and to determine 

progress made towards achievement of outcomes, and to assess the effectiveness and 

efficiency of the institutional arrangements on project implementation and the net benefit or 

negative impact of this on the recipients. The evaluation was to, inter alia: 

 review the effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of project implementation; 

 analyse effectiveness of implementation and partnership arrangements; 

 identify lessons learned about project design, implementation arrangements and 

management; 

 highlight technical achievements and lessons learned;   

 assess and levels of project accomplishment; and  

 synthesize lessons that may help improve the selection, design, and 

implementation of future activities. 

2. The Terms of Reference for this Terminal Evaluation were prepared in close 

consultation between the FAO Office of Evaluation (OED), the FAO Representation and the 

project’s backstopping officer in FAO Office for the Near East (RNE); Annex I of this 

evaluation report contains the evaluation Terms of Reference. 

3. The Terminal Evaluation took place in June 2013; a team of three evaluators was 

involved (one of whom part-time).  

4. The project was approved in April 2009 and became operational in November 2009 

with a budget of US$ 2,500,000 (later increased to US$ 2,930,000). The original NTE was 30 

April 2011, extended through a no-cost extension until 30 September 2012. The FAOR took 

the successful implementation of the first phase as an opportunity to propose a follow-up 

phase of the project to the LRF. The second phase of the project (OSRO/LEB/201/UNJ) was 

approved in May 2012 with a duration until August 2014 and a budget of US$ 1,200,000 

(later increased to US$ 1,470,000). During the lifetime of the project some of the original 

outputs and key activities were modified in order to align the project better with revised MoA 

priorities, which shifted the project focus from production more towards husbandry, 

processing and marketing.  

1.2 Methodology of the evaluation 

5. The evaluation made use of the following tools: review of existing reports, semi-

structured interviews with key informants, stakeholders and participants; and direct 

observation during field visits. 

6. Visits took place to government offices, dairy cooperatives and their facilities, dairy 

farmers, and milk processors; interviews with project staff and others involved in project 

                                                 
3
  The text of the project document was not explicit, but an amount of US$ 75,000 was earmarked for 

Technical Support Services, reporting and evaluation.  
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implementation offered an opportunity to gain some first-hand experience from project 

stakeholders. 

7. Due to some last-minute request regarding the composition of the mission, the 

evaluation started with a delay. In addition, security restrictions prevented the evaluators 

from having extensive discussions with direct beneficiaries, and information on certain issues 

of interest to an evaluation (internal dynamics of the cooperatives created / supported by the 

project; differentiated information concerning individual producers) were not readily 

available. In consequence, the Team could not be as thorough as it would have wished in its 

research and analysis. 

 
 

2 Context of the project/programme 

 

8. The agricultural sector in Lebanon and especially the milk and dairy segment 

represent the major source of income for a very wide stratum of the poor Lebanese people. 

Based on recent studies undertaken in the region, the small dairy farmers in Akkar, Baalbeck, 

Hermel, and other areas have the lowest level of income in Lebanon. A survey of two 

thousand farmers was conducted to collect data on conditions of their farms and residences, 

levels of income, and standard of living. Results indicate that more than 70% of farmers are 

categorized as poor or very poor. The only assurance that these deprived people may stay in 

their villages is to provide them with income generating activities through agriculture and 

dairy business and to secure essential and fundamental public services in their villages. By 

improving the livelihoods of villagers in the region, this will reduce the rising migration to 

urban areas of young people and maintain local agriculture production and employment.  

9. The project,” Recovery and Rehabilitation of Dairy Sector in Bekâa Valley and 

Hermel – Akkar Uplands” (LRF-OSRO / LEB / 901 / UNJ) was financed by the Lebanon 

Recovery Fund and was executed by the Food and Agriculture Organization with direct 

collaboration and in cooperation with the Lebanese Ministry of Agriculture (MoA). The LRF 

was created as an outcome of Stockholm Conference to bring rapid relief to the wounds and 

disasters of Israeli assault on Lebanon in July 2006. A wide portfolio of development projects 

was established to bring recovery and rebuilding of all affected areas. 

10. The objective of this project was to support the small and poor dairy farmers in the 

Bekâa and Akkar and the goat and sheep farmers Hermel and Akkar uplands. Major emphasis 

is made on improving the quality and hygienic standards of milk and dairy products to 

safeguard the Lebanese consumer and improve the milk prices. 

11. The LRF 21 dairy project was to deal with the poorest stratum of Lebanese farmers, 

starting from Southern Rashaya Caza to the Northern border of Akkar Mohafazat passing 

through Baalback, Hermel, Deir Al Ahmar, and Jroud Al Hermel-Akkar with 2,500 dairy 

farmers in more than 260 villages. The main intention of the project was to kick-start 

sustainable milk production and improve safety and hygienic standards of the dairy industry 

in Lebanon.  
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3 Analysis of project concept and design 

 

12. The project initially had a more production-oriented approach; the planned activities 

were: distribution of dairy cattle, shamee goats, rehabilitation of dairy industry and veterinary 

service, related animal production inputs and training to strengthen capacity in improved 

animal production, hygienic dairy production while sustaining the dairy sector through the 

introduction of forage crops to secure animal feeding and building capacity and training of 

farmers.  

13. In addition, proposed project was to collaborate with UNDP in Chatura under the 

“Art Gold Program / Bekâa sub office" whereby FAO would oversee the distribution of 

animals, inputs as well as technical interventions related to dairy communities upstream (milk 

production, collection, cooling systems and milk hygiene), whereas UNDP Chatura “Art 

Gold Program” would oversee interventions mainly on the organization of dairy 

communities, marketing of dairy products and management of a revolving fund.  

14. Furthermore, the project document envisaged interaction with the private sector as 

well as establishing linkages with the Chamber of Commerce of Zahle, CDR and with other 

projects and private enterprises related to dairy sector such as Liban Lait and dairy producers 

in North Akkar. 

15. The collaboration arrangements in the main did not work out, and the production 

inputs such as heifers and bucks as well AI were dropped in favour of concentrating more on 

organizational improvements, such as the constitution of Village Dairy Producers’ 

Association (VDPAs), to negotiate better with suppliers and with dairy processing plants, and 

support (including the provision of equipment) to a Primary Village Milk collection and 

Cooling Centres Network in order to improve the quantity as well quality of the milk 

collected. 

16. Furthermore, the project provided support to women-headed households with mini 

dairies for milk handling & processing at home level by giving them appropriate small 

equipment to produce more hygienic home-processed dairy products. These mini dairies 

manufactured better quality products for the consumer, while giving the female farmers better 

returns from their milk production.  

17. Finally, the project developed comprehensive training programmes and extension 

services for dairy producers on various dairy topics related to: improving milk hygiene and 

sanitary conditions with good practices of milking procedures, feeding management, forage 

production and utilization, good practices of processing dairy products, supported by the 

distribution of 20,000 booklets and posters. 

18. The project was to be implemented under the overall responsibility of FAO with the 

collaboration of the different concerned technical departments of the MoA. 

19. The project was essentially managed by an International Consultant (appointed by 

FAO, and labelled Project Manager in Steering Committee minutes) with long-standing 
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experience in Lebanon, who worked in close collaboration with the MoA
4
. A Steering 

Committee (composed of FAO, MoA and LRF) met infrequently to oversee the approach of 

the project and the implementation of project activities. (The evaluation has seen three 

minutes of Steering Committee meetings held in 2009, 2010 and 2012.)  

20. Technical supervision rested originally with the Animal Production and Health 

Division as the Lead Technical Unit in FAO HQ, and later shifted to the relevant Technical 

Officer in FAO’s Regional Office for the Near East in Cairo (RNE).  

21. The departure from the original project design was justified as some of the foreseen 

inputs were later provided by the MoA, and also because the main bottleneck in the dairy 

sector was as much in the organization of the production and processing cycle (i.e. the dairy 

value chain) as in milk production sphere alone.  

 

 

4 Analysis of the implementation process 

4.1 Project/programme Management 

22. The project was largely run by FAO’s International Consultant with the assistance of 

a Project Office with staff on FAO contracts. The MoA nominated a National Project 

Coordinator who is also the MoA Regional Director in Balbeek/Hermel, and counterpart staff 

from the Bekâa Valley to assist in project implementation.  

23. FAO’s International Consultant was therefore effectively the Project Manager, who 

planned, coordinated and monitored all project activities, and also was very much a driving 

force behind the formation of the Village Dairy Producers’ Association (VDPAs) and the 

Primary Village Milk collection and Cooling Centres Network. It appears that he also sat in a 

private capacity on the board of the VDPAs – which is an unusual arrangement for FAO. 

Furthermore, it appears that the Project Office premises were also used at times as a 

temporary residence; this possibly disregards the provisions of FAO’s rules and regulations, 

but could possibly also be explained by exigencies of service in a not always peaceful 

environment.  

24. It appears that, apart from the caveats mentioned above), project management has 

performed well. The project proved to be flexible when external circumstances and farmers’ 

wishes advocated a revised approach, and project management also established a well-

functioning rapport with the MoA. In terms of reporting, the progress reports not only 

recorded activities an outputs, but also gave some analytical insights – but these were not 

updated and thus an opportunity was missed to document the evolution in particular of the 

VDPAs. 

25. Finally, the project managed to reach out to a much larger number of farmers than 

originally planned – an achievement that would not have been possible without the dedicated 

effort of the International Consultant / Project Manager. 

