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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

Despite the remarkable resilience of its agricultural and pastoral populations over many centuries, the Greater Horn of Africa is now one of the most food insecure regions in the world. Since 1974 its population (now 160 million) has more than doubled, increasing pressure on scarce land and water resources.  Widespread insecurity in Somalia, southern Sudan and northern Uganda over the past two decades has displaced large numbers of people, prevented access to land and services and undermined customary institutions and practice.  As political security returns to key areas (such as southern Sudan), chronic poverty still underlies the situation in the region as many people can no longer make a living from agriculture or livestock production.

The evaluation focused on FAO’s emergency and rehabilitation assistance to Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia, southern Sudan and northern Uganda over the past three years since 2004.  These countries have significant populations that have been affected by recurrent drought, flood and conflict in recent years; they share common issues such as a highly variable climate, displacement, HIV and AIDS; and they have been very much the focus of FAO’s Emergency Operations & Rehabilitation Division (TCE) in the region.

The evaluation was undertaken to review and propose improvements to FAO’s emergency and rehabilitation work in the region.  In this context, the evaluation considered both the preparedness and institutional capacity of FAO in the region to support the response. The evaluation consulted a wide range of FAO staff, stakeholders and beneficiaries at different levels and included impact assessments in four of the countries which have contributed to this report. The evaluation mission culminated in a regional workshop in Nairobi on 30 May and a debriefing at FAO headquarters on 6 June 2007.

FAO’s emergency and rehabilitation programme in the region amounted to $240 million between 2004 and 2006 and saw a threefold expansion in activities during this period.  The evaluation identified a number of key components to the programme.  Knowledge projects include (i) support to early warning and food security information systems in Somalia, Kenya and more recently Sudan, supported by regional initiatives (IPC roll-out) and global systems (EMPRES, FIVIMS and GIEWS); (ii) access to land tenure in Ethiopia, Sudan and Uganda; and (iii) land and water information management in Somalia. Agricultural projects of which seeds and tools distributions (Ethiopia, Somalia, Sudan and Uganda) constitute about half the resources; other interventions include cassava propagation (regional), ox-ploughing in Uganda, integrated pest management, improvement in grain storage in Somalia and Aflatoxin training in Kenya. Livestock and fisheries projects are dominated by animal health interventions across the region, including support to veterinary services, training of CAHWs, prevention and control of transboundary diseases (including RVF, Rinderpest and Avian Influenza); support is also provided to livestock and meat marketing in Ethiopia and Somalia, aquaculture and fisheries in Somalia, Sudan and Uganda, redistribution of small ruminants, destocking and forage production in Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia.  Other components include activities to support the livelihoods of HIV and AIDS affected households amongst displaced populations in Uganda; the rehabilitation and development of water resources and irrigation schemes in support of livestock and food production in Ethiopia and Somalia; and FAO’s mandated role to promote coordination within the agriculture and food security sector in humanitarian emergencies.  The evaluation also took note of the current Horn of Africa Initiative being led jointly by FAO and WFP to identify and prioritise actions contributing to a durable solution to food insecurity in the region. 

ASSESSMENT

Strategic Planning

The focus of FAO’s global vision for rehabilitation assistance in emergency contexts (2005) is to “protect and build back better livelihoods of farmers, herders and fishers by providing information for action by all relevant actors and through direct assistance in partnership with other organizations”.  Within this frame, FAO developed during 2006 a Regional Plan of Action (POA) for the Greater Horn of Africa intended to complement the humanitarian appeal process.  The POA provides a strategic framework for food security which advocates for “connectedness” between emergency and development assistance.  Despite specific weaknesses identified by the evaluation team in the analysis and the process, this initiative, undertaken by the Regional Emergency Office for Africa (REOA), is critical in developing a better understanding of the range of interventions required to tackle food insecurity in complex emergencies. 

National POAs are under review or development in Ethiopia, Somalia and Uganda.  Kenya will include emergency and rehabilitation assistance within its National Medium Term Priority Framework (NMTPF).  In southern Sudan, FAO urgently requires an area strategy to determine its contribution to the Sudan Consolidated Work Plan.  Each country will develop a plan to best suit key actors in the food security sector (not necessarily exclusive to FAO and partners) and the context (in view of other strategic planning processes).  In this respect clear guidelines need to be developed to help determine the scope, linkages, purpose and ownership of the POA from the onset. 

Early Warning and Information Systems

FAO’s engagement with food security systems in the region has developed considerably over the past six years to very good effect.  FAO currently supports three distinct projects: the FSAU in Somalia since 2000, the ALRMP in Kenya since 2003, and SIFSIA in Sudan since 2007.  Furthermore, at regional level, FAO (through strategic partnerships) is initiating the roll-out in the whole of the Horn of Africa of the Integrated Food Security & Humanitarian Phase Classification (IPC), a tool developed by the FSAU in Somalia which holds many promises and has already lent significant visibility to FAO.  Through these projects, FAO and its partners are directly involved in collating and/or analysing livelihood and food security data that contribute significantly to a well informed and coordinated response to both emergencies and longer term interventions.  Where FAO does not implement such projects (Ethiopia, Uganda and Sudan to date), it is invariably not contributing to improved food security analysis, livelihood baseline development or utilisation, field assessments (which are multiple and often have a systematic bias towards food production and crops, at the expense of food access and use) and because of issues of quality, lack of ownership or access, may not draw upon them for determining FAO’s own programme of response. 

The evaluation highlights those information systems that FAO supports could be more relevant where they draw more effectively upon existing nutrition analysis, better analysis of pastoralist livelihoods and generate quality information of greater relevance to communities and local authorities.  Links should also be made between food security and livestock information systems (for example EMPRES, PLI, LEWS and other new sub-regional initiatives supported by ECHO and USAID) to enhance early warning and response analysis in the region.  

FAO recognises the importance of linking information systems (including early warning and assessments) to timely response mechanisms, but this has only been achieved to a limited degree in the region: in Kenya (through the KFSSG) and in Somalia and Uganda (where the CAP/NAF process was piloted with limited success).  The IPC provides both the process and the strategic response options to strengthen this link in future.  FAO should seize this opportunity and ensure that key partners (governmental and non-governmental) buy-in to the IPC roll out process.

FAO’s studies and interventions in issues of land tenure in Ethiopia, Sudan and Uganda (especially in areas of post-conflict), and land and water information management in Somalia, are strategic and much valued by partners.  SWALIM in particular has contributed significantly to baseline information and the assessment of natural resources where critical information for planning and implementation purposes was not available or accessible.  It is critical that these studies generate clear and effective information products that contribute more effectively to the strategic planning of FAO and partners.

The evaluation notes that justifying the cost of information systems generally requires livelihood-based information systems to add value to longer term development understanding and strategies as well as emergency responses.

Programme Response

Relevance

Seeds and tools distribution still constitutes a significant proportion of FAO’s emergency agricultural interventions in the region (especially in Sudan and Uganda) and yet they address only some of the problems faced by farming communities.  Pests, diseases, access to land, water and markets are often more greatly constraining.  It is critical that FAO and partners develop a better understanding with communities of interventions that will directly benefit rural livelihoods in given situations (for example floods, displacement, returning populations) and, where seeds and tools inputs are identified as needed, how these should best be sourced and distributed.  Mindful of these issues, FAO has progressively been diversifying its agricultural interventions to include irrigated agriculture, cassava multiplication, pest management, improved grain storage and enterprise development.

A wide range of livestock and fisheries interventions have been introduced since 2000, and are very relevant to the context of the region, but aside from animal health activities, they still remain relatively small scale, ad hoc, lacking requisite technical support and not benefiting from lessons learnt and experience elsewhere.  This was particularly the case with destocking, restocking (including support to HIV affected households), forage production, rehabilitation of water points and fish ponds.  In contrast, the livestock vaccination campaigns and support to train community animal health workers (CAHWs) throughout the region was considered extensive and relevant to remote pastoralist areas. However, the sustainability of these CAHWs networks still needs to be addressed.

Areas of considerable potential include the challenging work of animal health inspection and certification for export undertaken by FAO and partners to resolve the livestock import ban still imposed by Saudi Arabia, which adversely affects livelihoods on an extensive scale throughout Somalia and parts of Ethiopia; river basin management at local and regional levels in Somalia and Ethiopia; and fishing production in southern Sudan.

Timeliness

The timeliness of agricultural inputs (especially seeds and tools) as well as technical support has been a frequent failing of interventions, often because FAO commits to unrealistic delivery time-frames and is not sufficiently prepared. This is compounded by the fact that the launch of humanitarian appeals in the region (December) provides insufficient lead time for the next planting season (March).  The timeliness of animal health interventions has been mixed.  A well established pipeline for vaccines and drugs has served southern Sudan well since the days of OLS, and collaboration with PLI (USAID funded) and regional governments in Ethiopia at the start of 2006 proved very effective.  However, ad hoc interventions relating to animal health, destocking and fish ponds in Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia and Uganda under short project cycles have often been late and less effective for a variety of reasons, not least due to delays in official declarations of disease, difficult logistics and the lack of ongoing technical capacity in field offices.

Equity

Considerable efforts were made by FAO and partners to target the most vulnerable households whilst recognising that in much of the sub-region community re-distribution generally takes place.  Initiatives to support HIV affected households through experienced partners and work through farmer field schools (FFS) to target young people offer good potential.  However, gender considerations are not sufficiently integrated into FAO’s emergency and rehabilitation activities throughout the region, nor evident in the strategic planning process.

Impact
Due to insufficient systems of monitoring and evaluation, there is a worrying lack of information and understanding about the impact FAO interventions have on target populations.  To a degree, the impact assessments conducted in parallel with this evaluation provided a better understanding, especially within the agricultural sector.  There is evidence that the seed donated by FAO had good germination rates, but overall covers only one third of the seed used by beneficiaries in any given season, indicating that households generally have access to indigenous seed sources.  The distributed seed is not always suitable from a varietal standpoint, and cases of FAO seed being consumed as food have been reported, particularly in southern Sudan and in Somalia.  There is also evidence that repeated donations of imported seed may impact negatively on local seed systems and distributors as well as increase dependency.  

The impact of irrigation schemes (ARDOPIS) is still too early to determine in Somalia, but in Ethiopia the results along the Awash River in Afar region demonstrate how the outcome (predominantly maize production with cash crops) can vary considerably from the original purpose of the scheme (forage production).

The impact of livestock production interventions varies and reflects limited experience in the region.  The provision of goats and pigs to HIV affected households in IDP camps of northern Uganda realized little if any benefit to the targeted communities, whereas destocking trials in Somalia provided cash inputs at a critical stage of the drought.  Animal health interventions, especially vaccination campaigns, may have considerable impact where they are timely and based on reliable and timely disease surveillance data, which is unfortunately not always the case.  There is a need for improved regional liaison between governments, in collaboration with institutions such as ILRI and AU-IBAR.  In some countries the preparedness capacity that FAO developed for the Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza (HPAI) could be used to prevent and control other diseases.

FAO Institutional Capacity

With the establishment of an FAO Sub-regional Office for East Africa (SFE) in Addis Ababa (Ethiopia), technical capacity in relevant FAO divisions (including technical clearance) is being established to support the region.  This is supplemented by a growing technical capacity in the Regional Emergency Office for Africa (REOA) based in Nairobi (Kenya).  The REOA has technical expertise relating to agriculture, livestock, food security, HIV and nutrition which function in an advisory and support role to Emergency Coordination Units (ECUs).  The technical support role of REOA works more effectively in some countries than others.  

In contrast, the technical capacity in country is not representative of the growing diversity of projects, and is overstretched and over burdened with logistics and administration.  Furthermore, the field is not accessing technical support from FAO headquarters or regional level in a planned, systematic way to develop this skills base.  FAO’s technical competence is often weakest at the point of delivery where the quality of programme interventions matter most.  This is preventing FAO in some countries of the region from taking a more informed and pro-active role in key areas including livelihoods analysis, early warning, food security information systems, livestock production, fisheries and water resources; cross-cutting issues such gender, HIV and AIDS; as well as strategic planning, monitoring and evaluation.  Generally, new initiatives such as SIFSIA and the IPC roll-out are driven by and depend upon headquarters or regional capacity.

Similarly, operational supervision and support depends too heavily on a very small and committed team (TCES and TCEO) in headquarters despite the considerable expansion of emergency and rehabilitation assistance in the past three years.  More operational responsibility must be assumed at country level. However, the reliance on short-term projects to fund the FAO emergency coordination units is not conducive to building a stable technical and operational capacity in country, This results in regular staff turnover and poor morale, and reflects on the quality of programme interventions. National staff and consultants also tend to be given insufficient responsibilities, visibility and decision-making roles.

The institutional frame of FAO still maintains a “headquarters-centric” and “compartmentalised” culture and structure which does not adequately recognise the potential contribution of decentralised offices and staff and other sections of the organization.  This is not conducive to horizontal linkages between divisions and departments (at headquarters) between regional functions (at regional level in Africa) nor between country offices/units (at field level) and undermines the organization’s effectiveness and credibility with stakeholders (including donors) at country level.  

The profile of FAO has been enhanced significantly within the region through the establishment of the REOA and now the SFE.  Since the REOA is still not “institutionalised” within FAO, it has had the flexibility to link key components of FAO together, to good effect, in support of field interventions.  Now the REOA is well placed to support ECUs and regional initiatives in accordance with a stronger field agenda and complementary to the capacity provided by the newly established SFE.  

Resource Mobilisation

FAO has raised $240m for emergency and rehabilitation assistance in the region since 2004, reflecting increased investment in early warning, information systems and non-food emergency interventions.  The European Commission (including ECHO and EDF funding) is, significantly, the largest contributor.  Somalia and southern Sudan attract two-thirds of the funding between them.  Two stand-by funds – CERF (internal to UN) and SFERA (internal to FAO) – have helped “jump-start” critical operations. However, the CERF tends to be triggered by late outcome indicators and has a very short time-frame.  In this respect, CERF has been poorly suited to timely, preventative livestock or water interventions for which other forms of contingency funding have to be developed and linked to credible early warning systems. 

The Consolidated Appeal Process (CAP) remains a significant funding mechanism for FAO’s short-term emergency response in the region, but its limitations in contributing to sustainable food security need to be addressed.  The POAs at regional and national levels developed by FAO complement the CAP by incorporating “recovery” or “transition” activities within a strategic framework for food security which is gaining appeal with some donors.  This should go some way to convincing influential stakeholders (government and donors) that resources have to be committed to build back livelihood assets and food security within communities over the longer term.

Partnerships and Coordination Mechanisms

FAO has expanded its network of partnerships over the past five years to very good effect, in particular with NGOs for the delivery of livelihoods assets. FAO may better link its emergency operations with government services at the field level, especially in the provision of technical advice in livestock production, fisheries and water resources. There are also opportunities for FAO to consider more strategic partnerships in view of the growing technical competence of NGOs and other agencies, where FAO and governments do not have the means or capacity.  Such opportunities have been recognised in early warning, food security information systems, animal health, HIV and AIDS, but need to be better articulated in appropriate partnership agreements.  

FAO is committed to joint UN and government strategic planning and coordination mechanisms in the region and assumes a proactive role in the agriculture and food security sector in most countries.  At regional level FAO, facilitates the Food Security and Nutrition Working Group (FSNWG), a multi-agency forum that promotes information sharing and develops food security and nutrition tools to track humanitarian emergencies. The Group has lent much support to the IPC roll out.  FAO has developed a distinctive and valued role in this respect.  This role however, could be strengthened at country level, if FAO was more effective at bringing “to the table” food security information, analysis and advocacy, including issues relating to pastoralist livelihoods which remains under-studied, misunderstood and often marginalised in national budgetary allocations.

Recommendations

A number of recommendations are made with emphasis to improve the quality of delivery and better determine impact at field level, and are summarized below.
Information Systems and Knowledge Projects

1. Develop institutional coherence with respect to food security information systems for emergencies and development and build stronger links between food security and livestock-related information systems.

2. Promote information systems that are of value to emergency as well as developmental understanding and responses.

3. Make early warning and information systems more relevant to local decision-making (district, community) through a greater use of indigenous knowledge and the dissemination of clear and effective information products.

4. Develop suitable institutional capacity to support the IPC rollout within the region and expand government and agency buy-in.

5. Engage in the development and improvement of methodologies for food security assessments to ensure timeliness, quality and relevance.

Resource Mobilisation 

6. Promote coordinated response analyses and the development of emergency preparedness plans, contingency funding mechanisms and strategic reserves of key equipment to ensure timely and appropriate responses to livelihoods crises within the region.

7. Continue to advocate, through governments, donors, and the UN system, for a greater proportion of humanitarian funding to focus on livelihood interventions.

8. Actively engage in the development of medium term strategies that determine priorities in addressing chronic food insecurity.

9. Continue to mobilize and coordinate resources (financial as well as strategic reserves/stocks) at the regional level.

Programme Response

10. Study the long-term, root causes of food insecurity in the Horn of Africa, based on a thorough analysis of production and livelihoods systems, and promote the use of livelihood information in programme response.

11. Ensure that interventions are based on good practice gained by FAO and other agencies within the region and premised upon comprehensive needs assessments rather than mere seed needs assessments.
12. Promote longer-term recovery and resilience of local production systems to climatic shocks, through improved natural resource management, water and soil conservation, rehabilitation of damaged irrigation infrastructure, improved grain storage, promotion of livestock trade and destocking, security of land tenure, dialogue on transboundary water bodies (Ethiopia and Somalia) and new employment opportunities in the agricultural, fisheries and forestry sectors.

13. Agricultural inputs should be distributed when truly necessary, e.g. to support IDP return or in case of widespread destruction of assets. They should be supplied sooner, before the start of the planting season rather than during it, and through more efficient distribution processes.

14. Where agricultural inputs are distributed regularly (northern Uganda, southern Sudan), procure them from local producers or stockists and deliver them through input fairs and voucher systems so as to support the local economy.

15. Undertake a review of the various CAHWs networks in the Horn of Africa, their strengths and weaknesses with a view to re-enforce existing networks through training and better integration into national animal health systems.

16. Engage more fully with existing technical capacities at regional level (CGIAR, AU-IBAR) to scale up the effectiveness of emergency and rehabilitation assistance, improve the varietal adequacy of distributed seeds, control transboundary animal diseases, establish acceptable food safety systems, and help open international market to livestock from the Horn of Africa.

17. Base destocking, restocking and animal feed interventions on livestock emergency guidelines and standards to ensure good, consistent practice.

Partnership and Coordination

18. Develop partnerships more strategically, identify government partners (research centres, extension services, training institutes) that have technical competence which FAO could strengthen and/or draw upon, and link with non-governmental partners with complementary community mobilisation and operational skills. 

19. Introduce a more effective partnership agreement with NGO partners which accurately reflects the respective contributions and obligations of each partner.

20. Capitalise on the FAO lead coordination role by promoting more sharing of sound analysis and good practice between countries and actors in the region, and more effectively linking humanitarian and development agendas.

Institutional Capacity and Priorities

21. Undertake a review of human resources required by FAO in each country in view of national priorities, the portfolio of projects and the recommendations of this evaluation, and develop a more diversified skills and gender base in ECUs. 

22. National staff should form part of management and play a greater role in decision making and coordination than is currently the case.

23. Regular funding must be secured for core functions of “stand alone” Emergency Coordination Units which assume all operational responsibilities for FAO in country (Somalia, southern Sudan).

24. The Sub-Regional Office for East-Africa (SFE) must be mandated to provide technical support and clearance for field operations. Its staff composition should reflect the characteristics of the region (repeated and complex emergencies, displacement, pastoralism).

25. The Regional Emergency Office for Africa (REOA) should support ECUs in strategic planning, project cycle management, institutional learning, coordination of strategic reserves and resource mobilisation. Its role and composition should be reviewed annually by TCE, Emergency Coordinators, FAORs and Decentralised Offices. This role should be recognised and institutionalised within FAO. 

26. Apply internal guidelines, training materials and best practice to ensure that livelihoods, gender and HIV analysis contribute to the design of all programme interventions; continue to develop tools and capacities to monitor impact, ensuring that the information collected contribute to project design.

I. INTRODUCTION

1. Scope of the Evaluation

1.1 Evaluation Terms of Reference

1. In view of the complex situation of chronic poverty and food insecurity in the Horn of Africa, the evaluation was undertaken to review and validate the analysis, strategies and interventions being undertaken by FAO in conjunction with member governments and partners in response to the long-standing crises in the region. The purpose of the evaluation was to:

· provide feedback and guidance to the FAO Management on strategic and operational achievements and constraints in order to improve relevance to beneficiaries, effectiveness and efficiency of FAO’s emergency and rehabilitation assistance in the region;

· provide accountability to governments, donors and other stakeholders on the use of resources to reinforce participation, transparency and communication; and

· draw on the programme experience in the Horn of Africa to contribute to institutional learning within the FAO.