                                                 
4
  According to the project document, there was also to be a National Coordinator (livestock or veterinary 

specialist) nominated by MoA on a full-time basis – this does not seem to have happened. 
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4.2 Technical and Operational Backstopping 

26. The backstopping by FAO Technical Officers cannot be comprehensively assessed: 

there are no Back-to-Office Reports documented in FAO’s Field Programme Management 

Information System (FPMIS)
5
. However, the evaluators were able to see a couple of 

backstopping reports that give a good (albeit brief) of progress made and issues encountered.  

27. IT seems that no FAO backstopping has come from other units that AGA, and also 

that no dedicated consultancies have been organized. Considering the partial shift in the 

project focus to a value chain approach, it would appear that a value chain backstopping or 

consultancy visit could have been useful. 

4.3 Financial resources management 

28. The financial resources of the project were efficiently and very transparently 

managed. The International Consultant / Project Manager provided comprehensive budget 

and expenditure information. In line with changing circumstances and revised priorities, 

some of the original allocations were altered in consultation with the project’s stakeholders. 

The most significant shift occurred with respect to consultancies: from roughly 30% of the 

budget, their share sank to just above 20%. In line with this reduction, also the travel budget 

went down. 

29. The project registered the biggest changes in the equipment budget: the expenditure 

on Non Expendable Procurement exceeded the original budget (US$ 450,475) by US$ 

274,026; however, the expenditure on Expendable Procurement remained US$ 176,279 

below the original budget (US$ 824,340).  

30. The Budget Line for Professional Salaries seems to have been used to fund FAO 

backstopping officers, and the Consultants Budget Line seems to have included national FAO 

consultants and staff in the PMU, as well as the International Consultant / Project Manager. 

                                                 
5
  Also the progress reports are far from complete in FPMIS. It should be noted that for the dirst phase of the 

project (i.e. OSRO/LEB/901/UNJ), TCESN in FAO HQ was the Budget Holder and thus responsible for 

uploading any reports. 
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Table 1. Original Budget and Expenditure Pattern 

Project Symbol: OSRO/LEB/901/UNJ 

As of Dec 2013 

Activity Account Description Budget 
Commitments 

& Actuals 
Balance 

  

  3001 Contributions Received In Advance 0 -2,941,164 2,941,164 

Totals by Activity (TF5C19LB09308 607675 OSRO/LEB/901/UNJ 

Recovery and Rehabilitation of Dairy Sector in Bekâa Valley and  

Hermel-Akkar Uplands (Project)) 

0 -2,941,164 2,941,164 

Total Funds Received 0 -2,941,164 2,941,164 

  

  5011 Salaries Professional 170,000 160,122 9,878 

  5012 Salaries General Service 15,000 11,121 3,879 

  5013 Consultants 342,000 307,104 34,896 

  5014 Contracts 35,000 0 35,000 

  5020 Locally Contracted Labour 61,000 90,998 -29,998 

  5021 Travel 150,000 109,910 40,090 

  5023 Training 476,870 350,864 126,006 

  5024 Expendable Procurement 824,340 648,061 176,279 

  5025 Non Expendable Procurement 450,475 724,501 -274,026 

  5027 Technical Support Services 75,000 74,110 890 

  5028 General Operating Expenses 138,655 178,596 -39,941 

  5029 Support Costs 191,630 185,879 5,751 

  5040 General Operating Expenses - external common 

services 

30 30 0 

Totals by Activity (TF5C19LB09308 607675 OSRO/LEB/901/UNJ 

Recovery and Rehabilitation of Dairy Sector in Bekâa Valley and  

Hermel-Akkar Uplands (Project)) 

2,930,000 2,841,296 88,704 

Total Expense 2,930,000 2,841,296 88,704 

 Balance   2,930,000 -99,868 3,029,868 

4.4 Efficiency and effectiveness of the institutional arrangements including 

Government’s participation 

31. The institutional arrangements for the project seem to have worked; at least a close 

collaboration between the project and the MoA is evident. However, this seems to be more 

the result of an excellent relationship by the International Consultant / Project Manager with 

the MoA and its staff, than a design element. The meetings of the Steering Committee seem 

to have been infrequent, but it appears that the MoA was always fully aware of the project’s 

progress.  

32. Government commitment to, and ownership of, the project is evident from the fact 

that the MoA entered in an agreement with FAO for additional training: the Lebanese 

government commissioned FAO for US$ 430,000 in order to provide additional specific 

training courses 
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5 Analysis of results and contribution to stated objectives
6
 

5.1 Achievements at Outputs level 

33. Overall, the project achieved more than its original objectives, particularly in terms 

of reaching out to direct beneficiaries. The table below gives a detailed overview for the 

situation as of September 2012 (adapted from the project’s terminal report). 

Table 2.  Summary of the major project outputs and project outcomes 

 
Project Outputs Project Outcomes 

1.  Constitution of 28 Village Dairy 

Producers’ Association (VDPAs), covering 300 

villages and 2900 farmers all over the Bekâa 

and Akkar areas 

 Empowering small farmers to negotiate with suppliers and 

with dairy processing plants improving their revenues 

from milk production and sales. 

 Organization of small dairy farmers to manage dairy 

equipment, selecting members to participate in training 

events, organizing the purchase of farm inputs, and 

assisting members to secure public subsidies. 

2. Establishment of 32 village primary milk 

collection and cooling centres network 

equipped with 61 cooling tanks with necessary 

equipment and milk testing laboratories and 

supported by 9 Insulated milk transportation 

Trucks. 

 Total quantity of milk handled and refrigerated is 100 tons 

/ day (collected from 1,500 to 2,000 farmers),  

 Assisting dairy smallholders in negotiations for better 

prices and deals in selling their milk 

 Improvement in milk hygiene standards resulting in 

significant increase in the milk prices (100 – 200 L.L. / kg 

increase 

3. Distribution of 370 single-head electrical 

milking machines along with the detergents and 

disinfectants, teat dipping solution and cups as 

well as 1200 stainless steel milk jars with filters 

granted to poor farmers, mainly to women 

headed households 

 Alleviating women in their milking chores, and saving 

time and exertion,  

 Contributing to improvement of milk hygiene standards. 

4. Support to 145 women headed families 

and women cooperatives with essential tools 

and utensils for home dairy processing (small 

and medium dairy processing units with 

accessories) 

 Gaining added value to their raw milk 

 Increasing their income generation through growing 

demand for their improved quality products 

5. Building capacities of 2,000 farmers 

through conducting training programs 

supported with 20,000 extension manuals 

related to improving farm management 

practices, milk hygiene, feeding and promoting 

fodder crops 

 Improvement of dairying management. 

 Increase of the number of dairy farms by 10% 

 Increase of milk productivity per cow (15%) 

 Tremendous improvement in milk quality and hygiene: 

When the total bacterial counts and milk acidity are 

considered the improvement is more than 100 % (results 

from 1,500 milk samples collected before & after 

interventions of the project) 

6. Providing more than 115 tons to more 

than 600 farmers of certified seeds (oats, 

ryegrass, vetch and alfalfa) for demonstration 

and plantation.  

 Promoting cultivation of fodder crops 

 Encouraging Lebanese Government to launch “Forage 

cultivation and livestock production development project” 

with a total budget of Millions US$ 125 over 5 years 

 Improving dairy cattle feeding, and increasing milk 

production. 

 Decreasing cow diseases related to feeding excessive 

concentrate feeds as distribution of fibres (forage) has 

increased 

 

                                                 
6
  The term ‘results’ includes outputs and outcomes  
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5.2 Achievements at Outcome level  

34. The project outcome was: To enable recovery-rehabilitation and assistance to 

vulnerable livestock keepers in Central Bekâa Valley and Hermel-Akkar Highlands and to 

provide an alternative income-generating activities to the poorest farmers to help reduce 

dependency on trading of illicit crops and to improve the quality and hygiene of raw milk.  

35. This outcome was achieved by:  

a. Constitution of 28 Village Dairy Producers’ Association (VDPAs): The VDPAs 

(covering 300 villages) were able to upgrade their dairy business for better 

marketing and profitable return on dairy products and to act as focal points for 

providing other services to farmers. The VDPAs empowered small farmers to 

negotiate with suppliers and with dairy processing plants thus, improving their 

revenues from milk production and sales. These associations contributed also to 

organizing training events, organizing the purchase of farm inputs, and assisting 

members to secure public subsidies. 

b. Support to Primary Village Milk collection and Cooling Centres Network: 
Thirty-two primary milk collection centres were established. These centres were 

established in strategic locations for easy access by all farmers. The project 

distributed 61 cooling tanks with necessary equipment and milk testing 

laboratories to these milk collection centres. In addition, these centres were 

supported by 9 insulated milk transportation Trucks. The total quantity of milk 

handled and refrigerated is 100 tons / day (collected from 1500 to 2000 farmers). 

These centres ensured better quality and safety of milk as well as lower detected 

acidity. The direct impact is the improvement of milk hygiene standards resulting 

in the significant increase in the milk prices (100 – 200 L.L. / kg increase)  

c. Support to small dairy holder for improving milk hygiene and sanitary 

conditions: The project distributed 370 single-head electrical milking machines 

along with the detergents and disinfectants, teat dipping solution and cups to 370 

poor farmers (mostly women-headed households). In addition, the MoA distributed 

160 milking machines, which is an indicator for the support presented by the 

government. Directly after distribution, farmers were trained how to use these 

milking machines. The project distributed 1,200 stainless steel milk cans of 40 

litres capacity equipped with a fine milk filter to 1,105 small farmers. 

d. Support to women-headed households with mini dairies for milk handling & 

processing at home level: The project has provided 145 women-headed 

households with essential tools and utensils for home dairy processing (small and 

medium dairy processing units with accessories) for improving and upgrading their 

capacity to produce more healthy dairy products. The project has encouraged all 

beneficiaries to continue processing dairy products at home level, and to improve 

milk and dairy products quality. They were also encouraged to apply all the 

directions and recommendations they have learnt during the extensive training 

sessions that they have attended with the FAO project about improving milk 

hygiene, dairy feeding, and milking procedures. 

e. Forage seeds for promoting fodder crops to sustain dairy sub-sector: The 

project supported poor dairy farmers with high quality seeds for demonstration and 

promotion of forage crop cultivations. The project distributed 115 tons of certified 

seeds (oats, ryegrass, vetch and alfalfa) for demonstration and plantation to 600 

poor dairy producers. This activity contributed in the reduction of cost of 

production and directly resulted in improvement of dairy cattle feeding and 
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increasing milk production. This activity pleased the MoA and its officials to start 

a feed subsidy program that will cost for a 5-year period US$ 125 million.  

f. Milk Testing and Analysis: To improve the quality of raw milk at the different 

milk chain levels, diagnostic tests were employed to evaluate the quality of milk 

and impact of project interventions on improvement of milk hygiene. Between the 

period from 2010 to 2012, a total of 2000 raw milk samples were collected and 

analysed for following parameters: Total Aerobic Count or Standard Plate Count 

(SPC), Coliform Count, Somatic cells count (SCC), Titratable milk acidity, pH, 

Specific gravity (Density) and temperature, Fat, SNF (Solids Non Fat), protein 

content, Added water, freezing point, and added Carbonates. Results showed 

noticeable improvement in milk quality: Milk acidity was declined by 1.36 point; 

Milk density increased by 1.24 point; reduced freezing point by 0.015 point; and 

reduced anaerobic bacterial counts by 46.2% (coliform bacteria by 83.4%). 

g. Improvement of milk prices with establishment of contracts between the 

cooperatives or milk collection centres and the dairy processing plants: After 

the formation of the VDPAs and the establishment of the milk collection centres, 

the project team with the help of the MoA, started negotiating milk prices with 

management of milk collection centres and owners of milk processing plants. The 

price of milk was linked to the changes that could occur to the production inputs 

such as prices of feed and hired help. A special formula was used to do the 

calculations. Contracts were formulated and signed by the different parties in the 

presence of officials from MoA. These acts helped in the improvement of raw milk 

prices as well as brought stability to the price.  

h. Capacity Building of farmers and MOA extension service staff: The project 

introduced comprehensive training programmes in different field such as: 

improving milk hygiene and sanitary conditions with good practices of milking 

procedures; feeding management, forage production and utilization; good practices 

of processing dairy products. These training sessions included 2000 trainees and 

were supported by the distribution of 20,000 booklets and posters. 

5.3 Gender equality 

36. The selection criteria that were used in the project for selection of beneficiaries 

included women-headed families. In addition, the project was design to ensure the 

empowerment of women through increasing their income by helping them in the 

establishment of their own small milk processing businesses through capacity building and 

equipment support. In addition, women groups (such as Najmet Alsoubeh Association) were 

supported in order to enhance the role of the women in the context of rural development.  

5.4 Capacity development  

37. The project integrated the capacity building activity in its design and 

implementation. The project team was able to run several training sessions in areas related to 

milk hygiene, milk processing, feeding and feed management. Two thousand individuals 

(farmers and women working in milk processing) attended these training sessions
7
.  

38. The International Consultant / Project Manager was able to convince the MoA 

officials to support the project with US$ 430,000 to support capacity building for the staff of 

                                                 
7
  It was not possible to get a breakdown of these training activities according to activity.   
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the MoA in areas related to extension services. The project team executed these training 

sessions in different locations of the project area which facilitate the presence of the trainees 

given the difficulties in travelling these trainees may face.  

5.5 Human-Rights Based Approach  

39. The project claims that all dairy farmers in the locations where the project was 

implemented benefited from at least one of the project activities. For example, all farmers in 

the project area as well as other areas benefited from the increased milk price, and also from 

less price fluctuations. 

5.6 Partnerships and Alliances 

40. During project implementation, a strong cooperation between the project and MoA 

developed. The commitment of MoA to the project can be easily understood by listing the 

various activities in which it has been directly involved:  

 Project reshaping: The project has been reviewed and reshaped following personal 

instructions by H.E. the Minister. 

 Project Steering Committee: MoA representatives have been active members of 

the project Steering Committee. 

 The project has been implemented in close collaboration with the MoA, namely 

with the National Project Coordinator who is also the MoA Regional Director in 

Balbeek/Hermel. 

 Insulated trucks for milk transportation: MoA made available 10 trucks for milk 

transportation (from a previous IFAD project) that had not been utilized for about 

10 years8. 

 Contracts: MoA has played a major role in helping the various economic 

stakeholders of the milk and dairy produces’ value chain to formalize proper 

commercial contracts. 

  MoA is overseeing the mechanism to identify a fair price for raw milk.  

5.7 Relevance  

41. Farmers met during the evaluation mission generally reported that the previously 

adopted system for delivering the milk was actually improper, resulting in a bad quality of 

milk. Milk processing centres and milk dealers (allab) either refused to purchase the milk or 

purchased it at a very low price (around 400/5000 LBP/Kg). The milk production 

management system adopted by farmers (before the project) led to losses and ultimately 

resulted in low income from their main economic activity to sustain their families. The milk 

dealers have been traditionally those that were in charge to buy and collect the milk from the 

farmers and then bring it to the private milk collection centres where they faced problems to 

sell the milk to the processing factories. Such problems were again basically related to the 

low quality of the milk. 

42. In this situation, creation of the Village Dairy Producers’ Associations (VDPAs) 

with internal quality assurance system, trainings, utilization of refrigerate trucks for milk 

                                                 
8
  MoA also contributed in-kind (2,000 stainless steel jars and 250 milking machines) to reach a larger number 

of beneficiaries. 
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transportations, distribution of inputs (the most important being the stainless steel cans for 

transportation), and training sessions was considered the most appropriate approach to solve 

the problems that affected their production. 

43. Farmers and milk dealers recognized that the activities put in place by the project to 

support the farmers and themselves were relevant to their business. It is important to note in 

fact the project had an inclusive approach and the milk dealers have been integrated in the 

system of VDPAs and not excluded from the milk business. 

44. The bad quality of the milk has been recognized as the major problem affecting the 

milk and dairy industry in Lebanon by all the processing factories’ representatives 

interviewed during the evaluation period by the evaluators. They recognized that the project 

activities have had a correct focus to support the milk and dairy products value chain in the 

Bekâa Valley.  

45. Retailers and final consumers were not interviewed during the evaluation mission 

because they were not necessarily aware of the project. However, it can be assumed for 

common sense considerations that the activities carried out by the project are relevant for the 

food safety of the final consumers. Dairy products are traditionally part of the Lebanese diet, 

and selling safer products is in the interest of retailers as well as of consumers. 

46. Furthermore the support to the dairy sector and to small farmers is among the 

priorities of the MoA who regards this approach as an indispensable means for the rural 

development in Lebanon. Considerations on food safety are also a concern of the central 

government as testified by another project implemented by FAO at national level dealing 

food safety in other value chains. The relevance of the project from the institutional point of 

view is clearly pointed out by the fact that the reshaping of the project was driven by the 

person of H.E. the Minister through the Project Steering Committee.  

47. The actions implemented through the project are judged as relevant by all 

stakeholders that the evaluation team had the chance to meet, within the time frame of its 

mission in Lebanon. It has been reported that it has addressed the main problems that were 

affecting negatively the whole industry of milk and dairy products in the area of project 

intervention. This project came at a very crucial time in terms of the Lebanese government 

and public expressed interest in the safety of the food supply. The MOA had identified that 

area as one of its priorities, and various media outlets in Lebanon had been addressing the 

issue of food safety, mostly if not entirely, with a negative connotation as to the role of 

government in ensuring the safety of food. Therefore the relevance of this project is that it 

addressed an important need of Lebanese consumers and agriculture which will help assure 

the public of a safer food supply, and give Lebanon an important start in being at par with 

regional and international programs aimed at harmonization of food safety and quality 

regulations. 

5.8 Efficiency 

48. The project was executed in a timely manner. The extension helped the project to 

produce the planned outputs and reach more farmers. (According to project management, the 

project has covered about 80-85% of the dairy farmers living in Lebanon as a result of the 

changes decided by the Project Steering Committee.) 
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49.  According to project management, procurement of equipment was done early 

enough to ensure delivery in a timely manner. The project also made useful distinctions: in-

kind support of small equipment items (milking machine, stainless steel jars, fodder plants 

seeds and dairy processing units) were distributed among poor farmers, while in-kind support 

of larger items (milk conservation cooling tanks for milk centres, lab equipment for milk 

analysis) was provided to farmers grouped in Village Dairy Producers Associations. 

50. Collaboration with stakeholders and other parties involved in this project was very 

efficient and fruitful according to the stakeholders interviewed.  

5.9 Effectiveness  

51. The project was able to establish VDAPs as a powerful body to protect the interests 

of its members (mainly poor dairy farmers); the project empowered the farmers to negotiate 

through the VDPAs for better price for their milk.  

52. Improvements to milk quality was achieved through capacity building workshops 

that covered important topic related to milk processing, milk hygiene and feed management, 

and the provision of relevant equipment. 