2. The focus of the Evaluation was on the five countries within the Greater Horn of Africa which have been most engaged in emergency and rehabilitation assistance, including Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia, Sudan (southern region) and Uganda (northern region).  Parts of these countries have been acutely affected by drought, flood and conflict (to different degrees) in recent years and share particular issues such as displacement and HIV/AIDS.  

3. The evaluation looks back at the institutional capacity, the emergency preparedness and the response through emergency and rehabilitation programmes of FAO in the sub-region over the past three years through successive droughts and subsequent floods in the Horn of Africa since the failed long rains of 2004.  Since the tsunami response (Somalia) and the Avian Influenza prevention (Ethiopia, Kenya, Uganda and Sudan) were subject to separate evaluations they were not included in the scope of this evaluation, although reference is inevitably made to these interventions. The evaluation focuses more on the strategic approaches adopted rather than the details of project implementation. The evaluation was also tasked to look forward to new opportunities based on experience and lessons learnt over this period.  The evaluation focuses its assessment on:

i. effectiveness of the organizational structure and mechanisms for programme planning and implementation at both country and regional level;

ii. relevance and value added of technical institutional relationships (internal to FAO and external) at country, regional and global level;

iii. coherence of the strategic planning process at country and regional level;

iv. the effectiveness of resource mobilization (including the CAP and the POA) at both country and regional level;

v. strengths and weaknesses of partnerships and coordination mechanisms (including clusters, task forces and working groups) with which FAO is engaged at both country and regional level;

vi. emergency preparedness: including food security and livelihoods analysis, early warning information systems, comparative classification of food and livelihood insecurity and influencing response strategies;

vii. the timeliness and relevance of the emergency response and rehabilitation assistance (including environmental concerns, gender equity, HIV/AIDS, chronic poverty) to the drought crisis;

viii. the effectiveness of the emergency response and rehabilitation assistance in achieving planned outcomes and desired impact on livelihoods;

ix. the linkages with FAO’s development programmes in the region; and

x. the evolving programme context and the implications these changes have for new programme priorities or opportunities. 
4. The evaluation was conducted by an independent evaluation team over a period of three months from 12 March to 6 June 2007 with the report finalized in July 2007.  The full terms of reference for the evaluation are presented in Annex 1 and details of the evaluation team are provided in Annex 2.

1.2 Evaluation Methodology

5. The evaluation methodology adopted, and further elaborated in Annex 3, was consultative and drew upon the views and perspectives of FAO staff at headquarters, regional and country level, representatives of inter-governmental and government authorities of affected countries, technical agencies, donors, partner organizations (UN agencies and NGOs) as well as beneficiaries
.  

6. The evaluation first comprised a Desk Review undertaken at FAO Headquarters to collate all relevant background documents, determine key respondents and identify projects and areas that could be subject to impact assessments.  Four Impact Assessment Studies were undertaken in Ethiopia, Somalia, Sudan and Uganda through a parallel exercise contracted to a separate consultancy team during the course of the evaluation. 

7. A Consultative Group to the evaluation was established in Rome including key contributing donors and government representatives of the countries subject to evaluation.  The group was consulted on terms of reference, the composition of the evaluation team and briefed at key stages during the evaluation. 

8. Interviews were first conducted at FAO Headquarters level including key divisions and services associated with the emergency and rehabilitation assistance programming in the Horn of Africa.

9. The next level of consultations took place at the Regional Emergency Office for Africa (REOA) as well as with regional technical agencies, partners and donors based in Nairobi, Kenya.  Field Evaluation Missions were carried out in each of the five countries, focusing on the performance, achievements and, where feasible, the impact of FAO’s assistance.  The evaluation set out to consult a broad range of stakeholders
 at field, provincial (where applicable) and national level.  The itinerary of the evaluation team is presented in Annex 4.

10. Country Debriefings were organised at the end of the field mission in each country with the objective of exchanging views on findings, recommendations and lessons learned with stakeholders. Generally, the debriefings included the FAOR, the Emergency Coordinator and team members of the ECU.  Only in Uganda did the debriefing include government partners. An Aide Mémoire reflecting the key findings and recommendations of the evaluation team specific to each country was generally submitted to the FAOR (for circulation within the FAO team and to stakeholders) within one week of departure
.

11. A Regional Workshop was held in Nairobi on 30 May 2007 with senior FAO staff and stakeholders from the region for the team to present initial consolidated findings and recommendations before finalizing the full regional report. The results of the separate impact assessment studies were also presented.   A Final Debriefing was subsequently conducted by the evaluation team on 6 June 2007 to FAO staff at Headquarters for final verification before writing the report.  A page was established on the FAO evaluation website for all respondents to the evaluation who could not participate in the regional workshop (Nairobi) or the final debriefing (Rome) to feedback on the initial findings and recommendations of the team.  Aide mémoires of each country, workshop presentations and the supplementary study relating to HIV/AIDS-affected households in Uganda have been posted on the site.  
1.3 Contribution of Impact Assessments to the Evaluation

12. This evaluation report has drawn upon some of the findings from the impact assessment studies where the evidence was substantiated.  However, it should be stressed that these studies were undertaken in a very short time-frame (as required by the evaluation) and did not always benefit from contextual information of the projects or supplemental secondary data that could have been availed. The use of “recollection” in household interviews was unavoidable (since project interventions were completed in the past three years) but proved not to form a sound basis for assessing actual impact especially where the results were very variable.  The evaluation has therefore treated the quantitative assessment of impact based on household interviews with some caution.  However, the qualitative methods of inquiry (including extensive focus group discussions with beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries in all four countries) proved in the circumstances to produce more reliable results than the household surveys.  The report has taken into account a careful comparison between the findings of the evaluation team, those of FAO conducted impact assessments (where they exist), and those of these specific studies (essentially its qualitative analysis).

2. Background and Context

13. The Greater Horn of Africa (including Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia, Sudan and Uganda) is now one of the most food insecure regions in the world.  For many centuries, a highly resilient agricultural and pastoral population in the region have successfully survived and prospered adapting to an environment that presents many challenges.  Agricultural practices have successfully been introduced and developed to improve productivity, and mobility amongst pastoralists has been an essential coping mechanism for livestock in times of adversity.  Markets for agricultural and livestock products have been accessed far beyond the region.  This situation is now limited by international borders, inter-clan conflicts, military interventions, internal political marginalization, denial of land property rights, importation bans and other pressures exerted by a rapidly increasing population.

14. Since 1974 the population of the Horn of Africa (160 million) has more than doubled
, mounting more pressure and competition for limited agricultural land, pastures and scarce water resources.  In Ethiopia, northern Kenya and Somalia, lack of sound environmental and land management has led to deforestation and significant areas of traditional rangeland being converted into agricultural areas with very limited success.  In turn, customary institutions and practices which have traditionally managed pasture and water resources have largely collapsed and been replaced by distressed migrations (frequently across cultural borders) often leading to conflict over resources.  

15. In southern Sudan and northern Uganda widespread insecurity over the past twenty years has displaced considerable numbers of people
 and prevented populations from effectively utilizing the land
 and accessing support services.  Fortunately, the peace agreement signed in 2005, and the subsequent establishment of a Government of National Unity in Sudan, has brought greater stability to the area
.  However, a compounding factor in Sudan and Ethiopia has been the state acquisition of unregistered land (including communal and tribal land) and insecurity of land tenure which adversely affects small farmers.

16. Chronic poverty
 now underlies the situation in the Horn of Africa characterized by an increasing destitute, displaced and sedentary population who are no longer able to make a living from agriculture or livestock production and depend on family, communities or relief assistance for survival. This situation is compounded by high HIV/AIDS prevalence in Ethiopia, Kenya and Uganda. HIV/AIDS has led to a depletion of labour in agricultural based communities and has contributed to about half of the estimated 2.3m orphans in Uganda alone.  There is significant under-investment of marketing infrastructure and basic services available to small-scale subsistence farmers in remote areas, and pastoralists & agro-pastoralists in arid and semi-arid lands, resulting from political marginalization of these zones. 

17. In these precarious circumstances, any external shock, be it drought, flood, conflict or migratory pests, can push large segments of the population over the edge with no alternative livelihood options. Total national food production may not fall by much
, but for the poorest communities the effects can be disastrous, as families that had insufficient food to start with suddenly find themselves with none at all.

18. Drought 2004-06 - Drought resulting from poorly distributed rains has affected large areas of the Horn of Africa since the middle of 2004.  Many countries in the sub-region (including Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia) have been receiving or mobilizing emergency food aid and other relief assistance since this time. The situation deteriorated with the widespread failure of the short rains between October-November 2005 reducing further water, pasture and food availability particularly in arid and semi-arid areas of the sub-region.  Pastoralist, agro-pastoralist and some riverine livelihoods were worst affected.  In the epicentre of the drought (north-eastern Kenya and south-western Somalia) significant numbers of livestock were lost (up to 70% of cattle and 40% of small ruminants) due to lack of water and pasture, most rain-fed agriculture failed, and riverine communities, already facing high irrigation costs, were now competing with others for scarce resources. In the four countries of Somalia, Kenya, Djibouti and Ethiopia more than 11 million people affected by drought were estimated to be in need of assistance. As women traditionally bear the responsibility to feed their family and to collect and manage water, the impact of drought always hits women hardest.

19. Floods 2006 - Later in 2006 the same sub-region was hit by flooding firstly in Ethiopia (August) and then later in Kenya and Somalia (October-November).  Worst affected was Somalia along the Shabelle and Juba river basins where some locations recorded six times the average monthly rainfall compounded by increased river flows from Ethiopia.  350,000 people and agricultural production in these areas were directly affected by the flooding.  This came at a time when political tensions had escalated between the Transitional Federal Government (TFG) and the Islamic Courts Union (ICU) resulting in over 25,000 Somali refugees crossing into Kenya.  After the TFG took control of Mogadishu with the support of Ethiopian troops early in 2007, another 350,000 Somalis left the capital and were displaced throughout central and southern Somalia. 
20. Humanitarian Appeals - The key mechanism for mobilising resources in support of humanitarian response is the appeal process including the participation of both UN and NGOs.  In response to both the drought and the subsequent floods, the Government of Ethiopia and the humanitarian community in Somalia launched separate appeals during the course of 2006 and early 2007.  Others, including Djibouti, Eritrea, Kenya as well as Somalia participated in a regional consolidated drought appeal (CAP) launched in April 2006.  Kenya launched separate appeals later in 2006 in response to the refugee crisis and floods in eastern areas of the country.   
21. CAPs were realized in Uganda in 2005, 2006 and 2007 with a specific focus on displaced persons in IDP camps in the conflict-affected districts in the north of the country and the resettlement of those choosing to return home.  Annual Work Plans developed in 2006 and 2007 outline the UN and partners planned support to humanitarian and recovery/development programming in Sudan following the signature of the Comprehensive Peace Agreement.  The annual plans specifically address the protection challenges associated with the ongoing conflict in Darfur, the risk of poor harvest in parts of Bahr el Ghazal and Upper Nile, and the return of hundreds of thousands of displaced Sudanese to the south of the country. 
22. Despite significant improvements in the early warning systems within the region, many commentators
 criticise the aid community and governments for ignoring the lessons learnt from the past, relying on late outcome indicators (such as global acute malnutrition levels) and not intervening earlier to mitigate asset depletion and loss of livelihoods.  The short rains (October-November 2005) failed when many areas in the region were already vulnerable as a result of successive poor and erratic rains 2004-05 which had left pastures and food reserves depleted, but there was little preparedness for this.

23. Additional challenges include the need to develop essential infrastructure and basic services in marginalized agricultural and pastoral areas where poverty and vulnerability are particularly chronic.  The same areas worst affected by drought are those without adequate roads, access to markets, communications, energy and water systems.  The same areas have least access to affordable basic services such as health and education, which are particularly critical for women of reproductive age and children who are malnourished and more vulnerable to infectious diseases.

3. Overview of FAO’s Programme of Work 2004-2007

24. Funding for FAO’s emergency and rehabilitation assistance is administered through FAO’s Emergency Operations & Rehabilitation Division (TCE) and includes both short-term relief inputs as well as longer term community-based rehabilitation schemes.  It is also important to note that in both Somalia and southern Sudan, the Special Emergency Programmes Service (TCES) within TCE administers and manages all operational projects supported by FAO which include some multi-year development projects of up to 36 months duration and some of which would not normally be categorised as either emergency or rehabilitation.   Technical backstopping of TCE projects is normally provided by ESAF, GIEWS, AGA, AGN, AGP and NRLW.   Implementation of emergency and rehabilitation assistance is generally managed by Emergency Coordination Units (ECUs) established within the FAO country offices except in the case of information systems when separate projects may be established under a Chief Technical Adviser (CTA).
3.1 Expansion of FAO Emergency & Rehabilitation Assistance

25. Funding of FAO’s global emergency and rehabilitation assistance has grown considerably from $50 million in 1996-97 to $340 million in 2004-05.  Nowhere has this growth been better exemplified than in the Greater Horn of Africa region where funding for emergency and rehabilitation assistance amounted to $240 million
 for the period 2004-06 (see graphs below in Figure 1).  The primary reasons behind this are:

· More frequent occurrence of natural disasters such as drought and floods (arguably the result of global warming, certainly the result of political marginalization of affected areas, underlying chronic poverty, environmental degradation and increased population pressure on limited resources);

· Conflict, displacement and new opportunities to support resettlement and rehabilitation (owing to political settlements in Sudan and to a degree in Uganda);

· Shift in emphasis by governments and donors from exclusive support to food aid in the interest of supporting interventions that deliver more sustainable food security;

· Demand for better information systems that inform both short and long-term interventions in the agriculture, livestock, water and nutrition sectors; and FAO has developed a stronger and more credible profile in the region particularly through its coordination role in the agriculture and food security sector.
Figure 1: Estimated Annual Expenditures for FAO Development and Emergency Operations
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Schedule for the Evaluation of FAO Emergency & Rehabilitation Assistance in the Horn of Africa

December 06 January 07 February March April May June July August

Activities Dates
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Desk Review

Communication of concept paper to field

Develop methodology and TORs for evaluation & IAS 

Selection of impact assessments teams

Contracting of impact assessments teams

Impact Assessment Studies: initial focus groups

IAS: training, testing and finalization of questionnaires

IAS: field surveys

IAS: reporting

Schedules for country visits finalised

Consultative Committee Meeting in Rome 13th March

Other consultations at FAO Headquarters 12-15 March

Consultations at REOA in Nairobi 16-18 March

Sudan field mission 19-29 March

Uganda field mission 30 March-13 April

Consultative Committee Meeting in Rome 23rd April

Ethiopia field mission 24 April-05 May

Somalia field mission 06-19 May

Kenya field mission 20-27 May

Regional Workshop in Nairobi 30-31 May

Debriefing to FAO in Rome 6th June

Drafting of Evaluation Report 11 June-16 July

Dissemination of Draft Evaluation Report within FAO 20 July-23 August

Finalisation of Evaluation Report 24-30 August

Consultative Committee Meeting in Rome 8th October

 Management of evaluation

 Impact assessments  Two-pronged Kenya mission (fact finding and training of IAS teams)

 Governance of evaluation

 Data collection

 Report writing

 Full time input

 Part time input (at home)


3.2 Nature of FAO Emergency & Rehabilitation Assistance

3.2.1 Knowledge Projects

26. FAO’s involvement in knowledge projects in the Horn of Africa can be categorized as: (i) Early Warning and Food Security Information Systems
; (ii) Land Tenure and Utilisation; and (iii) Land and Water Information Management. 

27. Early Warning & Food Security Information Systems (EW & FSIS) include livelihood baselines; early warning and monitoring systems; assessments; and response analysis.

28. Prior to 2000 FAO had very limited involvement in EW & FSIS in the Horn of Africa other than through the regular annual Crop & Food Supply Assessment Missions (CFSAM) implemented by FAO and WFP through the GIEWS project.  FAO’s engagement in food security information systems in the region has developed rapidly over the last five years highlighted by three related events:

29. in 2000 FAO took over the management of the Food Security Analysis Unit
 for Somalia from WFP and the FSAU fulfils the role undertaken by the CFSAM in Somalia;

30. in 2003 FAO signed a ‘strategic partnership’ agreement with the EC at headquarter level which included a theme on FSIS known as ‘information for action’;

31. in 2005 FSAU developed the Integrated Humanitarian and Food Security Phase Classification system (IPC) which was then adopted as the framework for the Horn of Africa CAP in 2006 and has captured the interest of many actors; 

32. In addition both FAO and WFP became jointly involved in the CAP Needs Analysis Framework (NAF)
 which was piloted in Uganda & Somalia in 2006.

33. Today, in the Horn of Africa, FAO has a number of initiatives related to this area: 

34. Sudan - Over the past two years FAO has developed the SIFSIA programme with the government and the European Commission (EC) to develop food security information and decision-making systems for Sudan (both north and south).  The project amounts to €20m over the next four years.  The thematic areas of the SIFSIA are: a) the food security institutional set up; b) the policy and programming framework for food security; and c) the role of information in shaping food security responses.
35. Kenya - Kenya has a well established early warning and response system, operated through the Office of the President and funded through a World Bank loan. From early 2005, FAO has been providing technical support (SIDA funded) to this project with a focus on: a) verifying and finalising livelihood baselines; b) training and capacity building; and c) expanding the area of coverage.

36. Ethiopia - FAO and WFP have recently begun collaboration with the Government of Ethiopia to improve data quality (crop statistics and food security indicators) with the support of the EC. 

37. Somalia - FSAU in collaboration with FEWSNET, undertake a range of food security & livelihoods early warning, monitoring and assessment activities, as the lead agency in the absence of national government.  The project is supported by the EC, OFDA and the Norwegian Government through FAO. 

38. Regional Level - FAO employ a food security analyst in Nairobi with a mandate to conduct and disseminate regional food security analysis. A major focus of this work is IPC related activities, including using the IPC tool for the first time outside of Somalia, for regional analysis, for the 2005/06 drought. 

39. IPC awareness raising exercises have taken place a number of times at regional level, with participation from all of the countries mentioned above.  In addition to Somalia, where FSAU has been using the system for some time, Kenya has been actively using the IPC tool and Sudan has had training exercises in both Khartoum and Juba. 

40. Global Information and Early Warning System (GIEWS) - The GIEWS project undertakes a number of activities, largely focused on the monitoring of crop production and food supply and demand at different levels – global, regional, national, and sub-national – as well as rapid assessment missions again focusing crop production and food balance sheet calculations. These tend to be centralised – in Rome – activities with short missions in country, drawing on available data and information in country with a strong emphasis on the food supply side and more limited analysis around food access issues. These activities take place in several of the countries in the Horn of Africa. 

41. Food Insecurity & Vulnerability Information and Mapping systems (FIVIMS) - FIVIMS are any systems that assemble, analyse and disseminate information on food insecurity. The core functions of FIVIMS are to promote consensus on improved food security information systems, promote greater co-ordination and avoid duplication between relevant actors and link information systems to remedial action programmes. FIVIMS inputs have been initiated in Uganda and Kenya in recent years although no direct FIVIMS activities are currently in place. 

42. EMPRES - In 1994 FAO established an Emergency Prevention System (EMPRES) for Transboundary Animal and Plant Pests and Diseases in order to minimise the risk of such emergencies developing.  EMPRES is the major livestock related early warning system that FAO is involved in.  It has four main components: (i) early warning; (ii) early reaction; (iii) coordination; and (iv) enabling research. 
43. Land Tenure and Utilisation (Northern Uganda, Southern Sudan, Ethiopia) - There have been a few and so far relatively modest involvements in surveying and dealing with land tenure issues, in particular as they relate to conflict over access to natural resources. In Uganda, FAO and WFP have undertaken a study of land access by displaced households in IDP camps using satellite imagery (ongoing) to try and understand better the constraints faced by displaced households.  FAO in Ethiopia also supports sustainable land management systems in Kafa and is developing models that could be replicated else where in the country.
44. In the Sudan however there has been a more significant engagement in land tenure issues since 2001, when IGAD invited FAO to contribute to its efforts to foster peace in the Sudan by proposing a framework for solving land tenure disputes.
 This framework was used as a reference in peace talks which ultimately led to the 2005 Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA). Once it became clear that a solution to the southern Sudan conflict was at hand, UNHCR and the Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC) asked FAO to conduct a study on access to land for returning refugees.
 A project was formulated to study land laws, conduct institutional assessments and pilot methods for land use planning and delineation.
 The project has been implemented since 2005 by FAO, NRC and UNHCR, providing technical and operational support to develop and test methodologies for negotiating access to land and natural resources among different stakeholders, supporting the land administration system and strengthening community-driven land management.

45. Land and Water Information Management (Somalia) - Since 2002, FAO has managed the Somalia Water and Land Information Management (SWALIM) project.  SWALIM is an information management unit serving Somali administrations, non-governmental organizations, development agencies and UN organizations engaged in assisting Somali communities whose lives depend directly on water and land resources.  SWALIM assists with producing baseline information, assessing natural resources as well as recovering as much of the data lost since the collapse of central government 16 years ago.  Specific activities carried out by SWALIM include mapping of water sources, rehabilitation of the national rainfall and river flow data collection, evaluation of the potential for harvesting rain water, and surveying of main irrigation systems. The project is also re-establishing data collection networks in collaboration with partner agencies, to facilitate better assessment of rainfall, river flow, groundwater resources, land characteristics, degradation and land suitability as well as improving flood warning and flood management. 

3.2.2 Agriculture

46. Support to the agricultural production of vulnerable households constitutes one of the main objectives of the FAO emergency and rehabilitation assistance in the Horn of Africa. Established FAO emergency interventions, such as the provision of seeds and tools, still constitute about half of the resources allocated to agricultural interventions and represent a major component of the assistance provided to displaced and returning households in southern Sudan and northern Uganda, with seeds and tools programmes reaching hundreds of thousands of households each season. On a more modest level, seeds and (in some cases) tools constituted a significant part of the FAO response to the 2005-06 drought in Ethiopia and Somalia, and more recently, to the 2006 floods also in Somalia. 

47. However, the agriculture programme is not limited to seeds and tools. During the evaluated period, there has been a tendency to diversify the FAO emergency portfolio in the Horn. Rehabilitation of irrigation schemes is being undertaken in both Somalia (ARDOPIS project) and Ethiopia through longer term funding cycles. Other interventions include the provision of ploughs, training of oxen (Uganda), integrated pest management, improvement in grain storage (Somalia) and Aflatoxin training (Kenya).  FAO has in some cases linked emergency interventions to the Farmer Field School approach to promote community-based experiential learning (Kenya, Uganda). 

48. At the regional level, FAO with financial support from the EU has also been supporting the multiplication and distributions of cassava varieties tolerant to the cassava mosaic virus to farmers in RDC, Rwanda, Burundi and Uganda through the Regional Cassava Mass Propagation Initiative, intended to stop the propagation of a new and especially virulent form of cassava mosaic virus disease (CMD) which spread across Uganda and into neighbouring countries during the past decade. 

3.2.3 Livestock

49. In the livestock and fisheries sectors interventions
 include:

· Support to veterinary services, including provision of drugs, vaccines, cold chains and other equipments and training of Community Animal Health Workers (CAHWs) and veterinary staff (in all countries);

· Surveillance and control of transboundary, trade-related diseases such as RVF (Kenya, Somalia and Ethiopia) or rinderpest (southern Sudan and Somalia);

· Support to strengthen veterinary services and to build the preparedness capacity to prevent and/or control outbreak of Avian Influenza (Ethiopia, Kenya, Uganda and southern Sudan);

· Support to livestock marketing including building capacity in examination and certification of livestock for export (Ethiopia and Somalia);

· Support to public-private partnerships (livestock boards in Somalia);

· Support to marketing of meat products (Somalia); 

· Support to aquaculture in Uganda (through Farmer Field Schools) and fisheries activities in southern Sudan (distribution of fishing gear, training);  

· Provision of goats and pigs to HIV affected IDPs in Uganda;  

· Redistribution of small ruminants to vulnerable households who lost livestock during the drought through local procurement in the same pastoral and agro-pastoral areas (Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia);  

· De-stocking during a drought, followed by culling the de-stocked animals (Somalia); and

· Support to irrigated forage production (Somalia, Ethiopia).

50. The portfolio is heavily dominated by animal health, with animal production activities receiving less priority. The next most followed approach was the support to re-stocking and re-distribution of live animals as response to the 2005-06 drought, mainly in the pastoral and agro-pastoral areas of  Somalia (Gedo and Lower Juba regions), Kenya (Mandera and Wajir districts) and Ethiopia  (Afar region), with the objective to  re-build pastoral livelihoods of vulnerable households who lost most of their livestock. The species used were goats in Ethiopia, and sheep and goats (shoats) as well as pack animals (mainly donkeys) in Somalia and Kenya.  The number of animals provided to each household ranged from 10 goats in Ethiopia, to 15 shoats and one pack animal in Kenya, to 40 shoats and one pack animal in Somalia.  Animals for distribution were essentially purchased form the same localities and communities to avoid spreading animal disease and increasing grazing pressure on pastures affected by the drought. All animals were inspected, vaccinated, de-wormed and tagged to ensure only healthy and productive animals were provided to beneficiaries.

51. The involvement of FAO on a regional level is much more recent: a new project is starting with AU/BAR and ILRI on the regional prevention/control of RVF, and FAO has seconded technical experts to support AU/IBAR in the establishment of Regional Animal Health Centres with the objective to develop regional disease diagnostic capacity.

3.2.4 HIV and AIDS
52. FAO has been supporting people affected by HIV and AIDS in the Great Lakes region (including Uganda) over the past four years to better respond to the special needs and constraints faced by HIV affected households. Interventions in northern Uganda include agricultural inputs, provision of small ruminants and training to approximately 2,000 affected households. Another regional initiative providing assistance to vulnerable groups in fishing communities affected by HIV and AIDS in the Lake Victoria region (Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda) has been piloted this year in Bondo district, Kenya.  Somalia is intending to include an HIV and AIDS component to its future programme.

3.2.5 Water Resources & Irrigation
53. FAO’s main area of support in recent years has been in the area of water resource mapping (SWALIM in Somalia), irrigation (ARDOPIS in Somalia and the rehabilitation of small-scale irrigation schemes through various projects in Ethiopia), small-scale surface irrigation as oasis farming (in drier areas of northern Somalia), and to a very limited extent pond rehabilitation in support of livestock (in Ethiopia).  The focus has primarily been on agricultural water utilization in water endowed areas, with little attention to the remaining semi-arid and arid regions and links with rangeland and the livestock sector.

3.2.6 Coordination & Partnership

54. FAO is mandated through the UN system (and IASC) to assume the lead on agriculture and food security in both conflict-related humanitarian emergencies and in natural disaster situations.  In the Greater Horn of Africa, FAO has assumed this role at both regional (by the FAO Regional Emergency Office for Africa) and national level (by the FAO Emergency Coordinators) either as chair, co-chair (with government or a partner NGO) or through active facilitation.  

55. At regional level FAO has both supported and led the Food Security & Nutrition Working Group (FSNWG)
 to coordinate the collection and joint analysis of food security information in the region
 and enhance collaboration amongst humanitarian partners in planning a response programme.  Membership of the group includes nine NGOs, ICRC and three UN agencies
 and is often attended by interested donors. 
56. At country level the aim of sectoral coordination of humanitarian action is to ensure: (i) a more effective response capacity by mobilising clusters of NGOs, organizations and agencies to respond; (ii) create stronger partnership within the cluster; (iii) strengthen accountability; and (iv) improve strategic prioritisation.  FAO is leading and supporting sectoral meetings on food security and working groups with a focus on agriculture and livestock.

57. Through its coordination mandate and increased level of emergency funding, FAO has broadened its partnership, in particular with NGOs for the delivery of livelihoods assets.  FAO now works with as many as 50 NGOs in the region through formal Letters of Agreement (LoAs), and collaborates with many more in conducting field assessments, surveys and other exercises.  Only in Ethiopia and Kenya has FAO really developed any effective collaboration in emergencies with government institutions and services.  FAO is also working with a number of technical agencies within the region including AU-IBAR, ICRISAT and ILRI.

3.3 Horn of Africa Initiative

58. The elimination of food insecurity in the Horn of Africa is a long-term development goal that is set to be achieved by setting relevant targets such as the resolve agreed at the 1996 World Food Summit to halve the number of undernourished people by 2015.  This commitment was reiterated in the UN Millennium Summit Declaration of September 2000. For countries of the Horn of Africa, achieving this goal will entail a reduction in the total number of undernourished people from 70 to 35 million.  This highlights the enormous challenge of how to implement a long-term strategy whilst adequately addressing shorter term emergency responses. 

59. In 2001, an Interagency Task Force on the UN Response to Long-term Food Security, Agricultural Development and Related Aspects in the Horn of Africa, which was chaired by FAO, produced a strategy for “the Elimination of Food Insecurity in the Horn of Africa – a Strategy for Concerted Government and UN Response”.  The framework for action included three core components: (i) broadening opportunities for sustainable livelihoods (expanding markets & trade, diversifying employment & income, safeguarding natural resources, and improving health & nutrition); (ii) protecting those most in need (targeted feeding programmes and social safety nets); and (iii) creating an enabling environment for reducing food insecurity and poverty (better access to basic services, more effective decentralized government, and strengthened regional cooperation).  Despite regional level consultations and commitments from governments, IGAD and the IFIs, the institutional arrangements required to implement the strategy were never realized.  

60. In 2006, the Secretary-General’s Special Humanitarian Envoy for the Horn of Africa, Mr. Kjell Magne Bondevik, recommended that a Consultative Process on food security be reactivated to develop a practical approach to address the root causes of the region’s vulnerability to recurrent drought and food insecurity, as well as strengthen institutional linkages between the Inter-Governmental Authority on Development (IGAD) and the United Nations System.

61. FAO and WFP have agreed to take the lead in preparing a roadmap to “identify and prioritise concrete actions leading to a durable solution to the food security problems in the Horn of Africa” through regional level consultations
. The strategy for the Elimination of Food Insecurity in the Horn of Africa developed by the Interagency Task Force and NEPAD’s agenda for the agricultural sector, the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP), will be key points of reference.  

62. During the evaluation mission, consultation workshops were taking place to develop country reports which identified causes of food insecurity and vulnerability, the policy environment, and interventions which had impacted positively on food security and could be scaled up.  These reports contributed to a two-day workshop convened in Nairobi 25-26 June 2007 at which representatives from the governments of Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia and Uganda, as well as regional bodies, donors, IFIs, research organizations, the private sector, NGOs and the UN agreed a road map to scale up prioritized interventions in the six countries.

63. The priorities of the programme are: (i) broad alliances to support millions of pastoralists and agro-pastoralists; (ii) environmental challenges including combating land degradation and desertification; (iii) the role of women as a primary force for rural transformation; (iv) livelihoods diversification and income-generating activities for the food insecure; (v) risk management and crisis response; and (vi) institutional strengthening and community-focused capacity building.

64. Since the Horn of Africa Initiative was very much at the consultative and planning stage, it was too early for the evaluation team to assess the potential of this initiative with respect to FAO’s emergency and rehabilitation assistance.  The collaborative approach on this initiative with WFP is however significant and important.

3.4 Regional Emergency Office for Africa

65. A key development for FAO in the region was the establishment of the Regional Emergency Office for Africa (REOA) in Nairobi in early 2001.  Initially, the main focus of the REOA was to support food security analysis and develop better emergency preparedness capacity in southern Sudan.  From 2002 FAO began to play a key role in developing multi-sectoral plans of action as strategic planning tools in southern Sudan and in southern Africa during the emerging food security crisis (Malawi, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Lesotho and Swaziland) where FAO had no previous emergency presence.

66. By 2003 the REOA was setting up an Emergency Coordination Unit (ECU) for Somalia to ensure that FAO played a more strategic role in terms of its contribution to the Consolidated Appeal Process (CAP) and the Somalia Aid Coordination Body (SACB).  

67. The REOA also assumed the mandate to backstop FAO emergency and rehabilitation field operations and act as a coordinator and facilitator between the Emergency Coordination Units (ECUs), the FAO Representatives, FAO Sub-regional Offices and FAO Headquarters.  In the Horn of Africa and Great Lakes region, this led to the identification of key regional themes related to emergencies, particularly HIV/AIDS and Cassava Mosaic Disease. In 2003 FAO reviewed best practices relating to HIV/AIDS and food security and developed a regional HIV/AIDS project which has been funded by SIDA since 2004. A regional cassava initiative facilitated by FAO has been operating with ECHO funding since 2006.  

68. Through the regional CAP for the Great Lakes region, FAO secured funding from OFDA for a Rapid Response Team which was used for the mitigation of the locust infestation in West Africa in 2004.

69. In 2005 FAO contributed to the establishment of the Food Security & Nutrition Working Group (FSNWG) at regional level, and in 2006 supported the development of a regional CAP for the Horn of Africa (including Djibouti, Eritrea, Kenya and Somalia) which was launched in March of that year in response to the 2004-05 drought. FAO also developed a Plan of Action for the Horn of Africa Drought Response Relief and Recovery in April 2006 in consultation with its country teams in Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia. The POA was intended to respond to assessments conducted throughout the region by specialised agriculture and livestock steering groups composed of humanitarian agencies, government ministries and specialised projects such as the FAO’s Food Security Analysis Unit (FSAU).

70. The senior posts (including consultancies) in the REOA comprise: a Senior Emergency Adviser (Africa); a Regional Emergency Adviser (Food Security); a Regional Emergency Adviser (Livestock); a Regional Emergency Officer (Agriculture); and an HIV/AIDS & Nutrition Officer.  The Terms of Mandate for the REOA are attached as Annex 5.

3.5 Sub-Regional Office for East Africa

71. A new FAO Sub-Regional Office for East Africa (SFE) was established early in 2007 as part of the structural reforms within FAO which aimed to improve targeting of programmes, building strategic alliances & partnerships, and strengthening cooperation with UN system partners at the country level
 (all within the framework of achieving the Millennium Development Goals).

72. The SFE is headed by a Sub-Regional Coordinator who is also FAO’s Liaison Officer with the African Union (AU), the Economic Commission for Africa (ECA) as well as FAO Representative in Ethiopia.  The office will include technical capacity in crops and plant production & protection; animal health and livestock production; fisheries; forestry; agro-processing; agro-business and investment.  There will also be capacity to contribute to policy and planning processes (NMTPF, CCA and UNDAF) in the region.  The SFE is expected to have the decentralized authority in the region to provide technical clearance.

II. ASSESSMENT

4. Strategic Planning, Early Warning & Information Projects

4.1  Strategic Planning

73. In response to the escalation of natural disasters and conflict-affected emergencies globally, the Rehabilitation and Humanitarian Policies Unit of TCE (TCER) developed through an internal participatory process an FAO vision for rehabilitation programmes in emergency contexts (September 2005), which concisely articulates how FAO must adjust to a fast-changing context.  The focus of the vision is FAO’s role “to protect and build back better the livelihoods of farmers, herders and fishers by firstly providing information for action by all relevant actors and secondly through direct assistance in partnership with other organizations”.  A plan of action was established to operationalise the vision during the course of 2005.  The plan of action outlines how FAO’s role in emergencies can be better institutionalized, how partnerships can be strengthened, and how FAO can be more effective in its response to emergencies.  Subsequently, TCER has developed a business plan to strengthen FAO’s own and selected partners capacity in preparing for and responding to emergencies. 

74. Earlier this year, FAO developed a Workshop Manual (Bangkok, January 2007) defining FAO’s Role & Effectiveness in Emergencies which very effectively pulls together and links a wide range of reference documents (both within FAO and the UN system) that FAO emergency staff need to be aware of and make reference to. 

4.1.1 Regional Plan of Action

75. The Plan of Action (POA) for the Greater Horn of Africa (defined in the plan as Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia, Tanzania and Uganda) is FAO’s framework of response within the region.  The POA includes Tanzania, but not Sudan, so the scope of this evaluation is slightly at odds with the strategy’s.  It has been developed in tandem to the development of a vision and plan of action at head office level.  It is intended to complement the appeal process (the CAP at regional and national levels when and where they are initiated) by providing a more informed and coherent strategy in support of food security and advocates for “connectedness” between emergency and development assistance (which the CAP does not do).

76. The POA aims to: (i) promote greater consistency between country and regional level interventions; (ii) to highlight food security issues with a regional dimension (e.g. transboundary plant & animal diseases); and (iii) better coordination between agencies and authorities operating at the regional level.  Underlying this is the POA’s intention to strengthen the links between food security and livelihoods analysis.  The purpose of this would be to reduce the vulnerability of rural communities by providing humanitarian assistance, but at the same time increase the resilience of these communities by targeting the root causes of livelihood erosion.

77. The strategy is built around three major outcomes: (i) improved preparedness and coordination; (ii) disaster impact at the household level mitigated; and (iii) strengthened capacities [at community level] to cope with shocks. 

78. The Regional POA has evolved significantly over the past 12 months and has become a much more coherent document.  It challenges the “conventional wisdom” of donors and some international agencies that resources have to be separately allocated to “emergencies,” “recovery/transition,” and “development”.  It has been developed at a time when FAO’s global priorities for emergency and rehabilitation assistance are not clear (despite the efforts of TCER) in the absence of a global policy.  It provides a strategic framework for the region and takes the focus away from individual projects and the administration this entails.  Not all the donors are convinced of its merits, but it has been successful in mobilising resources at the regional level for coordination, drought response, transboundary animal health response and the regional cassava multiplication initiative.

79. What has been unclear in the past is whether this is FAO’s plan of action or a “sectoral” plan encompassing a broad range of partners (which was the original intention). However hard, FAO has tried to play down its “visibility” with respect to this initiative; it will (if not already) be perceived as FAO’s strategic plan because many of the activities identified in the response plan are those closely associated with FAO.  However, partners are in most cases willing to identify with the plan and collaborate with FAO in its achievement. 

80. Furthermore, it is not clear what degree of “buy in” ECUs of different FAO country programmes have in the Regional POA.  Reactions varied from outright dismissal of the POA to suggestions that the Regional POA had “lifted” its strategy from one developed at country level.  It is clear that Emergency Coordinators and other FAO colleagues in the region need to be more “included” in the process and quite probably the emphasis on developing National POAs will help to achieve this.

81. A strategic framework in evolution is always going to have limitations, but the evaluation wishes to point out areas where significant improvements could be made:

· The situation analysis lacks an assessment of what other actors (including inter-governmental authorities, governments, UN agencies and NGOs) are doing and an analysis of FAO’s comparative advantage (which the REOA had excluded originally to reduce “visibility”);

· The links between the situation analysis and the response plan are not clearly articulated;

· There is no gender analysis and therefore no gender mainstreaming in the response.

82. The POA may also risk over-emphasising technical solutions and underplaying political and social issues and solutions in improved food security, such as cattle rustling (South Sudan, Karamoja in Uganda, Turkana in Kenya), land tenure and access issues (Uganda, South Sudan), the marginalisation of pastoral areas in governmental budgets and infrastructure, political agendas having a strong influence over the delivery of emergency assistance (Kenya, Ethiopia), or the specific situation of Somalia where government has virtually no capacity and there are a very limited number of credible local and international NGOs through whom to work. This lack of policy analysis undermines the utility of the document as an FAO-wide framework. 

4.1.2 National Strategic Planning

83. Countries with FAO emergency & rehabilitation interventions are each being encouraged to develop a national Plan of Action (POA) which besides establishing a response plan in country, will then contribute towards and inform the Regional POA for the Greater Horn of Africa.  National POAs are at different stages of development varying from no current strategy at all (in the case of southern Sudan) to a strategy in planning (Somalia) to a new draft strategic plan (Uganda) to an established strategy requiring revision (Ethiopia).

84. National POAs are generally considered to represent the emergency and recovery component of the National Medium Term Priority Framework (NMTPF) which represents the commitment of FAO and the host government towards improving food security in the medium term.  In Kenya FAO have decided not to develop a separate POA, but to incorporate the emergency strategy within the NMTPF which is currently under development.
85. Countries have also adopted different processes for the development of strategies in varying contexts.  Somalia for example (just embarking on the exercise) is taking into careful account the abundance of strategies adopted by the humanitarian community in different scenarios over the past fifteen years and the political sensitivities of partnership in an environment of conflict without an effective central government.  In Ethiopia (where the POA has been developed over the last 18 months) valid questions were raised about the scope of its POA given the diversity of activities it now encompasses and how this should be better focused.  Uganda is the first country in the region developing a POA for the food security sector (through consultations with partners in the cluster) building upon good practice (in line with the Horn of Africa Initiative) and drawing upon technical support from TCER and REOA.  However, at the time of the evaluation mission FAO staff in country appeared disengaged from the process.  In southern Sudan, where a very dynamic environment needs clear strategic thinking, there is no FAO plan and the programme urgently needs to draw upon a better analysis of the context and to develop a more coherent response.

86. FAO in each country works in different situations addressing different issues through diverse partnerships and assuming varying profile.  So the argument that National POAs should be “contextual” is sound and logical and would be strongly supported by the evaluation. 

87. There are no guidelines for the development of a National POA.  There is a Regional POA which provides a template, but planning at national level has much greater implications. Different dimensions of a strategic plan should be carefully considered by the FAOR, the Emergency Coordinator, the country team and primary stakeholders before embarking on the process of developing a POA and calling upon technical assistance to support that process.  These dimensions relate to: (i) the scope; (ii) the linkages; (iii) the purpose; and (iv) the ownership of the National POA (not dissimilar to the issues arising at regional level).