53. The project also empowered some women engaged in dairy production.  

54. Stabilization of milk production (in terms of quality and quantity) was achieved 

through improving hygiene standards, the distribution of production equipment and training 

sessions. In addition, the stabilization of production also made possible the formalization of 

the business, from the farm to the processing plant. Now the value chain is enhanced both 

horizontally and vertically as it is regulated by formal contracts in which the obligation of the 

parties are clearly expressed (within peers in the VDPAs and with between VDPAs and 

private processing plants).  

55. By establishing more formalized and transparent business transactions, and through 

the empowerment of farmers to negotiate milk price with the processing factories, the farmers 

are now better protected by contracts and by the price determination mechanism that the 

project has put in place. The price of milk is in fact discussed within a committee formed by 

representatives of the following categories of stakeholders: a representative of VDPAs, a 

representative of dairy industry, a representative of feed producers, the International 

Consultant / Project Manager and a representative of MoA. 

5.10 Sustainability 

56. With the project, the dairy value chain is better organized both horizontally and 

vertically as it is regulated by formal contracts in which the obligation of the parties are 

clearly expressed (within peers in the VDPAs and with between VDPAs and private 

processing plants). This aspect is perhaps the most important because of its trust-building 

effect among the various stakeholders. 

57. Some small dairy producers (often women) are not in contact with VDPAs for two 

main reasons: will to work alone and residency in remote area. Both reasons appear 

economically sustainable for their future. The strong attitude of a person to work and manage 

her own business according to her criteria cannot be changed by a project. Eventually they 

will be successfully alone and/or will join the VDPA structure whenever they will see the 
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advantages. At the moment they are managing to sell all their production. Women residing in 

remote area play may, indeed, play a role important for the whole community as dairy 

producer.  

58. The MoA is playing a role of referee in the value chain. If MoA keeps adhering to 

the transparent ways of doing business, it can still play a good role as referee and solve the 

tensions that may arise between the various actors of the industry. Enforcement of the 

contracts terms and conditions and the price mechanism have been successful so far.  

59. There are some issues that may affect negatively the sustainability of the 

achievements of the project: the evaluation team was told that in Lebanon cooperatives, and 

generally any form of association between producers, historically did not manage to succeed. 

At the moment the main force that keeps farmers together within each VDPA is the system 

that allows the member to get stable revenue from their business. The system at the moment 

is mainly based on economic considerations that can be summarized as follows: stable and 

safe milk production leads to fair prices and stable revenue. There is more to do on the side of 

internal organization and common procurement to continue working on lowering the cost of 

production, taking advantage of the return of scale that the aggregation of farmers may lead 

to, and introduce with time other forms of collaboration (access to credit, formalizing 

common contracts, solidarity arrangements). This appears as obvious recommendations, but 

it may be extremely important in such instable environment of Lebanon. The power of 

aggregation is also limiting potential risks: it takes time, and it goes far beyond the scope of 

the project.  

5.11 Impact 

60. The desired impact of the project has been reached: the re-activation of the milk and 

dairy products value chain with an overall increased production at all level of the value chain. 

61. All stakeholders interviewed during field visits have indeed stated the production of 

milk has increased. Furthermore all the milk commercialized by the VDPAs has been sold to 

the processing plants that have had no problems in transforming it into dairy products and 

commercializing it.  

62. The added value of the milk has increased, too. The distribution of the added 

however has not undergone any particular changes. Processing plants have in fact stated that 

they adjust a bit the sales prices of their products in order to adjust to the increase of the price 

of the raw milk. All actor of the value chain have seen their revenue increased as a result of a 

larger production and a higher sale price. An effect on the distribution of the added value 

within the value chain was not foreseen by the project. 

63. The impact on final consumers of dairy products can be assumed to be positive: the 

women supported sold all their production in their area of residence; processing plants have 

managed to sell all their production at national level. Lebanese dairy products are much 

appreciated by Lebanese consumers, and there is space for import-substitution strategies to 

further support the local production. This fact may suggest that Lebanese dairy production 

may increase its market share. 

64. Three unintended (or at least unmentioned in the project documents) impacts of the 

project have been identified during the evaluation mission: 
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65. Once they got the production and the prices stabilized, some beneficiaries have 

further invested in their economic activities. Some have bought animals; some bought 

additional stainless steel jars for milk transportation. This impact cannot be quantifiable (no 

information collected in this regard) but it is an anecdotal fact that has been reported to the 

evaluation team several times. 

66. The network of milk collection centres has created some new jobs: the more 

rigorous internal organization and the stabilization of milk supply have led to the hiring of 

labourers to handle the daily operations of the milk collection centres. This impact cannot be 

quantifiable (no information collected in this regard) but it is a fact observed by the 

evaluation team. 

67. Large companies operating in the milk and dairy sector have had a boost of 

production and therefore their revenues have increased. All milk processing companies’ 

representatives interviewed by the evaluation team have reported that they managed to sell all 

their production and that some adjustments have done to the final price of their produces in 

order to compensate the increased cost of the raw milk from the collection centres. The 

operations at their facilities have been also made easier because of the stable supply of milk 

of stable quality. They milk processing companies can be therefore considered indirect 

beneficiaries of the project, but ultimately also the beneficiaries that benefited most, in 

absolute financial terms, of the whole improvement of the milk value chain. 

68. Based on the above it would be important to note that the project after the changes 

ratified by the Steering Committee actually turned into a development project with an 

inclusive focus on the small farmers who are now integrated into better organized production 

system. The benefits of the project have been distributed along all the value chain.  

 
 

6 Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.1 Conclusions 

69. The income of dairy farmers can be considered increased since the stabilization of 

milk quality and quantity has taken place and fair terms of trade have been agreed for the 

farmers through all the institutional aspects of milk trade that during the project 

implementation occurred (price setting mechanism and contracts) 

70. The value chain approach has resulted positive because it has foreseen a direct and 

an indirect support to small farmer: the inclusion of small farmers into the value chain may 

represent an element of applicability of the project in other context. Poor farmers have 

developed the necessary trust that comes from easy and clear rules applied in a transparent 

manner. In this regard institutions (national and international) have to play a role of honest 

broker/referee of the game. 

71. Turning the emergency project into a development one has been a good decision: 

 The restocking activities that were foreseen in the original project design have 

been actually happening since the farmers had their milk production and sales 

stabilize. Unfortunately this phenomenon is not quantifiable because it has not 

been monitored and reported, but it is undoubtedly an (anecdotal) fact. 
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 Some VDPAs are now putting in place some forms of coordinated veterinarian 

assistance for their members. The phenomenon is not quantifiable because it has 

not been monitored and reported, but again it is an (anecdotal) fact. 

72. However, there is an imbalance between the good achievements of the project and 

the quality of project reporting. While the reporting is adequate on activities performed and 

outputs, and also gives some insights into social processes among beneficiaries, an analysis 

of the project in terms of about gender and balance of powers aspects (small vs medium and 

large farmers within the VPDAs) could not be done because of the lack of disaggregated 

data
9
. Also an assessment of the economic performance of each VDPA could not be done for 

lack of disaggregated data as well. 

73. On the implementation side, the potential of VDPAs has not been fully exploited 

yet. It is desirable for the whole system of VDPAs set up by the project to be monitored by 

MoA and the capacities of each VDPA enhanced: farmers may support each other through 

common purchase of production inputs and through instauration of easy manageable 

mechanisms of mutual help. 

74. In terms of evaluation criteria, the project’s relevance is undisputed: it managed to 

revive a sector in crisis and improve the livelihoods of participating farmers and processors, 

many of whom belonged to the poorer strata of society. 

75. In terms of efficiency, project management made a crucial contribution to the 

success of the project; without the continuous close interaction between project staff and 

stakeholders, there would have been much less concrete progress in the field. However, the 

reporting on the project, although very informative in some parts, did not always manage to 

convey the changes in approach and orientation that had taken place – and also some 

concerns concerning correct application of FAO’s rules and regulations have emerged. 

76. The effectiveness of the project on the ground is borne out by the increased volume 

of milk traded and also the increase in the added value of milk (price increase between 10 and 

20%).  The economic performance of VDAs has benefited from windfalls such as provision 

of government-owned trucks and also the animal feed programme. 

77. There are sufficient signs to confirm the project’s actual and potential impact: all 

actors of the milk value chain have seen their revenue increased as a result of a larger 

production and a higher sales price. 

78. The project’s sustainability cannot be comprehensively judged at present; however, 

since the economics of the project are sound, the prospects for a successful continuation are 

good. However, much progress has been achieved due to the dynamic involvement of FAO’s 

International Consultant, who was a driving force behind many successes: without his 

presence in a future set-up, some momentum may get lost. 
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  Had the evaluation team had more time in the country, it would probably have been possible to pursue these 

topics further during field trips. But the re-scheduling of the mission duration and security restrictions in 

force during the team’s visit prevented this. 
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6.2 Way Forward 

79. The project has helped to improve the quality and quantity of milk produced, has 

contributed to raising the quality of the milk delivered to the collection centres (which has led 

to an increase and stabilization in milk prices obtained by the farmers (price increase between 

10 and 20%), and has thus assisted the cooperating farmers to raise their living standards.  

80. However, the Village Dairy Producers Associations are still requiring substantial 

support and guidance from the project: a role that should be taken over by the MoA in case 

follow-up funding cannot be found. The project has high potential for the medium-size 

farmers, who they are the most likely to succeed. Small farmers are less well suited to 

employing new technologies or purchasing inputs as they may not be able to sustain this 

investment. Inclusion of small farmers in farmers associations that include also medium and 

large farmers could help them to perform better as part of a communal control and mutual 

help system.  