88. The purpose: whether an “inclusive” process to develop a situation analysis and define shared goals and objectives is not as important as the product itself; whether the POA is a framework for planning, monitoring and evaluation, or a tool for resource mobilization and advocacy.

89. The scope: whether the POA should be a plan for FAO’s emergency response; a broader plan for all the operational work that FAO undertakes in country (including for example Special Programmes for Food Security); or a sectoral plan for all actors engaged in building more sustainable food security (with emergency preparedness factored in).  

90. The ownership: related to the above, whether all FAO staff are to engage in the process (field-based, national, emergency, regular, international, regional, operational officers and technical staff – global and sub-regional); whether established FAO stakeholders engage in the process (communities, national and international NGOs, governments, technical institutions, other UN agencies and donors); or whether all food security actors in country engage in the process. 

91. The linkages: what will be the relationship to other sectoral strategies, where they exist (such as the Consolidated Work Plan in Sudan and the UN Transitional Plan in Somalia); how will it complement or contribute to FAO’s National Medium Term Priority Framework (NMTPF) now expected of FAO programming in country; and how will it link to the UNDAF planning process. 

92. In conclusion, on strategic planning, the initiative of developing a regional POA by FAO was very significant in terms of articulating FAO’s approach to emergency and rehabilitation assistance (in particular linking livelihood analysis to food security) and identifying the priorities for the region. It complemented the regional CAP 2006 for the Horn of Africa and was generally well received by donors.  It established a template for national plans to follow, but still needs to be informed through better analysis, and must ultimately be informed by country level processes.

93. The national POAs are at various stages of development.  It is important that the scope, purpose and ownership of the national POAs are determined by each country at the start of the process as well as the linkage with other planning initiatives within FAO, the UN system and in country.

4.2 Early Warning & Information Systems 

4.2.1
Overview of FAO Involvement

94. FAO’s engagement in this sector has strengthened significantly in the region over the past ten years.  FAO’s broader vision and approach to food security has challenged WFP’s long-standing emergency response capacity (including both vulnerability analysis and response) which had been very influential in determining humanitarian priorities in the 1980s and 1990s.

95. FAO’s mandate in emergency contexts as described in its Emergency Handbook
 includes contributing to disaster prevention, preparedness, early warning, contingency planning, needs assessments and response analysis, which are areas all strongly linked to information systems. 

96. FAO activities related to this area are of two main types: (i) specific projects, which include the FSAU in Somalia, the technical support to the Arid Lands project in Kenya and, at the regional level, IPC related developments
; and (ii) FAO’s own utilisation of the outputs of the existing information systems in the region to improve food security and livelihoods analysis and practice, through its participation in assessments, through coordination mechanisms with which it is engaged and through its own programme response. 

97. Given the importance of the FSAU and the Arid Lands projects to the Somalia and Kenya programmes
 and the growing importance of FAO in this field
, this section provides an overview of the FSAU and the Kenya technical support, followed by an analysis of issues of relevance to FAO. 

98. FSAU Somalia – The FSAU for Somalia was established in 1995 in WFP and has been managed by FAO since 2000. It is mainly funded by the European Union, with additional contributions from USAID, UNICEF and Norway. The FSAU incorporates all of the standard components of a food security/humanitarian information system: it is responsible for the development of livelihood baseline information, collects most of the regular, monitoring data required of such a system, conducts bi-annual livelihood assessments as well as contributing to or leading ad hoc emergency assessments. 

99. The FSAU recently developed the integrated Food Security Phase Classification (IPC), a standardized scale with consistent criteria to integrate multiple facets of food and livelihood security information into a simple statement indicating levels of severity and implications for humanitarian response. This phase classification is mapped indicating geographic areas of concern; levels of severity, a causal summary and projected trend (cf. Figure 2). The IPC is intended to strengthen linkages between information and response analysis. 

100. The FSAU is well respected and viewed as being at the cutting edge of technical developments and analysis in its field as well as being extremely collaborative in its approach.  The project acts as a country, regional and global level resource and reference for many actors in the food security information systems field, including in FAO itself.  FSAU accommodates trainees from many different organizations and authorities on its assessments and hosts technical visits and enquiries from other information system projects.  WFP established a VAM unit for Somalia subsequent to FAO assuming management responsibility for the FSAU in 2000, and the VAM unit depends upon FSAU for its overall food security analysis within Somalia.
101. The integration of the nutrition unit within FSAU and the close technical collaboration with FEWSNET and more recently with SWALIM has ensured the inclusion of nutritional, marketing, water and land data within the scope of the food security analysis being undertaken by the FSAU. However, for FSAU information to be more comprehensive, it is the view of this evaluation that analysis of the livestock and pastoral sectors and links with existing and developing livestock early warning systems remain insufficient.  

102. The FSAU is unusual in that, for as long as it existed, it has not had an internationally-recognised governmental partner. Its agenda has largely been driven by stakeholders within the international humanitarian community and therefore the project cannot be easily judged against ownership and sustainability criteria.

103. To a degree this has prevented effective Somali ownership and integration; for FSAU to be more relevant to Somali users, emphasis is now being placed on more analysis and information dissemination at the field level
 through greater involvement of local authorities in analysis, dissemination and use of food security information, where and when feasible (e.g. in Somaliland and Puntland).
Figure 2: Example of an IPC map
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104. FAO Kenya - FAO has supported the Arid Lands Resource Management Project (ALRMP), a long established information and response system for Kenya, since January 2005. It has contributed to finalising the livelihood zones and district profiles for Kenya, expanding the coverage of the project, improving access to information, and development of assessment and analytical tools. More recently it is contributing to enhancing coordination and other institutional linkages as well as introducing the IPC system. 

105. ALRMP is notable in the region for having developed multi-sectoral contingency plans at district level for which funding (albeit on a relatively small scale) can be released based on early warning alerts.  The ALRMP contingency funds have recently been supplemented by additional contributions from the EC.

106. In contrast to the FSAU in Somalia, FAO is providing discrete technical support (at less than 30% of the FSAU budget) to a project and system that is firmly embedded within the Kenya government with clear national ownership and long established (World Bank) funding.  FAO is one of a number of organizations that have been associated with the development of the ALRMP.  This is very much in line with FAO’s current emphasis that ‘EWS should become part of an expanded food security information and analysis system that can produce viable, relevant and credible information for use in responding to short-term emergencies as well as contributing to longer-term development programming’,
 an orientation supported by this evaluation. 

107. Through the well established food security coordination mechanism in Kenya (co-chaired by the Government of Kenya and WFP), FAO in collaboration with ALRMP has very quickly and so far successfully introduced the IPC tool, which has served to bring a wider range of actors around the table (especially line ministries), assessing information gaps and potential and challenging previous emergency alerts and response options.

108. Critical areas which FAO should work to improve include concerns over data quality from the field level and weak information flow between the community, district and national levels.  Furthermore, links with other (livestock) early warning systems (e.g. those supported and under development by ILRI, ECHO and USAID) should also be strengthened. 

4.2.2
The Use of Livelihoods Profiles
109. The Horn of Africa is particularly notable for the common methodology used to describe livelihoods
, which are often used as the analytical base of information systems in the region. These livelihood profiles have been developed by a number of actors in collaboration with government and exist for Somalia, southern Sudan, large parts of Ethiopia as well as drought prone areas of Kenya and Uganda. 

110. In southern Sudan for instance, both CARE and SC UK have conducted nutrition and food security analyses that draw extensively on livelihood profiles. Their analyses challenge many assumptions made about the causes of malnutrition and food insecurity and thereby suggest a different range of interventions (e.g. shifting to local purchase of food and other market-based food interventions)
. Similar analysis is underway by the nutrition arm of the FSAU (see also Box 9 ‘Livelihoods Analysis Forum’). 
111. FAO has actively contributed to the development of such profiles in Somalia, through the FSAU, and in Kenya, through the technical support to the Arid Lands project, and has improved the accessibility of such profiles, making them available in electronic and/or hard copy formats.  In Somalia the baseline livelihood analysis is the starting point and foundation from which FSAU analyses food security and vulnerability and which subsequently contributes to a holistic understanding of household level livelihoods by many actors operating in the country. In Ethiopia, FAO commissioned a study to analyse the potential impact of Avian Flu on rural livelihoods in Ethiopia
.
112. However, outside of Somalia and notwithstanding this recent development in Ethiopia, FAO is neither utilising livelihood profiles for the design of its own programme response, nor promoting them as an essential baseline information for understanding food security and livelihoods issues. 
4.2.3
Relevance and Effectiveness of Early Warning Systems
113. In both Somalia and Kenya FAO is playing a key role in contributing to the improved coordination and coherence between different information sources and actors. In Somalia, FSAU and FEWSNET are combining their respective capacities to fulfil the entire role of information collection and analysis in the absence of a fully functioning central government.  This situation however is changing as government authorities are becoming established in different areas of the country and the FSAU now needs to engage more effectively with the authorities to build local capacity and ensure greater relevance of the information generated to Somali users.

114. In Kenya, FAO has been strengthening the institutional mechanisms that link up different sections of government responsible for data collection and use, centred on the Arid Lands project. The IPC is now providing a useful forum for bringing together a still wider range of actors in order to identify existing data and data gaps. In Sudan, FAO is expected to play this role through the now starting SIFSIA project. 

115. Significant improvements have been achieved relating to the relevance, quality, analysis and presentation of food security and livelihood data to the extent that FSAU information now contributes not only to emergency response, but also donor strategies, transition plans developed by the UN system and longer term strategies such as the new Reconstruction & Development Plan (RDP) for Somalia. FSAU data and analysis are widely used and quoted to formulate or justify programmes, write project documents, etc. However, one cannot say that the FSAU has always been as effective in triggering early responses. 

116. A recent illustration of how accurate early warning does not necessarily translate into appropriate early response can be found in the response to the regional drought of 2005 and 2006. While the FSAU, FEWSNET and the Kenyan EWS warned as early as November 2005 that pre-famine conditions were setting in with the potential for widespread famine in pastoral areas following the failure of the Deyr rains, most NGOs and UN agencies – including FAO – were only able to implement a response in April-May 2006. This gap was mainly due to delays in securing resources from donors.

117. Another example of a similarly delayed response was the support from partners including FAO to the control of the Rift Valley Fever (RVF) outbreak in Kenya in 2006, despite a very early alert by EMPRES. This delay was here again associated with a lack of contingency funding for timely and effective responses, as well as with a late declaration of the disease by the Government (Box 1). 

118. Similarly, the FAO support to the EWS of the Arid Lands programme in Kenya is extremely relevant to both the context and the institutional establishment at national level, yet the effectiveness and impact of this contribution are difficult to measure in view of many actors working within the sector. There is no doubt that FAO has credibility and influence within the Kenya food security sector and that it is leading to an appreciable change in attitude to the emergency cycle and food aid dominated response. However, this change has yet to lead to a decrease in food aid, which is strongly entrenched in the local political economy.

119. These examples plead for placing greater emphasis on contingency planning and funding linked to early warning systems (see section 6.1 for further analysis of contingency funding).  

120. The evaluation noted a lack of coordination between livestock related early warning systems/projects and food security early warning/information systems in the region even in cases where FAO was directly engaged in supporting such systems. Currently there are a number of pastoral/livestock related projects with information components, including the Pastoral Livelihoods Initiative (PLI) in Ethiopia, the Livestock Early Warning system led by ILRI (LEWS), the EMPRES system led by FAO as well as new regional initiatives funded through ECHO (drought emergency preparedness) and USAID (Mandera triangle). However, these systems are largely unlinked from each other and from the traditional food security early warning systems. This may be partly caused by a multitude of different donors and agencies being involved, but FAO at the regional level could play a valuable role in exploring improved linkages between these systems, in terms of for example, real-time information sharing as well as lessons learned over time. 

121. The focus of livestock early warning systems to date has been on economically important (trade-related) transboundary diseases, of regional interest. Other disease types such as anthrax, blackleg, and brucellosis and tuberculoses, that affect animal productivity and thus impact negatively on household food security but have limited impact on international trade, have not been covered. 

122. Early Warning Systems in the region (including those supported by FAO), lack sufficient water related analysis. Whilst rainfall and forage information is collected, often through satellite imagery technology, there is limited systematic collection and monitoring of drinking water quality and quantity, in relation to demand and livestock and population movements.

123. The evaluation also noted that all early warning and information systems in the region (including those supported by FAO) lack involvement and relevance at community level.   Most early warning systems are based on extractive processes with information collected at community level, but with limited feedback to those same communities.  If communities perceive no suitable benefits or use of such systems, the quality of data and information generated from the field (which in most inaccessible areas is very dependent upon community mechanisms) may become compromised.  These are concerns of the Arid Lands and the FSAU. In Ethiopia, FAO and SC UK are exploring the possibility of involving community based animal health workers (CAHWs) for disease surveillance in pastoral areas. FSAU have used satellite technology (GPS tracking) to enhance field security and accuracy of site data, and is thinking of ways to disseminate market price information at the local level. Exchanging such experiences and ideas throughout the region could be beneficial. 

Box  1: The EMPRES Alert on Rift Valley Fever in the Horn of Africa
	The significance of this hemorrhagic disease lies on its possible transmission to humans and the economic losses associated with trade bans once the virus is identified. In Southern and Eastern Africa, epidemics of RVF have occurred at irregular intervals of about 5-25 years, associated with floods and the presence of susceptible exotic breeds of livestock. The 1997-1998 epidemic, considered one of the most devastating epidemics of RVF in East Africa, was associated with torrential rains (60-100 times the seasonal average) which resulted in the worst flooding in the Horn of Africa since 1961. Global climate changes could have a major impact on the ecology of vectors, increasing their range of distribution and potential for viruses to invade new territories with the potential for observing more of these extreme events. 

Unlike during the RVF epidemics in the 1997-1998, Early Warning Systems were functioning in 2006 and were able to raise the alert before the onset of the epidemic.  FAO EMPRES Early Warning and Alert were available as early as October 2006. The EMPRES Alert indicated a sharp increase in the probability of observing heavy rainfall and floods in high risk areas of Kenya, Somalia, Tanzania, Sudan and Ethiopia, leading to a possible RVF outbreak. 
The outbreak apparently spared Ethiopia, while human and animal cases were reported in Somalia. Kenya was hit the hardest. The Government declared the outbreak on 9 January 2007 following the identification of the first human case in Garissa district on 23 December 2006. Regarding the RVF in animals, details on the number of cases, their geographical locations, and extent of the problem were and are still badly missing. Animal cases reported in Kenya’s January 2007 to OIE included 1500 cases in sheep and goats. FAO and USAID supported ring vaccinations, but these came to late to help control the outbreak, which caused a national ban on meat and milk products and lead to massive socio-economic losses.

Lessons learned : 

Contingency planning and sound disease control strategy:  As the disease is known for decades, national authorities and development partners should elaborate emergency preparedness plans and control strategies during the inter-epidemic periods for sound and timely response.

Linking early warning system with contingency funding: The lack of stand-by funding mechanisms and strategic stocks of vaccination equipment and vaccines led to further delays in the response once the outbreak was declared, as resources had to be secured or diverted, equipment procured and transported, etc.  

Better understanding of the disease: Inter-epidemic periods of the disease (5-25 years) are characterized by a sharp decrease in awareness and collective memory of the disease. Therefore it is important to regularly raise the awareness and understanding of animal health workers and relevant partners on RVF epidemiology. 

Building the local surveillance and diagnostic capacity: Inadequate disease surveillance and diagnostic capacity of the different countries of the HoA was one of the major contributing factor to the delayed response and to the close monitoring of the outbreak. Hence, it is vital to build the capacity of the HoA countries on RVF disease surveillance and diagnostic capacity.


4.3 Food Security Assessments

124. The Horn of Africa is a region of chronic and complex emergencies. Many types of assessments are undertaken, including crop, seeds, nutrition, food security, livelihoods, generic needs assessments, and project specific assessments. 

125. In most of the countries in question the larger seasonal assessments (outside the scope of CFSAMs) that inform national level appeals and funding are driven by WFP, often in collaboration with government. The main exception is Somalia. Many such assessment processes face serious criticisms. In a review of food security assessment practice in Ethiopia in 2005, for example, the technical credibility of the major national assessments were found to ‘rest on a mixture of non-systematic methods … ultimately based on negotiations between assessment teams, government agencies and international agencies … a process that is open to wide-ranging biases at all stages’.
 A systematic crop bias was also found to be part of this assessment process even where livestock and other food and income strategies are as important to local livelihoods. 

126. In southern Sudan, many informants and donors raise serious questions about the annual needs assessment process (which contributes directly to the Consolidated Work Plan) with increasing evidence coming to light about the lack of impact of food aid on nutrition and the lack of prioritisation of food aid by communities. Similarly, these assessments (despite including the participation of different agencies) still focus excessively on food production through crops as opposed to food access through a range of other activities which also impact on household food security. 

127. The FAO synthesis paper on food security and early warning systems in sub-Saharan Africa (2006) also suggests that EWS tend to focus on food production and estimates of food aid, using a national cereal balance tool, whereas ‘more effective systems have a livelihoods orientation and use multiple analytical tools that lead to a greater understanding of the food and nutritional situation; these help to identify more diverse responses to both emergency and chronic conditions of food insecurity’. 

128. The institutionalisation of food aid in many parts of the HoA should not be underestimated and has both political and technical dimensions which are well recognised and are clearly noted by the evaluation team. 

129. Assessment processes themselves suffer from many inherent biases as well as fatigue from the people being assessed. Communities often base their response on what resources they expect to be available (see Box 2). The same may be said of agency staff. There is often little preparation or rigour to assessments. Consequently, areas such as livestock production can become marginalised and assessments without the requisite expertise are likely to prescribe interventions that have not been adequately explored with beneficiaries.

130. FAO is often a participant in many of the assessments mentioned above. Other than Somalia where FAO (through FSAU) is driving the assessment process, FAO rarely appears to be challenging assessment methods or results, even in its own specific area of expertise
 FAO have few staff with technically strong assessment backgrounds, particularly in food security or livelihoods. The notable exceptions are found within the FSAU and with the Regional Food Security Adviser. The recent completion of the Integrated Livelihood Assessment System guidelines and the needs assessment section within the Emergency Handbook are clearly steps in the right direction and reflect FAO’s commitment to livelihood-based analysis. They are, however, very recent headquarter products and do not yet reflect an FAO capacity in this respect.

131. It is also important to note that FAO is not yet drawing upon nutritional analysis sufficiently to develop a broader understanding of food insecurity despite increasing attention to this by other actors (including donors) in the region.  FSAU (through the services of the Nutrition Project) is now taking more account of this.  Nutrition data is a critical component of a FSIS as, although a late indicator, it is one of the most powerful means of mobilising a response. In addition nutrition analysis provides a broad framework, incorporating food security, health and caring practices. Such analysis in Somalia, through the FSAU, and in southern Sudan, through CARE and SC UK in particular, is demonstrating that water, sanitation and health activities are in some cases more important than food aid in determining nutrition status. The poor timing of food aid interventions as well as the lack of attention to health and water constraints have been shown to undermine assumptions about the impact of food aid. 

4.4 IPC Roll Out

132. The Integrated Humanitarian and Food Security Phase Classification system (IPC) was developed by the FSAU in Somalia. As such the IPC is a function of the political and technical freedom that the FSAU has had. It is also the result of ten years of reasonably consistent and ample funding during which livelihood baselines have been developed, systems for a range of data collection were established, crop, food security and nutrition assessments were undertaken, all under the direct control of the FSAU.  

133. The result is that the FSAU essentially has all of the data and information required to use the IPC to give a picture of the relative severity of food insecurity across the country, and thereby to guide and prioritise resource allocation and strategic responses according to need, particularly in times of crisis. 

134. Over the last two years FAO has taken on the IPC as a tool for regional level analysis as well as introduced it to other countries. In 2006, The IPC was used to map out the food security situation for the entire Horn of Africa within the context of the preparation of the Regional CAP in response to the 2005-06 drought. 

135. The rationale for the IPC is to draw upon different methodologies and approaches to provide: (i) technical consensus and a common language; (ii) clearer early warning; and (iii) strategic response. The value of the IPC, as seen by FAO and the evaluation team, is as much in its process driven approach as in its technical output. The EW/FSIS environment is often characterised by a wide variety of actors, with different interests and agendas, quite unlike the environment of the FSAU in Somalia. To date, at regional level and in terms of country IPC introductory exercises, this new tool is working well at getting the relevant actors (including WFP and INGOs with strong food security and livelihoods analytical capacity) around the same table in order to organise existing data and information and thereby identify gaps and areas of weakness. A recent exercise in Juba, southern Sudan, for example, facilitated by FAO has been seen as a very positive first step in what has otherwise been a rather factionalised food security information environment, where FAO itself has been largely invisible. 

136. FAO has so far been playing a critical role in providing broad direction and facilitation in the evolution and roll out of the IPC. In general FAO (ESAF in Rome and REOA in Nairobi) have been both strategic and sensitive to other agencies’ needs and priorities in IPC related developments. In particular FAO is commended for being very collaborative and participatory in its development. An illustration of this is the way the regional Food Security & Nutrition Working Group, composed of UN agencies and NGOs having a regional food security focus, has provided an inter-agency forum for strengthening the IPC and actively supporting its regional roll out. The global online forum was another excellent initiative for technical discussion. Regional, and some country level, training, awareness raising and practical applications of the IPC tool have generally been well attended and appreciated. 

137. However FAO is under considerable pressure in managing the process. It needs to maintain momentum and interest, especially in order to leverage funding, while balancing expectations and individual agency biases. Maintaining technical rigour and transparency as well as institutional and political buy-in and are key requirements of the IPC roll-out that are not always easy to reconcile. 

138. The evaluation team finds some tensions already arising in these areas. For example, in Kenya, food security actors have already discussed adapting the IPC to suit their own needs and to address some of its technical limitations. This is a very positive development, indicating a strong demand and ownership in the IPC already, facilitated by FAO and crucially within a strong government information system. However, some of the technical limitations and solutions identified in Kenya were also raised at global fora
 but have as yet not been addressed. 

139. Political buy-in from key agencies and governments is clearly a sensitive area. While the IPC is moving quickly in Kenya, informants suggested that continued sensitisation was necessary with a wider government audience to sustain momentum. Similarly, while some technical staff at regional level in UNICEF are keen on, and see the potential of, the IPC, they mention that this may not be the case higher up in the organization and further sensitisation and demonstration is necessary at such levels. 

140. Concerns and confusion has also been noted amongst various actors about the funding opportunities for IPC related work. Funding opportunities and commitments are not clear or transparent between global, regional and country levels. 

141. All of the above concerns are relatively minor and understandable at this moment in time given the transitional and growth period of the IPC roll-out, however clearly, the capacity to manage these various issues is critical. Virtually all key partners in the IPC roll-out expressed their support for FAO in leading and facilitating the IPC work. 

142. It is certainly the opinion of the evaluation team that FAO, based on their leadership and facilitation of the process to date, are well placed to continue to do so, given a sufficient and timely increased capacity that should coincide with expected funding commitments. 

143. It is also imperative that strategic partnerships and communication and coordination mechanisms are established as soon as possible.  During the latter end of this evaluation such strategic partnerships have been further developed, including a multi-agency IPC proposal, and in addition review/learning processes are ongoing, both of which suggest that FAO is continuing to work positively in a participatory manner, and is managing many of the concerns and tensions highlighted above. 

144. It is also important that the IPC roll-out does not distract FAO from making use of existing food security and nutrition information to highlight, discuss and disseminate ongoing work that is analysing and responding to the causes of food insecurity and malnutrition (see also section 7.4 Regional Networks). 

4.5 Response Analysis

145. Information systems and assessments are of limited value if they are not well linked to response mechanisms, whether funding or identification and implementation of appropriate responses. 

146. Two initiatives in the Horn of Africa involving FAO are serving to attempt to strengthen these linkages: 

· The CAP/NAF process is an attempt within the UN Cluster system for linking situation analysis to identification of appropriate responses. This has been piloted in Uganda and Somalia, led by FAO and WFP. 

· The IPC system links its phase categorization of food insecurity with relevant strategic response options and, as such, serves as a new entry point. 

147. At the country level, although there is general agreement with the need for a forum to link situation analysis with response analysis and planning, it is proving to be a difficult process. Both Kenya (through the KFSSG) and Somalia (through the Agriculture & Livelihoods Cluster and CAP/NAF forum) have been pursuing this area.  In Uganda this year there will be a follow-up to the previous CAP/NAF in 2005.  Lessons learned have been documented and vary from country to country.

148. A reasonably broad/multi-sectoral forum with commitment by key agencies and donors seems a clear requirement for a collaborative response analysis and planning process. In the cluster format, separating Nutrition, Food Security/Livelihoods, and Food Aid, is not necessarily conducive to a thorough response analysis. Nutrition actors/analysis is a key component of such a forum as it can contribute hugely to cross-cutting, causal analysis. 

149. While the need for such a mechanism for joint response analysis and promotion of “best practices” is accepted by all in theory, in practice it could be perceived as threatening by individual NGOs and agencies (including FAO), as it may challenge their current modus operandi and lead to long and sometimes inconclusive debates about the respective virtues of one approach versus another.

4.3
Land Tenure & Utilisation

150. Land tenure issues are one of the root causes for food insecurity in the Horn of Africa. The FAO engagement in studying and addressing these issues in Ethiopia, northern Uganda and southern Sudan is therefore quite relevant. This engagement is long-standing in southern Sudan, where it started during the peace negotiations under IGAD’s auspices and contributed to the Comprehensive Peace Agreement. Both the Government of the Sudan and the SPLM considered access to land and natural resources an essential negotiation issue during the Naivasha talks. The subsequent Agreement on Wealth Sharing During the Pre-Interim and Interim Period (7 January 2004) and The Protocols on The Resolution of Conflict in Southern Kordofan/Nuba Mountains, Blue Niles States and Abyei (26 May 2004) include important sections on access to land and natural resources. 

151. FAO and its partners have developed a rights based approach which recognizes existing customary rights of rural communities as a baseline. This concept corresponds with the policy declaration of the SPLM and later the Government of South Sudan that “Land belongs to the People”, and appears very relevant to the current post-conflict situation. 

152. Feedback from partners (NRC, UNHCR) on the technical inputs from FAO to the current land tenure project is very positive, and this line of work is arguably the most strategic of all FAO interventions in southern Sudan. In Sudan, conflicts over land access and utilization –, which have been a regular feature in the Horn of Africa since time immemorial – now have the potential to give rise to large-scale military conflicts over land and mineral (oil) resources. FAO’s attempts at solving land tenure issues through negotiations at the community and inter-community level may contribute to consolidating peace in southern Sudan.

4.4
Land and Water Information Management

153. The severe drought of 1999-2001 revealed
 that little was known about these existing water sources and their locations.   The Government of Kenya and NGO staff working in the field had to rely on often outdated and incomplete data to make decisions for developing new water sources, making proper planning more difficult.  In this respect, FAO is commended for its tireless effort on the SWALIM project in Somalia for its support for water resources mapping activities, through the production of baseline information and assessing natural resources. The availability of such information provides district planners with an invaluable tool for thoroughly evaluating the most promising sites for developing water points and assessing existing ones. If well replicated, this approach would be instrumental in managing the drought cycle in marginalised areas of the region as well.  
154. However, SWALIM’s information products tend to be perceived by government authorities and NGOs as overly complex (a frequent drawback of FAO’s information products which some partners referred to as the “chemistry lesson syndrome”) and not sufficiently studying the issues of natural resource conservation and of groundwater availability, which is key not only to the development of new water points but also to the management of existing ones.  
155. With more relevant information available to them, district and national level decision makers would be empowered to plan more efficiently for prolonged dry periods and mitigate the impacts of drought to pastoral communities. The SWALIM/FSAU experiences, if effectively and appropriately replicated in different contexts, will add much value to the planning and implementation of water resources interventions in the region as a whole.
4.5
Conclusions (Information Systems and Knowledge Projects)

Relevance

156. FAO’s support to the development of early warning and food security information systems is highly relevant to the context in the Horn of Africa where information on its extremely diverse livelihood patterns, general poverty and vulnerability to frequent shocks remains insufficient.   FAO has demonstrated a flexibility of approach between contexts (such as Somalia) where the state has virtually no capacity to fulfil essential information and analytical functions and contexts (such as Kenya) where FAO can contribute distinct value added to a well established food security forum with a multitude of actors coordinated by government. Both the FSAU and ARLMP initiatives have demonstrated improvements in the quality and relevance of data as well as the introduction of analytical frameworks and the integrated phase classification.  FAO can draw upon these positive contributions as it expands its support to developing similar systems in the region (such as SIFSIA in Sudan). 

157. However, early warning and food security information systems that FAO supports should draw more upon nutritional analysis, better analysis of pastoralist livelihoods and generate quality information of greater relevance to communities and local authorities.

158. FAO should not only engage in the production of early warning, livelihoods and food security information through its projects, it should also and to a greater extent than is currently the case be drawing upon such information to improve its own planning and programming activities, as well as influencing that of the wider UN, governmental and NGO community.

159. Issues relating to water resources, land access and utilisation are also critical areas for FAO to understand more comprehensively and communicate more effectively throughout the region to ensure that the emergency and rehabilitation programme activities of FAO and partners adequately responds to these constraints in different contexts.

Timeliness & Effectiveness

160. The effectiveness of an early warning system depends upon the quality of information it generates, its credibility and therefore the confidence that government and the international community have in its analysis. However, the evaluation highlighted a number of constraints in translating early warning into early action, notably a frequent lack of contingency funding and planning as well as the absence of a forum for collaborative response analysis. Only in Kenya are there tangible links between early warning and contingency funding to ensure a timely response to emergencies. 
161. Links between food security and livestock information systems in the region are weak despite the condition and movement of livestock being a critical early warning indicator in predominantly pastoralist areas.

162. Generally FAO is not drawing upon existing and credible information available in the region to challenge assumptions and the status quo of interventions within the aid and development arena and advocating for alternative solutions.  The roll-out of the IPC should provide the opportunities for FAO to be more effective in this area.

Collaboration

163. Through the IPC roll-out, FAO has demonstrated the importance of bringing together a range of actors within the food security sector and drawing on their breadth of expertise to reach consensus on a common framework of analysis.  This should facilitate a closer engagement with WFP at all levels (headquarters, regional and national) with respect to early warning and food security information systems. FAO and WFP continue to collaborate in undertaking CFSAMs, but other seasonal assessments organised at country level are still very much driven by WFP (with Somalia being the exception). Whilst FAO has the mandate to serve a more diverse range of stakeholders and to push for a greater diversity and appropriateness in terms of response options, there is evidence in the case of Somalia that WFP (through the VAM unit) is now drawing upon the analysis generated by the FSAU to determine its programme response.
Sustainability

164. Early Warning and Information Systems are generally very costly, their impact is difficult to gauge and yet they are particularly critical in contexts where government services have collapsed or lack capacity and resources, such as Somalia. In such circumstances, links with community mechanisms and local administrations are particularly critical if there is to be any degree of local ownership and sustainability. In practice, financial and institutional sustainability remain unsolved issues as far as Somalia (FSAU and SWALIM) is concerned although modest progress has been achieved through the opening of liaison offices in Hargeisa and Garowe. The case of the EWS for the Arid Lands programme in Kenya is different as the system is embedded in the Government apparatus, as will be the SIFSIA in Sudan. 

165. Livelihood-based information systems that are of value to emergency as well as developmental understanding and responses are providing the way forward. Justifying the cost of such systems requires that they develop a diversified user base, become more central to government and development agencies decision-making, and not remain confined to the emergency arena. 

5. Programme Response

5.1  Relevance

5.2.1 Agriculture

166.  “Seed and tools” distributions constitute about half the evaluated agricultural activities, primarily in Uganda and southern Sudan where the inputs were intended to support hundreds of thousands of displaced households each year. This seed aid component has been smaller in Ethiopia and Somalia and absent in Kenya.

167. Whether it is delivered through general distributions at the village or camp level like food aid, or through fairs and vouchers, whether it is grain, pulse, tuber or vegetable crops, seed and other planting material have had a strong appeal to donors and agencies when deciding what to provide to farmers and agro-pastoralists affected by emergencies in the Horn of Africa.

168. It is somewhat difficult to answer the question of the relevance of FAO seed and tools distribution in the countries visited by the mission, because of the relative scarcity of input need assessments (conducted regularly only in Ethiopia) and the constraints of the assessments conducted.  Very often, the frame of analysis defines the outcome (see box below).
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Box  2: Seed Need Assessments or Holistic Need Assessments?

169. Based on the information at its disposal, the mission concludes that the need for seed, tools and other implements was probably significant in the case of floods which affected riverine farmers in Somalia at the end of 2006, and is a real and pressing issue for returning households in Sudan and Uganda. It is probably a significant need for at least some displaced communities having access to farm land, as in Uganda, although the current FAO Uganda policy to phase out massive and repeated seed and tools distributions to IDPs in favour of more diversified assistance is clearly welcome. Farmers may face a variety of needs and problems, of which access to seed may not be the first one. The IA conducted as part of this evaluation has highlighted pests and diseases as a major issue in all surveyed countries. In Uganda and southern Sudan, the returnees lack draught power to open up to cultivation their long-fallowed land. They also lack road and market access, access to saving and credit facilities. Some in Ethiopia, Uganda and southern Sudan face land tenure or access problems.  Others suffer from inadequate water management at the meso or macro basin level. In this context, seed distributions address at best a symptom of the problem but not its root cause.

170. The predominance of one particular aid modality used by FAO and other actors to respond to a variety of crises (floods, droughts or displacement) has been criticised in past evaluations and in numerous research studies. To a certain degree, seed aid has been the most tested, and therefore the most frequently criticised and challenged modality for providing support to farmers in need. It has been pointed out that traditional farmers in Africa generally produce their own seed, that even when faced with a temporary food shortage they are unlikely to consume their seed – key to a future harvest – until they have exhausted all other coping strategies, and that when they do need some seed, they can most often rely on their family and friends or on the market to access it. 

Figure 3: Origin of the Seed Distributed by FAO in Southern Sudan 2007
171. [image: image5.bmp]Another, more specific issue – mainly confined to southern Sudan in the evaluated programmes – is the lack of varietal suitability of some of the seed procured from outside the distribution area. In Sudan, the OSL Northern Sector programme has always relied on sorghum seed from Khartoum, and uses an early variety (Wad Ahmat) which can apparently be grown in the northern part of southern Sudan albeit with lower yields than local varieties, while the OLS Southern Sector was procuring its seed from southern Sudan. The management and quality control of this local network of seed producers have proved quite demanding; however, the quality was not always up to standards, particularly for groundnuts.  Less than 40% of the agreed quantities were delivered in time to FAO.  When faced with the need to scale up its activities after the signature of the CPA, FAO has tended to rely increasingly on Ugandan seed without having rigorously tested its varietal adaptability in southern Sudan (Figure 3).  Varieties are selected based on prior successful experience in southern Sudan as reported by NGOs, and they are approved by the Ministry of Agriculture & Forestry in Juba, but no varietal trial has been conducted in farmers’ fields to confirm adaptability.

172. This type of issues has not surfaced much in Ethiopia, Uganda or Somalia because the seed distributed are produced and procured locally. In Ethiopia, seed aid has been implemented through three modalities: direct distribution of seeds procured through national tenders; local purchase and distributions by woreda and kebele officials (“Community-Based Seed Supply” or CBSS); and seed fairs and vouchers schemes. A 2004 evaluation concluded that national tenders were less likely to deliver planting material of adapted varieties than seed fairs, but that seed fairs were difficult to scale up owing to high supervision costs. Local procurements and distributions were considered a simple, low-cost system with reasonable results, though they call for a strong decentralised seed testing capacity to enforce quality control.

173. In summary, the need for seed is rarely documented convincingly in the visited countries except for returning communities and farmers affected by massive natural disasters; seed aid addresses only part of the problems faced by farming communities in the Horn of Africa and it often treats symptoms rather than causes; and varieties are not always suitable, particularly when they come from outside the programme area. The relevance of repeated distribution of tools is also problematic, essentially for the same reasons. Tools too can be poorly suited to local conditions when they are not locally made (Sudan, Uganda). This being said, displaced farmers returning to their village of origin will have to face a variety of needs, of which securing good quality farming tools may be an important one.

174. Mindful of these issues, FAO has progressively been developing a more diverse portfolio of emergency operations in the region. In the countries covered by the present evaluation, this diversification has included promising and relevant interventions, including the rehabilitation of irrigation infrastructure (see box below), the promotion of IPM, safe pesticide management and improved storage, enterprise development (often by way of providing a free oil press or mill with little training and follow up in Uganda, through more sophisticated approaches in Somalia), animal health interventions and support to livestock production, rangeland rehabilitation, fish farming, etc. 

175. The work on storage appears particularly relevant. Farmers in Somalia and Sudan rely on underground pits (baakar in Somalia, matmura in Sudan) to store their maize and sorghum over several years, a practice that reflects and addresses rainfall unpredictability in the Horn and the ensuing wide variability in yields from one agricultural season to the next. The harvest reaped in good years is stored in anticipation of bad years. However, the quality of the grain in those pits often deteriorates rapidly due to fungus or insects. Any effort to try and improve long-term storage appears quite relevant to the conditions faced by farming communities in the most arid areas of the Horn.  A good example of this is the introduction of above-ground storage drum under the IPM project and related funding in Somalia.

176. Finally, cassava is one of the most important food and cash crops in the Great Lakes region, including Uganda, and is also cultivated in southern Sudan. For many people in the Great Lakes region, the tuber crop is vital for both food and nutrition security and income generation. It offers a high yield per unit area even in drought-prone areas, grows with minimal tending, and can be harvested over a period of several months, characteristics which helped it spread at the expense of cereal crops in conflict areas of northern Uganda and southern Sudan. The Regional Cassava Initiative is therefore quite relevant, although one must stress that FAO is not by far the only organization multiplying and distributing CMD-resistant varieties in the region. The complementarity of the FAO support with similar initiatives by other organizations may need to be better articulated.

	5.2.2 Livestock


	Figure 4: Breakdown of budgets per Sector (without Tsunami and Avian Influenza)


177. [image: image6.emf]Livestock-oriented interventions – including support to veterinary services (in all countries); fish farming/fish catch (Uganda and southern Sudan); restocking in pastoral and agro-pastoral areas (Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia); provision of small animals to IDPs and host communities (Uganda and southern Sudan); destocking, support to livestock and meat trade (Somalia); strategic feed reserve (Kenya); provision of supplementary feed (Ethiopia); and forage production supported by irrigation in agro-pastoral areas (Ethiopia and Somalia) – were found generally relevant.  However, they were insufficient in volume, especially as compared with the share of resources allocated to crops versus livestock operations (Figure 4) in a region where livestock rearing is on a par with crop production as a source of livelihood. The Ethiopia programme is one exception where livestock health and fodder production interventions dominate.
178. The “story of origins” of the FAO veterinary programme in the HoA illustrates the importance of livestock for the livelihoods of pastoral and agro-pastoral communities in the Horn. The involvement of FAO in a veterinary programme started in southern Sudan in 1999, when UNICEF asked FAO to take over a cattle vaccination programme set up a few years before. The reason UNICEF had ventured into animal vaccination was that most communities in southern Sudan had refused to vaccinate their own children if their cattle was not vaccinated too. 

179. The support provided to train, refresh and equip Community Animal Health Workers (CAHWs) in all the countries
 was notable and particularly relevant to provide animal health services in the remotest areas.

180. The insistence on providing services on a cost recovery basis in cash (or in kind in Kenya) is well founded (although there will be emergency situations which require reconsideration): animal owners are often not the poorest segments of society and can usually pay for keeping their animals alive and well. The aim to sustain the work of CAHWS over the long term is laudable, even if notable difficulties were encountered in all countries in the application of this general policy. There are no harmonized standards or guidelines on cost recovery, the levels of cost recovery are quite disparate and exceptions frequently made by governments or NGOs in the context of acute crises. 

181. More generally, livestock and fisheries-oriented activities have tended to be implemented as discrete interventions with little thought put to coherence across interventions and countries, with insufficient monitoring, and sometimes with insufficient technical expertise (Uganda). As a result, there is insufficient documentation of successful approaches and good practices to assist programme managers in the design and implementation of emergency livestock interventions. The ongoing efforts of FAO, Tufts University and other partners to develop Livestock Emergency Guidelines and Standards (LEGS)
 are fundamental for better future engagement.

182. Destocking early enough in times of drought is key to the long-term sustainability and profitability of livestock systems in the Horn. However, there is a risk that agency supported destocking operations could destabilise local markets especially where herders would expect to obtain a better price from an NGO or agency than from a cattle dealer. From this point of view, the approach followed by the Pastoralist Livelihood Initiative (PLI) in southern Ethiopia (Yabelo and Dire woredas) to work in partnership with private dealers to lower their transaction costs appears more relevant than direct purchase by NGOs, as done in the FAO programme.  A case study of the PLI intervention is presented in Box 3.

Box  3: Impact of Commercial Destocking on Livelihoods in Ethiopia 
	In response to the severe drought of 2005-2006, the Pastoralist Livelihood Initiative (funded by USAID) supported the commercial de-stocking of 20,000 cattle heads in Moyale Woreda, Oromia Region implemented by SC US and the Livestock and Fisheries Marketing Department of the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development Department in Ethiopia.  By December 2006, pastoralists were destocking heavily.  There was a significant increase in the number of livestock presented in markets in the drought affected areas, and a subsequent collapse in livestock prices. The objective was to salvage the value remaining in some of the animals and to support purchasing power of vulnerable households by offering start-up loans of US$ 25,000 to interested livestock traders.