81. Some beneficiaries complained about deficiencies in the animal health delivery 

system; improvements should be found regarding the presence of veterinarians and the 

processing of samples in view of the increasing value of dairy production.  

82. The milk price mechanism is guided by a committee: it will be important to ensure 

that this committee continues to enjoy the trust of everybody. The referee role of the MoA in 

the committee must be kept in order to ensure equity.  

83. Future replication (in Lebanon as well as in other countries) of this successful 

project requires an analytical approach to documenting the project’s performance: the 

information currently available does not provide enough guidance in this regard. 

84.  Finally, future projects supported by FAO should consult more closely concerning 

FAO’s applicable rules and regulations. Although this may sometimes give less flexibility to 

operate in a challenging environment, it helps to allay concerns about a potential lack of 

accountability. 

 

 

7 Lessons Learned 

 

85. There is not much of a generic lesson to be learned in this project, except perhaps 

that when significant changes to a project take place during project implementation, it should 

be a requirement to document these changes in a formal manner. It is not clear that this was 

done; however, since all project stakeholders were aware of, and accepted these 

modifications, the absence of a revised project document or logframe did not affect the 

project’s implementation. Yet, the production of a formal document approved by all project 

partners would have been appropriate. 
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Annexes to the evaluation report 

 

Annex 1. Evaluation Terms of Reference 

 

1. Background of the Project  

 

1. The aim of this project was to enable recovery-rehabilitation and assistance to the 

livelihoods of 300 vulnerable livestock keepers in Central Bekâa Valley, North Akkar and 

Hermel-Akkar Highlands who are resource poor, with little or no assistance and unable to 

keep up with the highly competitive animal production sub-sector. An additional 300 farmers 

were expected to draw indirect benefits from the project through veterinary and artificial 

insemination services as well as training sessions.  The proposed project also aimed to 

provide alternative income-generating activities to the poorest farmers with the highest level 

of socio-economic deprivation in Hermel-Akkar highlands in order to reduce their 

dependence on illicit crops. 

 

Key activities planned: 

• Assist 300 resource-poor families in Central Bekâa and North Akkar-Hermel through 

providing of production inputs, from primary production to distribution and marketing- 

restocking of cows and shamee goats, forage seeds, feed and roughage, dairy equipment 

to improve standard of milk production, collection and cooling systems. 

• Establish and organise dairy communities with activities covering the whole dairy 

production chain (Barr Elias, North Akkar & Hermel-Akkar Uplands). 

• Rehabilitate two dairy collection centres to secure milk collection and marketing for 

smallholders in the area (Bar Elias & North Akkar). 

• Establish one small-scale dairy processing plant with milk collection facilities in 

Hermel-Akkar Highlands for transhumant small ruminant keepers. 

• Support 300 smallholder farmers with feeds by providing forage seeds to introduce as 

forage crops; distribute animal feeds and roughage to assist farmers in animal feeding. 

• Assist 600 farmers through provision of artificial insemination services, veterinary 

drugs, vaccines, and vaccination. 

• Strengthen 600 project beneficiaries through a comprehensive training programme and 

extension materials to improve their farm management skills. 

 

Summary of achievements 

2. The project has achieved its intended purpose of increasing milk production and 

hygiene; improve dairy farm incomes and living standards of poor smallholders. Through 

various interventions, guidance, capacity building, and all-rounded assistance and support, 

sustainability of the dairy sector in Lebanon was strengthened. The quality and hygienic 

standards of milk and dairy products to give the farmer a higher added value and increased 

income and food safety standards and safeguarding of consumers’ health are also achieved. 

The direct impacts of the project on the conditions and standards of living of the farmers were 

noticeably witnessed by many. The project established 28 cooperatives and this gave farmers 

security and stability through grouping of dairy farmers of neighbouring villages. This 

empowered them improving their ability for better marketing and bargaining increasing their 

revenues from milk production and sales. This project has successfully taken the initial steps 

to kick-start sustainable milk production and improvement of the food safety standards of the 

dairy industry in Lebanon. The project has established 32 village milk collection and 
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refrigeration centres fully equipped with milk cooling tanks, stainless steel milk jars, and 

laboratory equipment and milk transportation trucks etc... Milk quality and safety standard as 

per the regular tests and analyses conducted have proven that it has increased by more than 

200%. The project is considered by the Lebanese Ministry of Agriculture as an excellent 

example of recovery and rehabilitation projects in Lebanon in terms of planning, 

implementing activities, sustainability, improving food safety standards, and helping to 

generate income for poor rural farmers. The project had a very positive impact on all 

stakeholders:  

• Farmers are happy as they acquired a very powerful negotiating power through the 

cooperatives, the milk collection and cooling centres, and the milk transportation trucks; 

as refused milk delivered to the processing plant has decreased to a minimum and the 

price of milk has improved from (650 – 850) L.L to (950 – 1100) LL. In the beginning 

of the project the rejection percentage used to reach 15% during hot seasons for the 

milk from remote areas (Hermel uplands and North Baalbeck) which is now reduced to 

only 3–5 % during the same season.  

• Milk Dealers and Dairy Plants are happy because they are receiving clean, tested, and 

refrigerated milk that reduced the unnecessary costs of returns/rejections; no more 

problems of high milk acidity and fear of spoiling good milk with bad milk. The 

confidence rate between dairy farmers and dairy plants has improved considerably.   

• The consumers are happy due to the availability of good quality and healthy milk and 

good quality dairy products with willingness to pay more. The Lebanese consumer is 

accustomed to the daily consumption of Laben, Labneh and Halloum cheese so it is 

critical to satisfy all tastes and guaranty healthy and hygienic dairy products. 

 

Some facts on main achievements of the project 

 
Dairy project deliverables  Achieved 

Budget used (US$, millions) 2.93  

Villages covered 300 

Village dairy producers associations 28 

Village milk collection and cooling centres  32 

Capacity of milk collection and cooling centres (tons/day) 300 

Insulated milk transportation trucks 10 

Direct beneficiaries, households 2000 

Indirect beneficiaries, households 900 

Farmers trained in improved farm management skills 2000 

Milking machines distributed 362 

Stainless steel milking cans distributed 1105 

Mini-dairies distributed to women-headed households 145 

Artificial insemination service kits 10 

Artificial insemination service beneficiaries 2000 

Semen doses purchased 10,000 

Booklets and posters distributed 14,000 

Certified forage seeds (tons) distributed 115 
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2. Purpose of the Evaluation 

 

3. This evaluation is an ex-post evaluation, which intends to provide the Government 

of Lebanon, the donors and FAO with an objective and independent view of the 

achievements of the projects, and the way in which they were run, both for accountability and 

learning purposes.  

 

4. Regarding the latter, the evaluation is expected to produce conclusions and 

recommendations that can inform the design of potential follow-up projects and programmes. 

The evaluation’s analysis is also intended to provide necessary background information, and 

identify lessons learned, for future decisions concerning similar activities. 
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3. Evaluation framework 

 

3.1 Scope  

 

5. The evaluation will cover the entire project duration, with emphasis on the last phase 

of the project. Due to limited time available, the evaluation will identify a representative 

sample of project beneficiaries in the main project area.  

 

3.2 Evaluation criteria 

 

6. The project will be critically assessed through the internationally accepted 

evaluation criteria, i.e. relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, and sustainability. In line 

with the new FAO project cycle, the evaluation will assess compliance with the following 

UN Common Country Programming Principles: Human Rights Based Approaches (HRBA)/ 

Right to Food/ Decent Work; Gender equality, Environmental sustainability, Capacity 

Development and Results Based Management.  

 

7. Additional characteristics to guide the analysis are: robustness, clarity, coherence, 

realism and technical quality. In the case of emergency projects, special attention should be 

given to Humanitarian Principles and Minimum Standards. If any of the mandatory features 

listed above cannot be reasonably assessed during the evaluation, this should be stated under 

‘Constraints and limitations’ within the evaluation methodology section. 

 

3.3 Evaluation issues  

 
I. Relevance of concept and design 

 

a. Project relevance to: national development priorities, programmes, needs of the 

population; UNDAF; Consolidated Appeal or other UN programming framework; 

FAO Country Programming Framework; FAO Global Goals and Strategic 

Objectives/Core Functions; other aid programmes in the sector; 

b. Robustness and realism of the theory of change underpinning the project; 

c. Clarity, coherence and realism of the Logical Framework10 of the project and of its 

design, including: 

 The causal relationship between inputs, activities, outputs, expected outcomes 

(immediate objectives) and impact (development objectives); 

 Validity of indicators, assumptions and risks; 

 Approach and methodology;  

 Resources (human and financial) and duration;  

 Stakeholder and beneficiary identification and analysis;  

 Institutional set-up and management arrangements. 

 
II. Effectiveness of outputs and outcomes 

 

                                                 
10

 The Logical Framework embodies the Results-Based Management approach in a project. 
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d. Overall effectiveness of the project, actual or potential, in attaining its 

intermediate/specific objectives:  

 Description and analysis of the outputs produced, in terms of quantity, quality and 

timeliness; the evaluation will pay particular attention to the following aspects 

(list can be expanded): 

 Village dairy producers associations (the likelihood that they expand 

including new project grants triggered, ingredients for sustainability of 

the village dairy producers associations, the likelihood that the project 

continues without external assistance, institutional set-up and soft-

knowledge that led to such a remarkable success in Lebanon as an 

example to the rest of the region) 

 Safety and quality of dairy products produced and their impacts on 

milk loss reduction (increased milk availability including opportunity 

cost of not doing so), traded milk volume, dairy processing plants, 

household income, household food security and nutrition, consumer 

confidence at the retail end (willingness to pay addition L.L. for safe 

and quality milk), and dairy products import substitution in Lebanon 

 The role of private sectors including Community-Based Organizations 

in replacing public investments in dairy development in Lebanon 

 Potential risk for the project successes, TADs, etc. and ways to 

mitigate them in terms of preparedness and early warning  

 Artificial Insemination Service, animal health care, etc. 