The project chose to work with two private traders to purchase livestock from designated pastoralist communities, rather than with a greater number of traders, and this approach was reportedly liked by the traders and pastoralists. The traders were introduced to the local pastoral communities, authorities and relevant actors. Prices were determined through negotiation between the traders and the pastoralists. The process compared well with the normal market. A total of 20,000 cattle were purchased, injecting US$ 1 million in the local economy.  On average each of the 5,405 destocked households received US$186 representing 54% of their total income during the drought period. This income was used to buy food and meet domestic expenses; buy feed and medicines for the remaining livestock, or pay for its trucking to better grazing areas, thereby protecting vital livelihood assets; support relatives; and either pay off debts or add to savings. 

Although impressive results were achieved from intervention, more cattle, and possibly other livestock species could have been purchased had the response not been late (February-March 2007 when the drought became severe as early as October 2006).

The then buoyant export trade in live cattle and chilled meat from Ethiopia to Egypt and other countries was considered to be an important driver of commercial destocking, evidencing the linkage between pastoral vulnerability during droughts and the trade in livestock and chilled meat from the Horn. The strength of livestock exports has a direct impact on livelihoods, as well as on the possibility to use commercial outlets in relief programming. Efforts to support animal and meat exports – e.g. through improved disease surveillance or cleaner slaughterhouses – could hold the key to a more sustainable and robust pastoralist economy in the Horn of Africa, one that is capable of destocking more easily and on better terms once a drought hits. The road infrastructure is also very important if private livestock export traders are to access more remote pastoral areas and be in a position to pay a good “pasture-gate” price.




183. Regarding restocking, the choice of animal species used for the restocking/redistribution interventions (sheep, goats, donkeys or camels) was appropriate, given that shoats are more drought-tolerant, have less feed requirement, reproduce faster and are less expensive than cattle. Similarly, the decision to procure animals from the same communities or areas was sound as this prevents the creation of excessive grazing pressure just after a drought. 

184. The broader issue of the relevance in principle of re-stocking activities is more complex and raises several issues: 

· Restocking vulnerable or unfortunate households is a traditional practice. Are FAO and its partners undermining it or supplementing it? Are they rewarding failure, and/or keeping in the livestock-raising business households that should rather opt for another source of livelihoods? 

· Should FAO re-stock up to the 60-shoats level supposed to guarantee survival
, or to a lower level in hope that each household will progressively reach the sustainable level? Beneficiaries who received less than the recommended number could perhaps be supported through food for work or other forms of assistance for about a year to make sure that they do not sell their animals before re-building their stock.

185. The work on trying to lift the export ban of livestock imposed on countries in the Horn of Africa by the Arabian Peninsula countries since 1997 appears particularly relevant. The ban, instituted to control the human health risks arising from animal transmission of the Rift Valley Fever (RVF) following an outbreak in northern Kenya and southern Somalia in 1997-98 and in 2000 in Saudi Arabia and Yemen, has reduced livestock exports from Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia by more than 70% and drastically cut associated revenues (Figure 5 overleaf). Helping to lift the ban would probably constitute the most significant contribution to the economies and food security in the Horn that FAO could possibly make. 

186. Significant programmatic gaps were identified in the FAO response in the livestock sector. FAO should better understand and support the investigation of the still unknown and lethal “camel disease” recently reported in Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia. Beside, the response in the livestock sector tended to be dominated by animal health activities, possibly on account of their being better understood and technically easier to set up. There was no effort towards tackling more long-term and deep-rooted issues, such as water points for livestock, rangeland management, fodder reserves, or control of prosopis, a plant which has grown into a serious problem for livestock owners by encroaching range lands in arid and semi-arid zones of the Horn.
 Forage production was promoted in Ethiopia and Somalia, and bee keeping in Somalia, but these are exceptions to the rule: in general, animal production issues tended to be much less addressed than health issues.

Figure 5: Export of live sheep and goats to Gulf States through Berbera Port
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187. The support to fisheries in southern Sudan (provision of fishing gear; training on fish processing/preservation; marketing; boat and net production) and in Uganda (provision of fishing gear; establishment of fish ponds) to displaced, returning and host communities was considered very relevant.  The potential for fishing in southern Sudan is considerable; the wetlands and permanent swamps have substantial natural fish resources able to sustain about 80 to 100,000 metric tons per year offering an unexploited and sustainable alternative animal protein source. Support to aquaculture and fish farming in Uganda is an encouraging emerging activity complementary to more traditional forms of fishing in natural waters.  However, despite the relevance of this initiative, its impact has been limited through inadequate technical support and delayed supply of fingerlings (see below).

188. FAO has also supported the rehabilitation of the fishing industry along coastal areas affected by the Tsunami in 2005, with a focus on sustainable technical and infrastructure capacity building, market orientated fisheries interventions, extension and promotion.  The present evaluation did not review this work, as the FAO tsunami response has already been evaluated in another context.

5.2.3 HIV and AIDS 

189.  In Uganda, FAO has introduced specific interventions to alleviate the impact of HIV and Aids on household food insecurity.  These interventions have included free inputs to associations or groups of affected populations such as seeds, tools and small ruminants (goats and pigs).  The objective is to enable a significant proportion of HIV and AIDS affected households
 meet their nutrition needs and sell the surplus to obtain additional income for health care, school fees and to hire casual labour.

190. The evaluation found no evidence of effective participation of targeted beneficiaries in the design and implementation of the projects. However, according to respondents in the communities met by the evaluation team, these inputs (in particular vegetable and soya seed) have been very relevant especially to meet household, nutrition and education expenses, but not sufficient to engage hired labour for land clearance which is a critical for such households as they resettle areas abandoned over 15 years ago.  Vegetable seeds, being less labour intensive than crop seed, were considered more relevant to the aim of the intervention. The provision of small ruminants in a camp situation (with limited grazing and plastic refuse hazardous to the health of animals) is very questionable and few benefits have been derived from this intervention because veterinary service back-up was not factored into the project.

5.2.4 Water

191.  Water is a scarce resource in the Horn of African. Access to water or lack thereof, often defines how much other resources, such as pasture or farming land, can be used. Access to irrigation water can triple or quadruple the farm land productivity and quantity and quality of water for livestock in varied pastoral areas is always a key factor when pastoralists decide to which pastures their herd should move next.

192. In spite of the critical importance of water resources to improve the food security of vulnerable communities in the Horn, FAO and other agencies’ involvement in this area was found rather weak. In Somalia, the two ARDOPIS projects are working on irrigations systems along the Juba and Shabelle rivers, and the SWALIM project has studied rainfall, river flow, groundwater resources, as well as improving flood warning and flood management. In Ethiopia, FAO has repaired three small irrigation schemes in SNNP Region (see Box 4), and the Afar Livestock Recovery Project introduced irrigated fodder and crop production in selected pastoral communities along the Awash river.  Thirteen ponds for livestock water supply have been rehabilitated through drought affected pastoralist associations in Oromia Regional State in Ethiopia.
  However, FAO could do much more to support ecologically and socially sustainable irrigation systems, and its involvement in the area of water for livestock requires significant upscaling.

Box  4: Rehabilitation of the Wamole Irrigation Scheme in Ethiopia

	Over the past five years, the Emergency Coordination Unit in Addis Ababa has supported the rehabilitation and development of a number of small-scale irrigation systems for horticulture and fodder production. One such initiative was the Wamole Irrigation Scheme near Awassa in SNNPR. The main problems with this scheme prior to the FAO intervention included sliding of adjacent land into the main canal; severe canal seepage that caused extensive water logging conditions in surrounding communities and aggravated malaria; blocked siphons and inadequate canal depth, resulting in overtopping and reverse flow; and lack of adequate drainage. The repair and rehabilitation of the infrastructure appears cost-effective. Targeting 120 households, the rehabilitation involved the lining of 815m of secondary canals and defective siphon structures were replaced by culverts.  Water distribution structures were relocated and additional ones constructed for efficiency and equitable water distribution. The number of beneficiaries rapidly increased to 500 after rehabilitation works. This project illustrates the fact that rehabilitation of existing irrigation schemes can be an effective, low-cost and reasonably rapid emergency operation.


193. Among the above-listed interventions, the repair of pre-existing irrigation schemes appears particularly relevant and, in Ethiopia, proved to be an effective, low-cost and reasonably rapid emergency operation. However, the attempt to reduce feed shortages in Afar Region through the construction of new irrigation schemes (Afar Livestock Recovery Project) took more than a year to deliver, and its relevance is questionable with respect to fulfilling an immediate need for fodder.  Over the longer term, the irrigated production of forage could be a valid drought preparedness approach where irrigation schemes are developed in line with community priorities and included in longer term river basin development plans. Other forage development approaches might be even more relevant to the conditions prevailing in arid lands of the Horn, such as the establishment of fodder reserves (enclosures), which include fodder shrubs and trees, and/or the control of the invasive prosopis, by using it for animal feed.

194. A number of cross cutting issues affect people’s access to water and may warrant additional work by FAO:

· Conflicts over water resources, with possibilities to work on conflict mitigation along the lines of the community-based conflict resolution approaches developed in southern Sudan;

· Hygiene and sanitation: the water sources (ponds, pans, hand-dug wells, boreholes and underground water tanks) are the same for human consumption and for livestock, and hence the quality of water for human consumption is often questionable. There is a potential for partnering with institutions dealing with hygiene for human drinking water supplies and sanitation to help establish clearer demarcations between livestock and domestic water supplies; 
· Need for a basin management approach: the Awash River in Afar Region of Ethiopia is being pumped by an increasing number of commercial and community-based irrigated schemes without much regard to how the river should be managed, shared and preserved. Similarly, the basin-level water management, retention and irrigation infrastructure along the Shabelle in Somalia is derelict, unable to store and use surplus water.
 The collapse of state-run basin management systems upstream, together with the anarchic development of small irrigation schemes damaging the river’s banks downstream, translates into more frequent floods.

· A regional approach in the long-term would also be useful and relevant, particularly in mitigating the risk of conflict in the management of transboundary waters. In general, internationally shared rivers, particularly those in dry climate regions like the Horn of Africa, could be a source of conflict or a reason for cooperation between countries sharing them, and international waters can play an important role in the process of regional integration. In the Horn of Africa, this issue is of particular importance regarding the Juba and Shabelle river systems. Both rivers originate from Ethiopian with Somalia being downstream. The two rivers provide key resources for Somali communities and economy, but upstream developments in Ethiopia (Gode dams) have changed the Shabelle river flow and impoverished riparian communities in Somalia.

5.2 Timeliness and Effectiveness

5.2.1 Agriculture

195.  Poor timeliness of physical and sometimes technical assistance was identified as a significant area of weakness in the agriculture sector. Whether it is seed, tools or other large-scale physical assistance (mills, oil presses and supply of fingerlings in Uganda notably), FAO has not been very good in delivering help at the right time such as prior to the planting season for seeds. A number of factors contribute to this situation:

· Poor logistical and operational capacity, lack of adequate delegation of authority for procurement and LoAs;

· Excessive optimism among ECU staff about realistic delivery periods, i.e. insufficient awareness of the minimum period of time needed even under the best circumstances to secure funding, develop and approve a project document, transfer funds, process purchase orders, control the quality of the procured goods, arrange for transport and distribution modalities, select beneficiaries and conduct the distribution;

· The dependence upon the CAP for funding in Uganda and on similar appeal processes in Sudan and Ethiopia: these appeals (subject to official government declaration of an emergency) are generally released between December and February whereas throughout the Horn of Africa the first cropping season usually starts in March or thereabout, less than three months after the CAP release;

· The purchase of inputs from outside the distribution area in contexts where a plethora of relief agencies are renting out all the available transport capacity (southern Sudan).

196. Whilst there is no denying the low operational capacity of FAO in the field (issue 1 above), the second factor is probably the most important one. Based on a rapid review of project cycles in the region, it appears that the minimum period between the moment a donor pledges support and the time the output is delivered at the community level is about three months. Excessive optimism on delivery periods leads ECUs to attempt to deliver aid in time for next cropping season when this season is less than three months away, and then miss the optimal time for delivery. 

197. In Uganda for instance, ICRC is distributing its seed in February each year, well in time for the March planting season, while FAO has often delivered from end of March to mid-April. The situation is fairly similar in southern Sudan with distributions typically taking place at the tail-end of the planting season. This is simply not good practice. To be able to use seed properly, farmers need not only receive it on time, they also need prior notice so as to prepare land. The good practice is therefore to distribute the seed at least one week before the start of the planting season. If one cannot meet this deadline, it is better to distribute in time for the next planting season. As a distribution campaign cannot easily be stopped once it is launched (seed cannot always be stored until the next season; LoAs are signed with NGOs for delivery), it is very important to plan the distribution campaign well in advance and not attempt the impossible.

198. Combined with an incompressible delivery period of three months at the very least, the third factor above (CAPs released in December, less than three months before the first planting season in most countries of the Horn) implies that it is almost impossible to deliver CAP-funded project in a timely manner for the first planting season, which must therefore be funded out of pledges secured towards November 2006 at the latest.  CAP-related projects can of course be used to fund the second season (distribution in July) and, if extended long enough, the first season of the subsequent year.
 Figure 6 describes this pattern in the case of Uganda.

Figure 6: Optimal Calendar for Seeds Distributions
Example of Uganda

199. Poor timeliness has been an issue for other types of assistance than seed: drums for improved storage in Somalia have been procured several months late, placing the NGO implementing this project in a difficult position; during the mission in Uganda, farmers having dug fish ponds in December 2006 were still waiting for the promised fingerlings. 

5.2.2 Livestock

200.  Animal health interventions supported by FAO over the past three years have generally proved timely, with few cases of delay in the delivery of drugs, vaccines and equipments mostly attributed to lengthy procurement procedure. 

201. In southern Sudan, a pipeline of vaccines and drugs from Kenya inherited from UNICEF was well maintained by FAO and supplied the OLS Southern Sector and now the entire south in a generally timely and predictable fashion. In Ethiopia, FAO’s effective engagement in the purchase of drugs and vaccines to the Pastoralist Livelihoods Initiative (PLI) funded by USAID ensured that essential animal drugs and vaccines were distributed and administered through regional government at an early stage of the drought response (first two months of 2006) in Borena and Somali Regions. In Kenya, the campaign to control Caprine Pleuro-Pneumonia unfolded in a generally timely manner and allowed the Garissa market (a critical livestock outlet in the sub-region) to remain open. 

202. However, livestock interventions in Kenya and Somalia often suffered from the exceedingly short timeframe imposed by CERF projects (3 months). Furthermore, the LICUS project designed to set up Livestock Boards in Somaliland and Puntland ran in various phases (over three years) which hampered continuity. 

203. Although animal health inputs could be fairly accurately predicted on an annual basis for frequently occurring diseases, responses to more infrequent livestock disease outbreaks are still managed on an ad hoc basis. Lateness of governments in declaring disease outbreaks (notably where such a declaration would have significant commercial implications) as well as the lack of contingency funds (linked to early warning systems such as EMPRES) were often factors delaying the response.  In this respect, the need for better preparedness and a more strategic response was exemplified by the outbreak of Rift Valley Fever in 2006 within the Horn of Africa sub-region. In Ethiopia, FAO and the Government could not at first agree on the ownership of data to be collected, which delayed a critical and timely response including surveillance and community education.  Community awareness materials developed by FAO in Kenya were eventually utilised in Ethiopia to good effect.  FAO is now working with the Government of Ethiopia on policy, procedures and response for Rift Valley Fever in Ethiopia. In Kenya, governmental authorities only declared the outbreak of RFV in late December 2006 while FAO had issued an alert as early as October 2006. The FAO-procured vaccines arrived in country in March 2007 and were used in ring vaccination campaigns between March and April when the outbreak was essentially over. Tanzania never declared the same outbreak, preventing any form of response designed to control it.
204. The RVF vaccine has a short shelf-life, making it uneconomical to store large quantities in a strategic vaccine stock. However, this does not apply to most other veterinary inputs, for which a strategic stock might fill a need in accelerating response. Animal feed could also be stored in the form of hay, concentrate or fenced pasture reserves/fodder banks, opened only in case of severe feed shortage, as currently promoted by UNDP and others in Ethiopia. In view of the frequent occurrence of drought and disease outbreaks in the Horn, there is need for FAO to advocate for strategic stocks of key animal health and production inputs.

205.  Restocking, Redistribution and Destocking - Generally the FAO supported restocking/redistribution interventions in the different countries have been effectively implemented. The implementation approaches – including community sensitizing, mobilizing and empowering; partnering with local government and NGOs; community-based selection of beneficiaries; choice of the right livestock species; purchase of animals from local markets; inspection and treatment of animals before distribution – were well thought through and proved successful. However, these activities were constrained by the unrealistically short project duration (3 months) imposed by the CERF, the absence of technical and veterinary service support after restocking, and the lack of monitoring and evaluation activities.

206. Destocking was a new intervention in the Lower and Middle Juba regions of Somalia, and the targeted communities tended to be reluctant to sell animals. The prolonged drought finally convinced the community to accept destocking. However, because of the delay incurred, the purchased cattle was in very poor conditions and had to be culled and buried rather than distributed as meat to vulnerable households, as was the intention.

207.  Fish Farming - FAO’s support to the fisheries sector in southern Sudan and Uganda was implemented under different circumstances. In southern Sudan, the programme has been supported by a long-term national fisheries expert and this contributed to the reasonable effectiveness of the activities (distribution of fishing gear, training on boat making, fish preserving and marketing), even though some delays in the delivery of fishing gear occurred resulting from lengthy procurement. In northern Uganda, FAO has supported the establishment of fish ponds by returnees, through Farmer Field Schools. The fish ponds were well designed and excavated at well-watered sites with potential market outlets. Some beneficiaries met during the evaluation were so enthusiastic about the initiative that they excavated more fish ponds than the target set by FAO.
 The initiative then came to a temporary halt, as FAO had difficulties securing the assistance of a full-time fisheries expert capable to backstop the initiative including the procurement of fingerlings to stock the fishponds. This key technical input was arranged on a monthly basis with wide gaps between the inputs. Links with relevant local governments were weak, although they could have assisted in bridging the expertise gap. As a result of the break in technical expertise, fingerlings could not be procured right after the end of the excavation work, and the beneficiaries met by the evaluation mission appeared quite dispirited. 

208. The lesson here is that when starting a new initiative, FAO as a technical agency should first and foremost secure adequate technical expertise for the long haul, i.e. years rather than months, possibly through partnerships and/or retainer consultancy contracts, and ideally through hiring the right staff on a long-term basis. This is not only important to backstop FAO’s own programme: other partners in the country might be in need of the same technical backstopping and would logically turn to the UN mandated technical agency to provide it.

5.2.3 Water

209.  The implementation of the Afar Livestock Recovery Project (Ethiopia) was plagued with numerous difficulties in the choice of the areas for setting up irrigation schemes as well as in clearing the prosopis from the chosen sites. These led to the project delivering its first functioning scheme more than a year after the drought it was supposed to alleviate. Beneficiaries met during the evaluation were happy about the support, although the scale of forage cultivation was quite limited, with much more focus given to maize, probably because of higher returns on investment for pumped irrigation. 

210. In Somalia, FAO helped identify and supply forage seed, with some complaints about late delivery and poor choice of the species, which was not participatory. It was mentioned that fast maturing species with high water use efficiency should have been prioritized, such as Columbus and Sudan grass. Yet the assistance was found reasonably effective by the implementing partner (ASEP).

5.2.4 HIV and AIDS

211.  As with other seed interventions, there were delays in providing seed to HIV/AIDS affected households in time for the intended planting season. The effectiveness of the support once inputs were provided was largely determined by the training and technical services that were included with the inputs.  The nutrition training combined with the provision of soya and vegetable seed was considered very effective and respondents were enthusiastic.

212. However, the provision of small ruminants was problematic. Goats died in transportation (the animals were acquired in western areas of Uganda), there was no quarantine period after transportation, and there was a significant loss of both pigs and goats by beneficiaries during the course of the first year of implementation (see Box 5 below).  Without sufficient veterinary services being incorporated into the project such a result was almost inevitable.  The prospect then of passing on the first set of off-spring to other households which were not initial recipients was minimalized and virtually did not happen.  

Box  5: Unyama HIV/AIDS Mixed Group Association in Gulu, Uganda
	This group was formed in 1998 and has a current membership of 300 members; 245 women and 55 men. The group received the first assistance from FAO in the form of seeds (vegetable seeds and soya bean) and tools. Later the group received 106 goats and 7 pigs, but most of these died because of disease. At the time of this review out of 106 goats only 69 remained and one pig out of 7.  Group members argued that goats were not locally purchased (i.e., purchased in the country but not in the district of implementation due to lack of availability of animals in the district) and that either they were purchased when they had diseases or just failed to adapt to the local conditions/environment. 