 

 Description and analysis of the outcomes achieved, expected and unexpected, 

their robustness and expectations for further uptake and diffusion. 

 

e. Use made by the project of FAO’s normative and knowledge products and actual 

and potential contribution of the project to the normative and knowledge function of 

the Organization. 

 
III. Efficiency and effectiveness of project implementation process 

8. This section will assess how the project was implemented, including overall 

efficiency of delivery and management of available resources. Any major issue that affected 

implementation should be mentioned here. 

f. Assessment of project management:  

 Quality, realism and focus of work plans; 

 Assessment of delivery, causes and consequences of delays and of any remedial 

measure taken, if any;  

 Monitoring and feed-back loop into improved management and operations;  

 Staff management;  

 Development and implementation of an exit strategy;  

 

g. Institutional Setup: 

 Administrative and technical support by FAO HQ, regional, sub-regional and 

country office, as appropriate; 

 Institutional set-up, internal review processes, coordination and steering bodies;  

 Inputs and support by the Government/s and resource partner/s. 

 

h. Assessment of financial resources management, including: 

 Adequacy and realism of budget allocations to achieve intended results; 
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 Adequacy and realism of Budget Revisions in matching implementation needs and 

project objectives; 

 Rate of delivery and budget balance at the time of the evaluation and in relation to 

work-plans. 

 
IV. Analysis of the application of the UN common country programming principles, 

cross-cutting themes, and of the Humanitarian Principles and Minimum Standards 

in the case of emergency projects 

 

i. Analysis of gender mainstreaming for gender equality. This will include: 

 extent to which gender equality considerations were reflected in project objectives 

and design to address the needs, priorities and constraints of both women and 

men, and in the identification of beneficiaries; 

 extent to which gender equality considerations were taken into account in project 

implementation and management; 

 extent to which gender relations and equality have been or will be affected by the 

project.11 

 

j. Analysis of the Capacity Development dimension in the design, implementation and 

results of the project, at individual, organizational and enabling environment levels.12 

This will include CD on both technical and soft-skills, i.e. planning, budgeting, 

partnering and negotiating.  

k. Analysis of the adoption of the Human-Rights Based Approach, namely: 

 the integration of the Right to Food dimension and principles, in the design, 

implementation and results of the project;  

 the integration of decent rural employment concerns in the design, implementation 

and results of the project. 

 

l. Analysis of Partnerships and Alliances, namely:  

 how they were planned in the project design and developed through 

implementation; 

 their focus and strength; and  

 their effect on project results and sustainability.
13

 

 

m. Analysis of how environmental impacts were taken into consideration and 

addressed, following the steps and criteria contained in the FAO Environmental 

Impact Assessment guidelines.  

n. In the case of emergency projects, analysis of the extent to which the programme has 

effectively adhered to the principles promoted in the Humanitarian Charter and to 

the Minimum Standards as defined in the Sphere handbook.14 

 
V. Impact 

 

                                                 
11

 See: http://typo3.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/gender/docs/FAO_FinalGender_Policy_2012.pdf 
12

 See: http://www.fao.org/capacitydevelopment/en/ 
13

 See: http://www.fao.org/partnerships/partners-home/en/ 
14

 In the Humanitarian charter, humanitarian agencies jointed expressed their conviction that all people affected 

by disaster or conflict have a right to receive protection and assistance to ensure the basic conditions for life 

with dignity. See: http://www.spherehandbook.org/ 
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o. Overall impact of the project, actual or potential, positive and negative, produced 

directly or indirectly, intended or unintended; and 

p. Overall contribution of the project to FAO Country Programming Frameworks, 

Organizational Result/s and Strategic Objectives, as well as to the implementation of 

the corporate Core Functions. 

 
VI. Sustainability  

9. In case of emergency projects, where sustainability may not have been an overriding 

criterion, also connectedness should be assessed: i.e. the need to assure that activities of a 

short-term emergency nature are carried out in from a perspective which takes longer-term 

and interconnected issues into account. 

q. The prospects for sustaining and up-scaling the project's results by the beneficiaries 

and the host institutions after the termination of the project. The assessment of 

sustainability will include, as appropriate: 

 Institutional, technical, social and economic sustainability of proposed 

technologies, innovations and/or processes;  

 Expectation of institutional uptake and mainstreaming of the newly acquired 

capacities, or diffusion beyond the beneficiaries or the project; 

 Environmental sustainability: the project’s contribution to sustainable natural 

resource management, in terms of maintenance and/or regeneration of the natural 

resource base. 

 

10. Based on the above analysis, the evaluation will draw specific conclusions and 

formulate recommendations for any necessary further action by Government, FAO and/or 

other parties to ensure sustainable development, including any need for follow-up or up-

scaling action. The evaluation will draw attention to specific good practices and lessons to be 

learned as they are of interest to other similar activities. Any proposal for further assistance 

should include specification of major objectives and outputs and indicative inputs required. 

 

4. Evaluation methodology  

 

4.1 Approach and tools 

 

11. The evaluation will adhere to the UNEG Norms & Standards15. 

 

12. The evaluation will adopt a consultative and transparent approach with internal and 

external stakeholders throughout the evaluation process. Triangulation of evidence and 

information gathered will underpin its validation and analysis and will support conclusions 

and recommendations.  

 

13. The evaluation will make use of the following methods and tools: review of existing 

reports, semi-structured interviews with key informants, stakeholders and participants, 

supported by check lists and/or interview protocols; direct observation during field visits; and 

perhaps a short questionnaires.  

 

                                                 
15

 United Nations Evaluation Group, http://www.uneval.org/normsandstandards 
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14. Particular attention will be devoted to ensure that women and other under-privileged 

groups will be consulted in adequate manner. Insofar as possible and appropriate, interaction 

will also take place with non-participants to canvass their opinions. The Sustainable 

Livelihoods Framework;16 the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) 

framework can be used for assessment of project results.17 

 

4.2 Stakeholders and consultation process 

 

15. The evaluation team will discuss in detail with the key stakeholders of the project 

and will take into account their perspectives and opinions. Key stakeholders will include: (list 

as appropriate) 

 Project Task Force members;  

 Government representatives;  

 Resource partner; 

 FAO Representative; and 

 Project beneficiaries. 

 

16. The evaluation team will maintain close liaison with: the FAO Office of Evaluation, 

the Project Task Force members and Project staff at regional and country level. Although the 

mission is free to discuss with the authorities concerned anything relevant to its assignment, it 

is not authorized to make any commitment on behalf of the Government, the donor or FAO. 

 

17. The team will present its preliminary findings, conclusions and recommendations to 

the key stakeholders in Lebanon in order to obtain feedback.  

 

18. The draft TOR will be circulated among key stakeholders for comments before 

finalisation; suggestions will be incorporated as deemed appropriate by OED. The draft 

evaluation report will also be circulated among key stakeholders for comments before 

finalisation; suggestions will be incorporated as deemed appropriate by the evaluation team. 

 

5. Roles and responsibilities
18

 

 

19. The FAO Budget Holder (BH), the Lead Technical Officer (LTO) and the Project 

Task Force (PTF) of the project to be evaluated are responsible for initiating the evaluation 

process, drafting the first version of the Terms of Reference, and supporting the evaluation 

team during its work. They are required to participate in meetings with the team, make 

available information and documentation as necessary, and comment on the draft final terms 

                                                 
16

 The Sustainable Livelihoods Framework identifies five different capitals (human, social, natural, financial, 

and physical), each including different assets. It helps in improving understanding of livelihoods, in 

particular of the poor. For more information, among others: 

http://www.livelihoods.org/info/guidance_sheets_pdfs/section2.pdf 
17

 SWOT is a widely used strategic planning tool, useful also in the assessment of development interventions, 

to canvass their strengths and weaknesses, as well as future perspectives. It is particularly used in focus 

groups, but it can be adapted to individual interviews as well. 
18

 Please note that this evaluation will be conducted with the evaluation another FAO project 

(GCP/LEB/021/ITA - Improved Production and Marketing Capacities of the Lebanese Agricultural Products 

in Lebanon); overall Evaluation Manager / Team Leader will be an OED staff member assisted by one Main 

Consultant and one specialist consultant for each project. 
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of reference and report. Involvement of different members of the project Task Force will 

depend on respective roles and participation in the project. 

 

20. The BH is also responsible for leading and coordinating the preparation of the FAO 

Management Response and the Follow-up Report to the evaluation, fully supported in this 

task by the LTO and PTF. OED guidelines for the Management Response and the Follow-up 

Report provide necessary details on this process. 

 

21. The FAO Office of Evaluation assists the BH and LTO in drafting the TOR, in the 

identification of the consultants and in the organization of the team’s work; it is responsible 

for the finalization of the TOR and of the team composition; it shall brief the evaluation team 

on the evaluation methodology and process and will review the final draft report for Quality 

Assurance purposes in terms of presentation, compliance with the TOR and timely delivery, 

quality, clarity and soundness of evidence provided and of the analysis supporting 

conclusions and recommendations.  

 

22. The Office of Evaluation has also a responsibility in following up with the BH for 

the timely preparation of the Management Response and the Follow-up to the MR. 

 

23. The Evaluation Team is responsible for conducting the evaluation, applying the 

methodology as appropriate and for producing the evaluation report. All team members, 

including the Team Leader, will participate in briefing and debriefing meetings, discussions, 

field visits, and will contribute to the evaluation with written inputs for the final draft and 

final report. 

 

24. The Evaluation Manager / Team Leader guides and coordinates the team members in 

their specific work, discusses their findings, conclusions and recommendations and prepares 

the final draft and the final report, consolidating the inputs from the team members with 

his/her own.  

 

25. The Evaluation team will be free to expand the scope, criteria, questions and issues 

listed above, as well as develop its own evaluation tools and framework, within time and 

resources available. 

 

26. The mission is fully responsible for its report which may not reflect the views of the 

Government or of FAO. An evaluation report is not subject to technical clearance by FAO 

although OED is responsible for Quality Assurance of all evaluation reports.  

 

27. As a contribution to the OED Knowledge Management System: 

 the Main Consultant will be responsible for completing the OED quantitative project 

performance questionnaire, to be delivered at the same time with the final evaluation 

report;  

 OED will ask all team members to complete an anonymous and confidential 

questionnaire to get their feedback on the evaluation process. 

 

28. For further details related to the tasks of the Team leader and team members, please 

refer to specific TOR provided in the annex. 

 

6. Evaluation team 



 

23 

 

29. Mission members will have had no previous direct involvement in the formulation, 

implementation or backstopping of the project. All will sign the Declaration of Interest form 

of the FAO Office of Evaluation. 

 

30. The evaluation team will comprise the best available mix of skills that are required 

to assess the project, and as a whole, will have expertise in all the following subject matters:  

 

 Evaluation Manager / Team Leader with solid evaluation experience 

 Livestock / Dairy Expert (Main Consultant)  

 Value Chain / Agricultural Marketing Expert 

 

31. To the extent possible, the team will be balanced in terms of geographical and 

gender representation to ensure diversity and complementarity of perspectives. The team 

should have a good understanding of gender equality and Human Rights Based Approaches. 

 

7. Evaluation deliverables 

 

32. The evaluation report will illustrate the evidence found that responds to the 

evaluation issues, questions and criteria listed in the TOR. It will include an executive 

summary. Supporting data and analysis should be annexed to the report when considered 

important to complement the main report.  

 

33. The recommendations will be addressed to the different stakeholders and prioritized: 

they will be evidence-based, relevant, focused, clearly formulated and actionable. 

 

34. The evaluation team will agree on the outline of the report early in the evaluation 

process, based on the template provided in Annex I of this TOR. The report will be prepared 

in English, with numbered paragraphs, following OED template for report writing.  

 

35. The Evaluation Manager/Team Leader bears responsibility for submitting the final 

draft report to FAO within four weeks from the conclusion of the mission. Within two 

additional weeks, FAO will submit to the team its comments and suggestions that the team 

will include as appropriate in the final report within maximum two weeks. 

 

36. Annexes to the evaluation report will include, though not limited to, the following as 

relevant: 

 

 Terms of reference for the evaluation;  

 Profile of team members;  

 List of documents reviewed; 

 List of institutions and stakeholders interviewed by the evaluation team; 

 List of project outputs; 

 Evaluation tools. 

 

8. Evaluation timetable 

37. Evaluation team stay in Lebanon 10 to 30 June (debriefing 27 June); draft report 

circulated late July; final report mid-August. 
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Annex 2. List of equipment items procured 

 

Item  Type  Number of each item 

Feeds + Drugs on farm demonstration 
feeds                     

sugar beet pulp  

7 Ton                    5 

Ton  

Forage Seeds for demonstration of Forage cultivation  

Oats seeds              

Vetch Seeds             

Rye Grass  

40 Tons                  

20 Tons                    

5 Tons 

Electrical Milking Machines 362 + 2 = 364  

Milking Machines for Training and demonstration  12 

Stainless Steel Milk Cans 40 litres + filters 1200 

Stainless milk cans 40 litres for masharih kaa 20 

Milk Cooling Tanks  

2 Tons 6 + 4 = 10 

1 Ton 4 + 15 = 19 

550 Litres 32 

Powerful Electric Generator 25 

Milk Reception Tanks (200 litres) 6 + 10 = 16 

Milk Pumps 8 + 10 = 18 

Milk digital Balance 10 

Laboratory Analysis and testing  materials 

Automatic Milk 

analysers Ekomilk 
19 Ekomilk          20 

Silver machine 

Antibiotic Tests beta 

Lactam 
3 

Artificial Insemination Kits (Second Time)  25  AI complete Kits  

Fully equipped scanner pregnancy detectors for AI  7 + 5 = 12 

Artificial Insemination Kits (First Time)  14 Kits + 5 portable scanners + 6 cows 

Medium Dairy Processing Units (Batch Pasteurizer 350 

litres + Cheese Working Table, Labneh Bag Hanger)  
4 + 10 = 14 

Item  Number of Procured Item 

Mini Dairy Processing Units (milk pasteurizer 70 litres, 

Small Working Table, Small Labneh Hanger)  
6 + 125  = 131 

 Electric Butter Churns 10 + 20 = 30  

Electric Cream Separators 10 + 10 = 20  

Manual Cream Separators 10 

Stainless Steel Cheese Presses for training and  

demonstration  
4 

2.5 Tons Refrigerated Truck for Jroud Hermel Coop.  1 
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Annex 3. Itinerary of evaluation team 

 

From: 13 to 29/06/13 - Mission: Evaluation Mission – OSRO/LEB/901/UNJ  

 

Time Monday 

10/06/13 

Tuesday 

11/06/13 

Wednesday 

12/06/13 

Thursday 

13/06/13 

Friday 

14/06/13 

Saturday 

15/06/13 

8:30 AM      Working 

session  

09.00 AM    Briefing with 

FAOR for Mr. 

Bultemeier 

  

09.30 AM       

10.00 AM    H.E. Wael 

Bou Faour, 

Minister of 

Social Affairs 

  

10.30 AM       

11.00 AM    H.E. Hussein 

Hajj Hassan, 

Minister of 

Agriculture 

  

11.30 AM  

 

     

12.00 

NOON 

      

12.30 PM  

 

     

13.00 PM  

 

     

13.30 PM 

 

      

14.00 PM 

 

      

14.30 PM       

15.00 PM       

16:00 PM     Briefing for  

Mr. Al-Majali 

 

17:00 PM 

 

    Meeting with 

the project 

team 
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Time 
Monday 

17/06/13 

Tuesday 

18/06/13 

Wednesday 

19/06/13 

Thursday 

20/06/13 

Friday 

21/06/13 

Saturday 

22/06/13 

 08:45 AM    Meetings with 

MOA staff 

and dairy 

cooperative 

Field visit to 

farmers in 

Kobayat and 

El-Jouma  

Working 

session with 

Mr. 

Bultemeier 

 09.30 AM       

 10.00 AM       

 10.30 AM  

 

 Debriefing with 

the FAOR for 

Mr. Bultemeier 

   

 11.00  AM  Minister of 

Economy 

Chairman LRF 

    

 11.30 AM  Mr. Rony 

Gedeon, LRF 

Monitoring Unit, 

Ministry of 

Economy  

    

 12.00 

 NOON 

      

 12.30 PM H.E. 

Mohamad AL-

Safadi, 

Minister of 

Economy 

 

 

    

 13.00 PM  Mr. Alex Costy, 

Head of 

Programme, 

UNRC 

    

 

Time 
Monday 

24/06/13 

Tuesday 

25/06/13 

Wednesday 

26/06/13 

Thursday 

27/06/13 

Friday 

28/06/13 

Saturday 

29/06/13 

 09.00 AM 

 

Field visit to 

farmers in 

Nassrya and 

Zahlé 

Field visit to 

farmers in Zahlé 

surroundings 

and West Bekaa 

groups of 

farmers 

Restitution of 

mission 

findings to the 

FAOR staff 

Desk work on 

the mission 

report 

Desk work 

on the 

mission 

report 

 09.30 AM       

 10.00 AM       

 10.30 AM  

 

     

 11.00 AM  

 

     

 11.30 AM  

 

  Restitution of 

mission 

findings to the 

Minister of 

Agriculture 
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 12.00 

 NOON 

 

 

     

 12.30 PM  

 

     

 13.00 PM  

 

     

 13.30 PM 

 

      

 14.00 PM 

 

   Debriefing 

with the FAOR 
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Annex 4. Evaluation Matrix 

 
Criteri

a 

Evaluation Question/Issue Information Sources Comments 

C
O

N
T

E
X

 a
n

d
 R

E
L

E
V

A
N

C
E

 

1.  Relevance Of project to 

Ministry of Agriculture 

(MoA) priorities  

The aim of this project was to 

enable recovery-rehabilitation 

and assistance to the 

livelihoods of 300 vulnerable 

livestock keepers in Central 

Bekâa Valley, North Akkar and 

Hermel-Akkar Highlands who 

are resource poor, with little or 

no assistance and unable to 

keep up with the highly 

competitive animal production 

sub-sector. An additional 300 

farmers were expected to draw 

indirect benefits from the 

project through veterinary and 

artificial insemination services 

as well as training sessions.  

The proposed project also 

aimed to provide alternative 

income-generating activities to 

the poorest farmers with the 

highest level of socio-economic 

deprivation in Hermel-Akkar 

highlands in order to reduce 

their dependence on illicit 

crops. 