The Group was still enthusiastic to receive more animals, but felt the animal project had failed, for the reasons given and lack of access to veterinary services.   The group has benefited greatly from the seed project. Group members were trained in making milk out of soya bean (soya milk) which added the nutritional value to their diet, were able to grow cabbages even during the dry season for domestic consumption and putting the surplus on sale, which enabled them earn some income to meet their day to day needs.

The group feels that for food security to be sustained, they need more seeds for crops especially vegetables that do not require big expanse of land, to be helped to set up a revolving fund to generate income and be able to hire labour for opening the land as people slowly return to their homes, and a grinding mill for income generation.




5.3 Equity

213. Targeting of inputs is very difficult to achieve effectively in the Horn of Africa.  It is common in most countries of the sub-region that communities adopt the cultural practice of re-distributing amongst themselves undermining any objectives that targeting sought to achieve.  Often FAO adopts blanket distributions (as in the case of agricultural inputs and support to IDPs in Uganda) or leaves the targeting to NGOs contracted for the distribution, and indications are that the NGOs do this very effectively. The evaluation acknowledges that there are situations when specific targeting can create tensions and stigma at the community level. 

214. There have however been efforts to target the most vulnerable households (especially households headed by children and women and those affected by HIV and AIDS) through livestock and fishery inputs (in particular the supply of small ruminants and provision of fishing equipment) in all countries.  In this respect, the efforts to support the re-integration of displaced youth in a rural setting through JFFLS in Uganda and Kenya are very much encouraged (see Box 7).  Interestingly the efforts to target HIV affected households in Uganda significantly favour women, possibly because women are more likely to “come-out” and declare their HIV status than men.

215. Female-headed households and orphans form important groups in southern Sudan and northern Uganda after decades of conflict. In southern Sudan, the programme has worked with specialized NGOs to reach both groups (e.g.  WOTAP, Enfants du Monde). Women reportedly constitute a majority of beneficiaries of seeds, tools and fishing equipment, probably reflecting the large number of female-headed households after years of conflict, as well as the polygamous nature of society. The Sudanese land tenure project has also tried to promote women’s right to own land, in a cultural background that is clearly not very conducive.

216. Despite efforts to target and benefit women, it has been evidenced during the evaluation that in all the countries, there was no systematic gender mainstreaming mechanism in place and a lack of expertise and experience in gender mainstreaming in FAO country offices.  Mainstreaming gender entails more than just targeting women in a given assistance. It should extend to a gender-sensitive strategic vision, empowering rural women in problem identification and need assessment, ensuring gender-sensitive assistance and considering affirmative actions, addressing pressing policy issues regarding to access to land or other resources, and using a gender lens in monitoring results. Given the UN Millennium Development Goals related to gender, FAO, as a UN agency, would be expected by partners to demonstrate effective gender mainstreaming in its engagements.

217. Gender factors determine development patterns, vulnerability to natural hazards, coping strategies, and, community response to disasters.  Gender bias in access to productive resources and capital formation increase the vulnerability of women in the Horn of Africa to hazards, partly by reducing their coping capability. Mainstreaming gender in reducing the risk to disasters is the process of fully considering and integrating the concerns of women and men in policies and programmes to prevent and mitigate disasters.  Integrating gender considerations in emergency and rehabilitation activities may involve interventions that could expand women’s livelihood opportunities and reduce their vulnerability to hazards, such as promoting the application of gender mainstreaming tools in all emergency and disaster reduction programmes.

5.4 Impact 

218. As a general observation, there is a lack of understanding about the impact that FAO interventions have on the livelihoods of target populations, linked with insufficient monitoring and evaluation of FAO-funded interventions. This observation deserves to be qualified, as interesting impact assessments were conducted by FAO country programmes in Somalia (through focus group interviews) and Uganda (through household surveys). However, these assessments suffered from methodological inadequacy (such as the lack of a control group in the Uganda surveys), did not sufficiently challenge or test the projects’ impact models, and were limited to seed and tools distributions. 

219. The Impact Assessment studies conducted as a separate component of this evaluation were designed in part to make up for this lack of impact information. Unfortunately, because of the time-frame the studies faced methodological difficulties. The key methodological inadequacies are described in section 1.3 of this report and explain why particularly the quantitative results can only make a limited contribution to this report, but some of the qualitative findings have been useful. 

5.4.1 Agriculture

220.  The first important variable to try and estimate the impact of the seed and tools operation is the quantity of seed donated by FAO and its partners to each individual household. This appears modest, especially because benefiting communities sometimes decided to spread out the assistance to the entire community rather than risk creating disputes. Overall, the seed donated by FAO appears to cover about a third of the recipient seed used in any given season. It is therefore difficult to assume – as often stated in project documentation – that the households supported by FAO and its partners lack access to seed. More probably, they have access to some seed and use FAO’s and other agencies’ donations to complement their indigenous seed supply.

221. Another basic assumption of FAO relief programmes is that the provided inputs are planted on farm rather than stored, consumed or sold. For vegetable seeds that have little resale value, this is generally a fair assumption but for grain seeds there is a risk that seeds will be consumed or resold, if the varieties are unknown or inappropriate, if the timing of distribution is wrong, if the farmers do not trust an exotic variety, if they cannot or do not want to plant the distributed crop, or if households have no other food sources.

222. From the IA data, the evidence of resale appears limited to a very few items and individuals. The main issue is with consumption of cereal and pulse seed. Based on the limited evidence at hand, the evaluation team estimates that seed consumption as food may have concerned from 10 to 20% of all distributed seed distributed by FAO and its partners in the Horn of Africa. This ratio is of course quite variable and depends on the year of distribution, the country and the species. It is higher in Somalia as a result of distributions belated by the floods, lack of access to food and probably lack of opportunities to plant sorghum in flooded riverine plains
, and in southern Sudan where the issue is more probably linked with poor varietal suitability of sorghum seed brought in from Uganda and Khartoum. Consumption does not seem to have happened on any significant scale in Uganda, where most recipients in IDP camps were receiving substantial food assistance, and the percentage of seed consumed seems to have been fairly low in Ethiopia as well.

223. There is also anecdotal evidence that some tools are being reworked/adapted by local blacksmith (Uganda, southern Sudan) to fit farmers’ requirements. This is probably related to quality issues, which have been raised during the IA vis-à-vis tools procured from Kenya, and the evaluation mission also collected feedback about the poor quality of some of the tools procured from Khartoum and distributed in southern Sudan, viewed as “flimsy” by the recipient population.

224. However, the quality of the distributed seed in terms of germination power has been adequate and well appreciated by farmers, with only a few issues in Uganda related to shelled groundnut seed.

225. The IA quantitative surveys have not been able to demonstrate an impact on food production at the household level, but as explained above the surveyors had to rely on recollections of yields from one and two years back, hardly the best method to measure yields accurately. The IA qualitative analysis based on focus groups interviews, on the other hand, highlighted that many communities felt strongly that assistance had a strong impact on food production and farm incomes, but little impact on food consumption at the household level (Table 2). These results might indicate that the sampled benefiting households were for the most part not food insecure, and that additional production resulting from the FAO distributions was therefore marketed rather than supplemented consumption.

Table 1: Community Perceptions on Intervention’s Impact on Income and Crop Production
	Did interventions increased crop production?

	Country
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	No opinion
	Disagree
	strongly disagree

	Ethiopia 
	0
	2
	3
	1
	0

	Somalia 
	4
	2
	0
	1
	1

	Sudan 
	1
	2
	0
	1
	0

	Uganda 
	5
	3
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Did interventions increased farm income?

	Country
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	No opinion
	Disagree
	strongly disagree

	Ethiopia 
	1
	4
	0
	1
	0

	Somalia 
	5
	0
	1
	1
	0

	Sudan
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1

	Uganda
	0
	2
	3
	2
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Did interventions result in greater food consumption at household level?

	Country
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	No opinion
	Disagree
	strongly disagree

	Ethiopia
	0
	
	3
	2
	0

	Somalia
	0
	2
	2
	3
	1

	Sudan
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0

	Uganda
	0
	1
	0
	5
	2

	All
	1
	5
	5
	11
	3


226. Mismanagement of the input distribution process can result in unnecessary costs and risks for the recipients. In particular, poorly organised queuing can waste valuable time. Waiting times at the distribution point give an indication of the quality of management. There is high variation in distribution times between geographical locations. In Uganda, travel times to distribution points and times spent queuing are low (3 hours on average), probably a reflection of the target population’s concentration in IDP camps. In Ethiopia the sample is roughly divided on whether queuing times were excessive. In Sudan, queuing times were generally excessive (average travel and queuing time of eleven hours, i.e. an entire day). The large variation in queuing times is a reason for concern, especially in Sudan. There may be a need to review the guidance and norms for distribution management, including registration of beneficiaries with some NGOs. The wide variety of practices also suggests that FAO should intensify its direct field monitoring and strengthen its control-risk assessment practices. However, there was no evidence of mistreatment of recipients or of disorderly management of distribution points and most households think that distributions were orderly and respectful, except in one focus group in Ethiopia where interviewees expressed high levels of dissatisfaction with treatment by implementing agency staff.

227. The negative impact on local seed systems and commercial stockists of repeated, large-scale distributions of seed and tools procured in capital cities has also been described in a number of contexts, including by FAO itself in northern Uganda, where there is evidence that local stockists have suffered significant loss as a result of repeated seed and tools distributions in Uganda.
 This impact can be minimised with the use of local procurements from cooperatives, farmer organizations (Somalia, Ethiopia) and artisans (South Sudan), or by the use of seed fairs open to local seed sellers (Ethiopia).

228. Repeated free or subsidised distributions of any item also tend to create dependency and expectations. Farmers in Uganda have come to expect a seed distribution each and every season and some beneficiaries may store less seed than they could from their own harvest as a result. This potential negative impact of repeated distributions on beneficiaries’ own seed production and storage practices applies equally to general distributions and to input fairs. In fact it applies to any type of assistance repeated for too long in any given community

Box  6: Seed Aid – Incentives and Limitations in Uganda



Box  7: Using Farmer Field Schools in a Recovery Context in Uganda 
(Box 7 continued)


5.4.2 Livestock

229.  Generally, animal health support interventions seem to have been the effective type of intervention in the livestock sector. During and immediately after the 2005-06 drought, animals in weak condition concentrated around scarce water points, became predisposed to higher risk of infection from parasites and infectious diseases. A high parasite burden reduces the productivity of animals (milk production, fertility) and challenges the immune system. Hence massive de-worming campaigns improve the livestock body condition and prevent a drop in milk production, which must have a positive impact on the nutritional status of the household and notably children.

230. In southern Sudan, FAO’s substantial technical and financial support to the eradication of rinderpest was successful in spite of being implemented during the period of conflict. Likewise in Somalia, FAO has provided financial support to AU-IBAR to bridge the funding gap between two EU-funded projects with the aim to continue the rinderpest surveillance for final accreditation of rinderpest freedom in Somalia.

231. However, some caveats must be made in assessing the impact of FAO’s animal health activities:

232. In all countries, the CAHWs, originally selected and trained by NGOs and used by FAO as a medium to implement mass treatment and vaccination campaigns, are poorly  connected with national systems for animal health such as public clinics and laboratories, private veterinary practices, drug suppliers, etc. They also face difficulties in recovering the cost of their service and regularly need a replenishment of their drug revolving fund. If the NGOs which support them were to close shop tomorrow, few of these CAHWs would be able to continue working. This calls for a comprehensive review of the various CAHWs networks and of how they could be better integrated into national systems. The work of FAO and partners in Ethiopia towards creating veterinary pharmacies linked to CAHWs is notable in this regard but doesn’t go far enough.  Such initiatives need better consideration and articulation.

233. The CAHWs also need more frequent and regular training to be able to diagnose more diseases and hence be more useful to their communities. This could be an important contribution for FAO, which has already developed a CAHW curriculum in Ethiopia.

234. Vaccinations are sometimes conducted without proper disease surveillance data, making it difficult to plan for an effective control campaign.

235. Due to delays in the official declaration of RVF as well as mobilising the response, the FAO RFV vaccines arrived in country in March 2007 and were used in the field when the outbreak was essentially over.

236. It should be mentioned that the support of FAO to the HoA countries in response to Avian Influenza was also significant and resulted in the creation of adequate local preparedness capacity to prevent or/and control the disease. This capacity developed for Avian Influenza could be used for the prevention and control of other diseases.

237. The FAO engagement in trying to promote international livestock trade through improved animal health inspection and certification for export (EXCELEX project operating in Somalia, Ethiopia and Djibouti) has raised awareness amongst livestock owners/traders on the significance of the practice and contributed to the strengthening of livestock health certification practices, as witnessed in Somaliland. The livestock traders met by the mission testified of the importance of proper health certification systems in support of efforts to lift the various livestock bans imposed on countries of the Horn by importing countries such as Saudi Arabia, Yemen, Oman, Qatar and the United Arab Emirates. These inspection and certification processes seem to be enforced quite rigorously in Somaliland. However, the ban from Saudi Arabia has not been lifted yet. Other countries of the Arabian Peninsula have lifted their ban but the market there is much less important and lucrative than in Saudi Arabia, especially during the Hajj.

238. The Livestock Boards in Somaliland and Puntland set up recently through the LICUS project still need to demonstrate their capacity to foster a lasting and useful dialogue between public and private stakeholders now that the projects are over. The boards are currently composed of livestock traders, veterinarians and government representatives. They could usefully be opened to community representatives, so as to ensure that the interests of the livestock traders are not the only one addressed in these fora.

239. In spite of this patchy impact of FAO projects in the livestock trade area, exports from the Horn to Arabian Peninsula countries have almost reached pre-ban volumes (approximately 3 million heads in 2006, of which 2.8 million were sheep and goats). Livestock exports and prices in the north peaked in December 2006 in response to the high export demand period of the Hajj.
 This is owing to: (i) livestock imported illegally from the Horn to Saudi Arabia through other Gulf countries; and (ii) livestock imported through third parties.

240. The REOA is initiating a joint regional program with AU-BAR and ILRI on the prevention and control of RVF.  FAO has also seconded technical experts to support AU-IBAR in the establishment of Regional Animal Health Centres, with the objective to develop regional disease diagnostic capacity. This engagement at a regional level may prove more successful than discrete national projects: transboundary diseases and pastoralists in the Horn do not have borders, and treating a particular health issue on one side of a border, but not on the other, as frequently witnessed by this evaluation, is not an effective way of addressing the problem. It only creates artificial pull factors attracting pastoralists and livestock from one country in to the next.  Furthermore, the idea of building up a strategic stock of RVF vaccines could work at the regional level but would be uneconomical at the country level, because of the short shelf-life of the vaccine.  Alternatively, FAO could explore the possibility of a region-led rapid procurement process.

241. It is difficult to gauge the impact of the restocking and redistribution activities in Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia, due to lack of impact assessments. In Ethiopia the intervention, which focused on vulnerable women, was not as effective as it should be, in part because the recipients (vulnerable women, sometimes elderly) could not care for the 10 goats each of them received. In Uganda, the attempt to help HIV affected households by giving them a goat was largely unsuccessful. The distributed goats arrived in poor condition and had little to eat in the IDP camps where they were distributed. Some of them died from the ingestion of plastic bags that are common in such camps. The destocking intervention in Somalia injected cash into local economies and helped vulnerable households in times of crisis. However, the assistance was very limited in size (1,075 cows purchased) given the high number of affected households. The late start of the activity meant that the culled animals could not be used as meat for vulnerable households.

5.4.3 Water

242. It is too early to pass a judgment on the impact of the ARDOPIS projects working on the rehabilitation of irrigation schemes in southern Somalia.  The irrigation schemes repaired in the SNNP region of Ethiopia seem to have impacted very significantly on the surrounding communities (improved water control, less logging hence less malaria, see Box 4).  However, the small irrigation schemes developed along the Awash river in the Afar region of Ethiopia to uphold fodder production have tended to be used by beneficiaries for the production of maize and other cash crops rather than for the intended fodder grasses, probably as a reflection of the higher return on investment that cash crops can offer for pumped irrigation.
 In this regard, gravity irrigation or perhaps wind-powered pumps could possibly offer viable options for irrigated forage development. 

243. Finally, the impact assessment survey tried to assess the impact of FAO assistance on capture fisheries in southern Sudan. There was a large increase in mean catches over the period but this was the same for both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, an increase probably related to improved security conditions rather than a direct impact of the programme. There were complaints about the relevance and utility of training provided in boat building, net making and fish processing and preservation.

5.4.4 HIV and AIDS

244.  It has been indicated in one project report
 that beneficiary HIV and AIDS affected households on average gained $164 in one year from food production generated from seed inputs.  This was expected to meet health care, school fees and hire casual labour.  However, evidence gained from the evaluation indicates that the benefits from the project only met the household’s food requirements.  Beneficiaries were requesting support for income-generating projects (including grinding mills and animal traction) that would offset the health and labour costs incurred by such households.

5.5 Conclusions (Programme Response)

245.  “Seed aid” represented about half the evaluated activities in the crop sector, primarily in Uganda and southern Sudan in support of displaced households. There was a clear need for seed and tools for returning households in Sudan and Uganda and in the case of floods which affected riverine farmers in Somalia at the end of 2006. Vegetable and soya bean seeds were very relevant to HIV and AIDS affected households.  However, seed aid addresses only part of the problems faced by farming communities. FAO has progressively been developing a more diverse portfolio of emergency operations in the region (rehabilitation of irrigation infrastructure, IPM, enterprise development, land tenure, etc.) and this evolution is clearly welcome, though not always backed up by sufficient technical capacities. 

246. In some circumstances, seed aid seems to have resulted in higher food production and farm incomes. There was no evidence of mistreatment of recipients or of disorderly distributions. However, the wide variability in waiting times at the distribution point is an issue for concern. The quality and germination power of the distributed seed has generally been adequate. The evidence of resale of seeds and tools appears very limited, but the evaluation highlighted a significant issue with consumption of cereal and pulse seed in southern Sudan and in Somalia. There is also anecdotal evidence that some tools are being reworked/adapted by local blacksmiths in Uganda and southern Sudan. 

247. Poor timeliness was identified as the main area of weakness in the crop sector, notably in Uganda and southern Sudan. It severely limited the impact of FAO activities. Key contributing factors were: poor logistical and operational capacity; excessive optimism among ECU staff about realistic delivery periods; CAP and other appeals being poorly timed compared with planting seasons; and the purchase of inputs from outside distribution areas. 

248. Livestock-oriented interventions were found generally relevant, in particular the support to animal health through Community Animal Health Workers (CAHWs) and the efforts to lift the export ban on HoA livestock imposed by the Arabian Peninsula countries. In contrast, livestock production interventions, such as support to fodder production, destocking and restocking, appear more complex and more difficult to implement adequately.  This may explain why the response in the livestock sector tended to be dominated by animal health activities, with little effort towards tackling long-term and deep-rooted issues such as water points for livestock, rangeland management, fodder reserves, or control of the invasive prosopis.

249. Animal health interventions seem to have been effective, decreasing mortality, protecting production levels and improving chances of survival during droughts. However, CAHWs tend to be poorly connected with national animal health systems and need more training. Vaccinations are sometimes conducted without proper disease surveillance, and, in the case of the RFV outbreak in Kenya, too late to have an impact because of political hesitancy and slow response.

250. The FAO engagement in trying to promote international livestock trade through improved animal health inspection and certification for export in Somalia, Ethiopia and Djibouti (EXCELEX) and through Livestock Boards in Somaliland and Puntland has contributed to the strengthening of livestock health certification practices. The ban from Saudi Arabia has not been lifted yet but exports from the Horn to Arabian Peninsula countries have almost reached pre-ban volumes. 

251. In general, livestock and fisheries-oriented activities have tended to be implemented with little thought put to coherence across interventions and countries, with insufficient monitoring, and sometimes with insufficient technical expertise (Uganda).  This proved particularly critical in the case of HIV and AIDS affected households who lost a significant proportion of their livestock assets. The ongoing efforts of FAO, Tufts University and other partners to develop Livestock Emergency Guidelines and Standards (LEGS) are fundamental for better future engagement.

252. The destocking intervention in Somalia helped vulnerable households in times of crisis, but was limited in size as determined by available funding.  Restocking interventions in Ethiopia and Uganda focused on vulnerable women and were not as effective as they should have been, mainly because the targeted households had difficulties maintaining the animals and did not have access to veterinary services.

253. Female-headed households and orphans formed important beneficiary groups in conflict-affected southern Sudan and northern Uganda. However, the evaluation found no systematic gender mainstreaming mechanism in place and a lack of expertise and experience in gender mainstreaming in FAO country offices despite the SEAGA (Socio-Economic and Gender Analysis) materials developed in the mid-1990s by FAO in collaboration with WFP at global level. 