 

2.  How the project relates to 

FAO Country Priorities 

(NMTPF/CPF) and UN 

Country Strategies (UNDAF) 

  

3.  How the project relates to 

FAO Reform and strategic 

orientation. 

  

4.  Specific relevance of the 

project to the intended 

beneficiaries  

Vulnerable livestock keepers in 

Central Bekâa Valley, North 

Akkar and Hermel-Akkar 

Highlands who are resource 

poor, with little or no 

assistance and unable to keep 

up with the highly competitive 

animal production sub-sector. 

Assist 300 resource-poor 

families in North Akkar-

Hermel and Central Bekâa 

through restocking of cows 

(200 farmers) and shamee 

goats (100 farmers). 

Re the number of 

beneficiaries, inconsistencies 

in prodoc. One section says: 

additionally, 300 livestock 

producers will indirectly 

benefit from training, 

improved veterinary services 

and artificial insemination 

services. 

Re female beneficiaries: the 

project will provide 25 leading 

women-headed households 

who are processing their milk 

into ‘Laben’ and ‘Labneh’ for 
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At least 1,000 farmers will 

benefit indirectly from the 

project through training 

sessions and practical 

demonstrations.  

Core group of 100 active 

women headed-families 

empowered in Central Bekâa 

Valley, North Akkar and 

Hermel-Akkar Highlands, to 

efficiently manage dairy cattle 

and goats for income 

generation with increasingly 

more active role to ensure 

family survival; 

sale and family consumption 

with 25 units of small 

equipment for milk handling, 

hygiene and basic milk 

processing. 

The project will provide 50 

progressive female-headed 

households with five shamee 

purebred pregnant goats 

(procurement of 250 female 

shamee goats). 

5.  Revisions from Southern LEB 

project – which lessons 

incorporated? 

Analysis of project document, 

talks with Kayouli 

 

E
F

F
IC

IE
N

C
Y

 

6.  Project management: 

workplans, progress reports, 

recruitment of consultants, 

procurement, budget revisions  

 Have there been changes from 

original prodoc? 

To what extent has the change 

in proposed funding led to 

revisions of project scope / 

workplan? 

What happened to Project 

Management Unit (PMU) 

headed by FAO TCES? 

7.  Technical backstopping  Change from Rihani (FAO 

HQ) to Markos (RNE) 

8.  Operational/administrative 

backstopping 

  

9.  Government support (MoA 

HQ level, others) 

 Within MoA (which units?)  

“The MOA would provide 

each milk collection point with 

cooling truck for milk 

transport (already provided by 

IFAD project). It is proposed 

to organize two dairy 

communities (one dairy 

producer association for each 

collection point) with leading 

dairy producers carefully 

identified among local dairy 

producers. It is foreseen that 

each milk collection centre 

could be managed by a 

selected active dairy 

community as to introduce and 

encourage the Local private 
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partnership.” 

10.  Other collaborators/partners  Role of Dairy Associations; 

UNDP in Chatura; Chamber of 

Commerce of Zahle, CDR and 

with other projects and private 

enterprises related to dairy 

sector such as Liban Lait and 

dairy producers in North 

Akkar;   

11.  Governance / Institutional 

Arrangements  

Check TOR, Steering 

Committee (or similar) minutes 

Guidance and oversight: was 

there a Steering Committee, or 

similar? What was mandate? 

E
F

F
E

C
T

IV
E

N
E

S
S

 

12.  Expected Outcomes:  

a.improved dairy production, 

covering the whole dairy 

production chain through 

complementary interventions: 

restocking, inputs and 

training, with good 

opportunities for gainful 

employment and decrease in 

the need for internal/external 

migration, mainly for the 

youth; 

  

13.  b. increased milk 

production in the country with 

decreased reliance on imports 

as well as improved standards 

of food safety through the 

availability of better milk 

quality using appropriate 

cooling system and milk 

handling; 

  

14.  c. establishment of three 

active  dairy communities to 

independently follow up a 

core group of trained 

smallholder dairy farmers, 

able to provide dairy industry 

leadership and share their 

expertise with other farmers; 

  

15.  d. improved farm 

management skills acquired 

through a comprehensive 

training programme for 600 

farmers (300 beneficiaries and 

300 indirect) with increased 

Government and NGO’s 

capacity to support small 

farmers; 

  

16.  e. improved food security 

by increasing the efficiency of 

the dairy component and 

improved nutritional status of 

low income rural households 

 Were outcomes/outputs 

revised? 
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(particularly women of 

childbearing age and children) 

as a result of increased 

incomes and consumption of 

animal products; 

17.  f. Improved dairy 

breeding stock as a result of 

an extensive artificial 

breeding programme and 

introduction of 450 shamee 

breed (200 shamee bucks and 

250 shamee goats); 

  

18.  g. core group of 100 

active women headed-families 

empowered in Central Bekâa 

Valley, North Akkar and 

Hermel-Akkar Highlands, to 

efficiently manage dairy cattle 

and goats for income 

generation with increasingly 

more active role to ensure 

family survival; 

  

19.  h. improved animal 

health and veterinary services 

through provision of vaccines 

and drugs.  

 Prodoc also specified: 

“distribution of 1050 tonnes of 

feeds and roughage to all 

project beneficiaries restocked 

with heifers and goats”;  

 

3.3.4     Provision of feed 

concentrate and forage 

The project will support the 

100-beneficiary families 

receiving Shamee goats with 

100 tonnes of barley (1 

tonne/goat farmer). In 

addition, the project will 

establish a small-scale unit for 

multi-nutrient feed blocks as a 

strategic supplement to grazing 

in the Hermel-Akkar 

highlands. 

All project beneficiaries will 

be supported to secure animal 

feeding with introduction of 

forage crops. The project is 

supporting farmers with the 

distribution of forage seeds: 

105 tonnes of oat seeds; 104 

tonnes of vetch seeds, 100 

tonnes of barley seeds; 12 

tonnes of sorghum seeds; 5 

tonnes of alfalfa seeds, 5 

tonnes of Berseem seeds and 

31 tonnes of corn and 1 ton of 

various species of perennial 

grasses and legumes 



 

32 

IM
P

A
C

T
 

20.  The major interventions aim 

to have an immediate impact 

in order to help: (i) restore the 

livelihoods of low-income 

households in Central Bekâa 

Valley and North Akkar, 

traditionally based on dairy 

activities and (ii) reduce 

reliance on illicit crops of 

those vulnerable goat 

smallholders in Hermel-Akkar 

Uplands. Thus, the most 

important interventions will 

be carried out on restocking 

and distribution of animals 

(dairy cows and goats) as well 

as the provision of necessary 

equipment for milk cooling, 

handling and processing. 

  
S

U
S
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A
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A
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21.  Emphasis will also be placed 

on accompanying measures 

that have the greatest potential 

to contribute to rapid 

improvements and 

sustainability of livestock 

productivity in the project 

areas: (i) setting up three 

active dairy communities 

(Barr Elies, North Akkar and 

Hermel highlands), (ii) 

rehabilitation of two milk 

collection centres in Central 

Bekâa and North Akkar, (iii) 

establishment of one small-

scale goat/sheep cheese 

processing plant with milk 

collection facilities for the 

transhumant small ruminants 

in Akkar-Hermel Uplands; 

(iv) provision of feeds forage 

seeds, (v) provision of small 

equipment for milk hygiene 

and processing, (vi) provision 

of semen for reinforcing 

artificial insemination 

services, (vii) provision of 

veterinary drugs to cope with 

potential diseases and 

vaccination campaign and 

(viii) training to strengthen 

capacity to strengthen the 

livestock husbandry skills of 

project beneficiaries. 

  

22.  UNDP Chatura “Art Gold   
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Program” will oversee 

interventions mainly on the 

organization of dairy 

communities , marketing of 

dairy products and 

management of the revolving 

fund (arisen from delivery of 

inputs and supplies to project 

beneficiaries granted at 

reduced prices) to enable 

sustainability of project 

activities and future 

development strategies. 

23.  bring a sustainable 

improvement in the different 

components of animal through 

the introduction of appropriate 

technologies and training of 

participating farmers. 

  

24.  The nature of the designed 

project activities will ensure 

sustainability after the lifespan 

of the project through the 

technical and financial support 

to dairy communities that will 

generate some financial 

liability from commercial 

activities and services to the 

farmers. 

  

25.  The activities are designed in 

a manner not to incur any 

financial liability to the MOA 

budget even after the lifespan 

of the project. Extension 

services after project 

completion by MoA are 

recommended in order to help 

ensure sustainability.   

  

26.  representatives of beneficiary 

groups will be involved in all 

the decision-making processes 

at each stage of 

implementation. These 

measures will minimize 

project risk and help to 

enhance ownership, trust, and 

sustainability. 
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Annex 5. List of documents consulted 

 

Documents downloaded from FAO’s FPMIS (Field Programme Management Information 

System); reports received from PMU, documents received from project partners (mainly 

MoA), general background documents available from Internet (search dairy/Lebanon). 
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Annex 6. Short profile of team members 

 

Giacomo Morelli is an Italian national with an MSc in Tropical and Subtropical Agriculture, 

with experience in value chain work and a special interest in M&E. 

 

Ahmad Al-Majali is Jordanian national with a PhD in Veterinary Clinical Sciences, and a 

long-standing experience in Jordan and abroad. He is also faculty member of the Department 

of Clinical Veterinary Medical Sciences of the Jordan University of Science and Technology. 

 

Bernd Bultemeier is a German national with an MA in Sociology, and a long-standing 

experience as FAO Evaluation Officer. 