254. Targeting is very difficult in the Horn of Africa, as communities often have strong feelings about how inputs should be distributed. Often FAO and the distributing NGOs simply adopted blanket distributions. Targeting is only worthwhile when distributing costly items such as animals (re-stocking, for which the most vulnerable households are probably not the right target), while blanket distributions appear more cost-effective for low-cost items such as seed and tools.

Box  8: Seed Fairs or Input Fairs?

For about a decade, seed fairs and voucher schemes have been promoted by some NGOs as an alternative to seed and tools distributions. FAO has successfully tried the approach in Ethiopia, Tanzania and Mozambique and this evaluation recommends further use of the voucher and fair modality. However, seed fairs have proven tricky to implement successfully. One issue is that the price at which each seed is sold must be monitored regularly and the fair immediately closed, postponed or extended in case of significant price hike, as shortages may lead to abnormal price fluctuations in such a closed market. Some farmers also try to sell their vouchers for money. Others buy seed from themselves, e.g. when a person is a voucher beneficiary whilst his or her spouse attends the fair as a seed provider.

In short, seed fairs – just like seed distributions – are based on the assumption that farmers need seed more than any other type of assistance. However, in practice a significant number of beneficiaries appear to prefer cash or some other commodity, and hence try and cheat the system to suit their needs.

The solution might lie in diversifying the offer of goods and services available against vouchers. “Input fairs” (or shops) proposing seeds, tools, fertilizer, ploughing services, etc. stand a greater chance of responding to farmers’ needs than fairs offering only seed. In Uganda, DANIDA has piloted an interesting approach – soon to be replicated by FAO thanks to EU funding – whereby vouchers are granted to households in exchange for their labour in rehabilitation or environmental projects. Such “vouchers-for-work” can then be exchanged by selected agriculture supplies stockists against a wide variety of agricultural inputs. 

Interestingly, the project staff mentioned to the evaluation mission that in their system, ploughs, not seed, appeared to be the commodity of choice, even though several households had to pool their vouchers together to afford one plough. This preference for ploughing equipment reflects the current situation in Northern Uganda, where much land left fallow during the conflict is now being increasingly accessible and open to cultivation. 

6. FAO Institutional Capacity

255. The planning, information and response functions of FAO emergency and rehabilitation assistance in the region depend very much upon the institutional capacity of FAO (technical, operational and management) to support relevant and effective programme delivery.  This section examines the institutional capacity and arrangements in the region with recommendations of how this can be improved to ensure better impact of the programme response in future.  

6.1 Technical Capacity

256.  Despite recent decentralisation of technical capacity within FAO from headquarters to the region, the capacity at field level is over-stretched and often unrepresentative of the activities under implementation.  FAO as a “knowledge organization” has developed a core technical capacity at headquarters level represented by the sectoral departments of Agriculture (animal & plant production and health) & Consumer Protection, Forestry, Fisheries & Aquaculture, Natural Resources Management & Environment, Economic & Social Development.  This capacity is now (with effect from early 2007) being decentralized to a degree at sub-regional office level or through other institutional arrangements in the case of East Africa. It is still too early for the evaluation to assess the effect and impact that such technical services will have on programme response.

257. There is also technical capacity within the REOA relating to agriculture, livestock, food security and HIV/AIDS which function in an advisory and support role to ECUs especially in the Horn and Great Lakes region.  The composition of the REOA is determined by the technical competences required to support the Regional Plan of Action (POA) and the resources mobilized through the CAP and bilateral agreements with donors. The technical support role of the REOA works more effectively in some countries than others depending on the relevance of services available to those countries.  In particular, there are strategy issues relating to southern Sudan
 where there is minimal engagement (Sudan is not included within the regional POA) despite the scale of its emergency programme.  Two critical issues appear to be that FAORs and Emergency Coordinators have very little staked in the REOA as far as determining the way resources are used and the technical support and guidance it provides. Consequently, there is a degree of “indifference” at country level about the role of the REOA and the value added.  

258. In comparison at country level, and particularly at the point of intervention at field level, the technical capacity of FAO is minimal, does not reflect the diversity of projects (with a predominance of male agronomists) and relies significantly on the capacity of partners who do not derive benefit from FAO’s technical competence.  Furthermore, the field is not accessing technical support from FAO headquarters or regional level in a planned, systematic way to develop a suitable skills base.  The evaluation team repeatedly saw evidence of projects (some referred to under the section on Programme Response) which could not deliver on their original objectives or be appropriately adapted because of lack of technical guidance.  It is very much the view of the evaluation that FAO’s technical competence is weakest at the point of delivery where the quality of programme interventions matter most
259. The evaluation highlights a number of areas where the technical imbalance of FAO within the region is affecting programme response and delivery in both positive and negative respects.  Particularly notable is that FAO’s capacity in the area of early warning and food security information systems (EW & FSIS) is currently very much focused at the Nairobi level. This is a function of the REOA, the Somalia FAO and FSAU offices and the Kenya FAO office all being located in Nairobi.  Additional to this is the headquarters capacity where several staff (most notably ESAF) support FSIS activities in the HoA (as well as the rest of the world).  At the Nairobi level, there is a significant critical mass representing the country/regional level.  This is illustrated by the considerable presence of FAO staff at FSNWG meetings and IPC steering committee meetings.  In both cases the ‘voice’ and issues of country level concerns can be raised. Coincidentally, activities in FSIS in Somalia and Kenya are dynamic, involving strong FAO influences. Therefore best practice that can be drawn from these country experiences can have a wider influence. 

260. However, other countries have capacity constraints. Developments in FSIS in Sudan, especially southern Sudan, are at a time of transition.  FAO has had very weak capacity in this area in southern Sudan in recent years, in spite of occasional involvement in important forum such as the Livelihoods Analysis Forum (LAF).  Although FAO leads the sector under the Consolidated Work Plan, it has not contributed significantly to improved food security and livelihoods understanding, in spite of the availability of such information and analysis that takes place through the LAF.  However, the recruitment of the technical team and implementation of the SIFSIA project (which began in 2007) should change this dynamic.  Already a recent meeting conducted in Juba (June 2007) where the IPC tool was utilised, has received positive feedback and indicates an improved FAO engagement.

261. Ethiopia and Uganda also significantly lack capacity to engage effectively in food security information systems (particularly livelihoods analysis, early warning, assessments and response analysis).  Some of the capacity constraints are likely to be addressed by the additional resources and recruitment following IPC related funding which is coming on stream.  However, the focus of these staff
 will be on the multi-actor environment of improved FSIS and application of the IPC and will not be aimed at addressing the capacity constraints within FAO to better utilize existing information (addressed in section 4.2 of this report). 

262. The support of FAO to countries in the region in preparedness to respond to Avian Influenza has helped build a significant technical and surveillance capacity through veterinary services.  This has been developed on a foundation of good and effective working relationships with governments through established mechanisms supporting animal health.  It provides a model for building preparedness for outbreaks of other animal diseases.

263. In recognition of the need to control and eradicate transboundary diseases (which have significant market implications) FAO has extensively supported the Rinderpest Vaccination Campaign in southern Sudan and the control of Rift Valley Fever (RVF) in Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia with active technical support from the REOA.  ECTAD is combining the technical animal health programme design responsibilities of FAO’s Animal Production & Health Division (AGAH) with TCEO’s programme delivery experience.  Joint Regional Animal Health Centres (RAHCs) are being established around the world with partner organizations including the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE) and the African Union Interafrican Bureau for Animal Resources (AU-IBAR). Through this initiative FAO is seconding technical experts to support AU-IBAR in the HoA region to establish an RAHC with disease diagnostic capacity.

264. There are livestock specialists in FAO offices in Ethiopia, Somalia, Kenya and southern Sudan.  However, these tend to be veterinarians with little expertise in livestock production.   FAO country offices have a strong technical capacity in veterinary science and work closely with veterinary services and competent NGOs to ensure the provision of effective animal health services.

265. However, there is generally lack/inadequate expertise in the area of livestock production and fisheries.  During the recent years, natural and human induced crisis have exposed livestock and their owners to many problems including: poor health; lack/shortage of feed and water; decreased animal products; and market inaccessibility. These diverse problems of livestock require diverse responses, supported by the right combination of technical expertise.  FAO in the region should develop capacities at country level
 in key areas of livestock, such as in livestock production and fisheries (as appropriate) linking into and tapping from locally existing relevant development, research and learning institutions.  Furthermore links between water resources, agriculture and livestock are not adequately addressed within the region because of lack of technical expertise in this area; the only country developing this critical capacity is Somalia through the SWALIM and ARDOPIS projects.

266. Cross-cutting issues including gender and HIV are not effectively managed through the programme response.  There was little or no evidence of nominated staff being trained and supported to act as focal points in addressing these particular issues despite their prioritization within FAO’s global policies.  The practice in the region is to “use” implementing partners to execute projects with a focus on HIV affected households and take account of gender implications without sufficiently promoting the technical guidance that FAO has institutionally developed.

267. Finally, but critically, ECUs lack the expertise to undertake effective monitoring (including impact assessments) although this capacity is now being developed in some countries and is an area of technical support that the REOA has identified and has recruited.

6.2 Operational Capacity

268. Operational supervision and support to the field in the Greater Horn of Africa region is provided by two services within the Emergency Operations & Rehabilitation Division (TCE): TCES (for Somalia and Sudan) and TCEO for other countries in the region administering emergency response. The relationship between Emergency Coordinators and Operations Officers based in TCES and TCEO was generally effective and positive.  Operations Officers do everything within their means (largely through developing good relationships and regular dialogue with the technical and finance divisions) to expedite the process of clearances and approvals at headquarters level (which has been discussed earlier as a critical constraint).

269. A significant development over the past two years has been the expansion of FAO field presence in the region through the mobilization of increased resources for emergency and rehabilitation assistance.  A lot of this extra capacity has been through the recruitment of well qualified and motivated national staff (especially in southern Sudan and Uganda) as well as international staff (significant recruitment in Somalia) and consultants.  Unfortunately, this human resource base is entirely dependent upon external budgetary support which is both short-term and at times irregular.  This undermines any long-term approach to developing operational capacity because staff is subject to constant breaks in employment and renewal of contracts and will look for better employment security elsewhere.

270. Furthermore, the significant increase in the scale and diversification of projects supported by FAO in the region over the past three years has not been matched by strengthened administrative, logistics and operational capacity at the field level.  This has been very short-sighted and relates both to FAO and partners’ capacity.  Often FAO technical staff at field level is tied up undertaking administrative responsibilities and the programme is not benefiting adequately from their technical input.  NGO partners in particular complain that FAO expects to channel increased levels of inputs through them without any capacity-building or commensurate administrative/transport overheads.

6.3 Institutional Arrangements

271. The institutional frame of FAO is still quite centralised in terms of information flow and authority.  There is a headquarters-centric culture and structure which does not adequately recognise the potential contribution of decentralised offices and staff.  This hinders FAO as an operational organization because technical, financial and contractual (staff and consultants) clearances depend on bureaucratic procedures which have to be channelled up through the system and are beyond the control of those who are often held accountable for implementation at the field level.  Repeatedly, in every country, the evaluation team was made aware by FAO staff and partners (especially donors, other UN agencies and INGOs) of numerous cases where FAO was not able to fulfil its agreed obligations in terms of provision of inputs (seed, tools, vaccines especially), technical services and project reporting because of delays in processing approvals at head office level.  These nearly always impacted adversely on intended beneficiaries of targeted communities.

272. Because of the centralised and vertical nature of the organization, horizontal linkages do not work well between divisions and departments (at head office level), between regional functions (at regional level in Africa
) nor between country offices (at field level). This even impacts on the FAO country team where opportunities for the ECUs to draw upon technical resources under the normative programme (e.g. for strategic planning, monitoring & evaluation) are simply not recognised.  There is a strong “compartmentalisation” between disciplines and organizational units of FAO which leads to a high degree of institutional fragmentation referred to as the “silo” effect by the IEE Evaluation Team
.

273. Even within divisions, there are divisions, as represented by TCES providing the operational oversight to two of the countries in the Greater Horn of Africa (Somalia and Sudan), and TCEO providing the operational oversight to the other countries of the region (both being within TCE the Emergency Operations & Rehabilitation Division).  The justification is that projects in Sudan and Somalia operate in complex, conflict environments requiring special support services, but at the same time, it prevents TCE developing a more coherent geo-political overview and does not encourage sharing of information and practice between countries (even those with common borders and issues).

274. This is further exacerbated by different parts of FAO assuming responsibilities for different components of one functional piece of work (often determined and driven by separate projects resourced by different external donors).  There is no better example of this than the work in early warning and food security information systems which include ESAF, GIEWS, FIVIMS, EMPRES, ECTAD and TCER in the frame.  Even if staff at FAO head office know the difference or relative focus between these areas (which is not always the case), FAO country level staff and external actors certainly do not.  Instances have occurred when different sections of FAO request information and inputs on concept notes on similar subjects at the same time without coordinating in advance at the head office.  FAO’s largest donor to food security information systems in the region was particularly critical of this approach. 

275. However, a positive aspect of the institutional arrangements is the fact that TCE (unlike in some other organizations) does not limit its mandate to short-term emergencies, but offers flexibility in accommodating and supporting medium term interventions (including investments in information systems, irrigation projects, livestock feed and watering systems, promotion of livestock marketing etc).

276. This is also the approach that the Regional Emergency Office for Africa (REOA) has adopted within its POA with the aim of mitigating the effects of recurrent crises in the region whilst at the same time addressing some of the root causes of such events.  Since the REOA’s strategic plan is to: (i) provide greater consistency between country and regional level interventions; (ii) highlight food security issues with a regional dimension; and (iii) ensure better coordination amongst agencies operating at regional level and with Regional Economic Communities, questions are inevitably raised about the comparative roles of the REOA and the newly established Sub-Regional Office for East Africa (SFE) in Addis Ababa.

277. Despite the fact that the REOA is not “institutionalised” within FAO, it has played an important and evolving role in the development of FAO’s profile and engagement with emergencies in the Greater Horn of Africa and elsewhere on the continent.  Particularly relevant to the region was the role REOA played in: (i) establishing FAO as the lead agency in the household food security sector of OLS in southern Sudan from 2001; (ii) establishing an ECU for Somalia in 2003; (iii) regional initiatives relating to HIV/AIDS and Cassava Mosaic Disease from 2003; (iv) leading the regional Food Security & Nutrition Working Group from 2005; (v) promoting discussions on food security analysis within the region (with a focus on the IPC); and (vi) developing the POA for the Greater Horn of Africa. 

278. With the establishment of the SFE in Addis Ababa from the start of 2007, there inevitably has to be a review of the respective functions to be undertaken by the two offices.  Furthermore, this review should take into account the functions of the other Regional Office for Africa (ROA) based in Accra, Ghana. The fact that the SFE and the ROA report to the Office for Coordination and Decentralisation (OCD), whereas the REOA reports to TCE presents a particular challenge distinct to FAO. 

279. It is the view of the evaluation that the REOA has to develop a technical capacity and offer services that are of greater relevance to the country programmes, in particular the ECUs.  In this respect the REOA should focus more on building the planning, information, technical and operational capacity of ECUs within the region; supporting regional level mechanisms such as the FSNWG; and facilitating resource mobilization and advocacy at the regional level.  The role and composition of the REOA should be determined in future through consultation between the FAORs/ECs, ROA and relevant SROs and TCE. 

280. Generally, the relationship between the FAORs and the Emergency Coordination Units (ECUs) within the region is conducive and supportive.  The different lines of reporting (FAORs to OCD and ECs to TCE) can lead to difficulties and tensions at country level with respect to lines of responsibility and information sharing; this was quite evident.  However, a better understanding of “emergencies” through training and awareness has been to a degree promoted across FAO as an organization and this has helped the “culture” of the Organization adapt to its increasing responsibilities in support of emergencies.

281. ECUs perform a different role and assume different capacities depending upon the distinctiveness of the country. As a special case, the Emergency Coordination Units (ECU) in Somalia and southern Sudan assume responsibility for all operational aspects of FAO programming in the area.   Somalia was managed by FAO Kenya until 2003 when the post of Officer-in-Charge was established to oversee the country programme from Nairobi.  Since the signing of the CPA in January 2005, TCE moved the management of field operations from Nairobi (for ex SPLA held areas) and Khartoum (for other areas) to the south in Juba with the objective of establishing operational autonomy in Juba whilst still being under the overall supervision of the FAOR in Sudan.  In Ethiopia and Uganda, ECUs are established as distinct units within the country programme, where linkages between the emergency interventions and the normative programme are not always clear, giving the impression of one organization within another organization.  In Kenya, there is no ECU (and consequently no Emergency Coordinator) the programme having opted to build an emergency capacity integral to the longer term programme.

282. Since FAO now stresses the importance of linking short-term emergency interventions with longer term measures to build local capacities and institutions and increase the resilience of productive systems, it is the view of the evaluation team that either ECUs should bridge the gap between emergency response and regular programming by effectively assuming the “operational” role of the FAO country programme (as in the case of Somalia and southern Sudan) or ECUs and the normative functions of the FAOR should be better integrated at country level.  In this way FAO would demonstrate that emergencies cannot be addressed in isolation from underlying issues of chronic food insecurity and the capacities and skills developed within the ECU would strengthen the country level operational capacity.  Similarly the technical and policy expertise available within the regular programme could be accessed in support of the emergency response (as in the example of applying the FFS approach in areas of northern Uganda). 

6.4 Profile in the Region

283. The presence of FAO in the region has been greatly enhanced with the establishment of the Regional Emergency Office for Africa (REOA) in Nairobi and now the Sub-Regional Office for East Africa (SFE) in Addis Ababa.  This has helped establish stronger relationships with donors and NGOs in particular (especially those with regional representation) and will support liaison functions with Regional Economic Commissions and Inter-government Authorities in the region.  At country level, FAO’s presence with respect to emergencies (and the regular programme) tends to be low profile (there are exceptions) and organizations not linked to direct partnership with FAO are uncertain of FAO’s role and mandate.  As often as not, the extent to which FAO gains profile in emergencies depends on the charisma and drive of the Emergency Coordinator. 

284. The perception of FAO in the region (from government and NGO staff familiar with FAO) is one of a “neutral” actor well placed to facilitate coordination and broker discussions pertaining to food security and livelihoods analysis.  It might be argued that this perception is partly due to FAO not having an explicit “agenda” and a less significant “operational” role in emergencies (in comparison to other agencies), as well as limited engagement or visibility in certain fields such as food security information systems.  FAO also has a tendency to ‘sit on the fence’ when it comes to critically commenting on certain practices, such as emergency assessments or political marginalisation of particular communities (e.g. pastoralists).  FAORs can tend to be more concerned about “political correctness” than raising difficult issues that challenge the prevailing system.   

285. If FAO is to play a more assertive role and take advantage of its credibility, it will need to take a position on some issues. In Uganda, for example, some agencies suggested that they would like FAO to take a more critical stance on assessments in order to identify and promote better practice; and in Ethiopia and Kenya, FAO could be more proactive with other partners to advocate for greater commitment and investment in pastoralist communities.

6.5 Conclusions (Institutional Capacity)

286.  The distribution of technical capacity within FAO is unbalanced and detrimental in the field and the point at which emergency and relief assistance is delivered.  This is not to infer that there is an excess of technical capacity at headquarters or regional level, but rather that the range of skills required to inform and support the response is not yet developed at field level, with critical gaps in the areas of livelihoods analysis, livestock production, fisheries, gender, HIV/AIDS as well as the capacity to monitor and evaluate the impact of the programme response.  Furthermore, the technical and operational capacity of ECUs are hindered by staff being subject to short-term contracts, dependent upon extra-budgetary funds and lacking administrative and logistics support.

287. The institutional arrangements within FAO (which are both centralised and compartmentalised) are not conducive to supporting responsive field-level emergency and rehabilitation assistance.  The REOA has done much to identify priorities and promote FAO’s engagement in emergencies within the region, but its role now has to be of greater relevance to the field, complementary to the SFE and institutionalised within FAO.  The ECUs should also draw more upon the technical capacities of the regular programme and other FAO country programmes in the region and assume a broader role in support of the country programmes.  FAO should build upon its “neutral” role and credibility within the food security sector and assert greater influence at country level on approaches to address issues of food insecurity and the allocation of resources.

288. A critical role for the SFE will be to maintain and strengthen links with the AU and IGAD in support of FAO’s emergency and rehabilitation assistance programme and the potential contribution of the programme to policy developments within the NEPAD framework.  The Horn of Africa Initiative will also identify where FAO and WFP should develop more strategic partnerships through regional centres to address chronic food insecurity in the region over the long-term.
7. Resource Mobilisation

289. The seven-fold increase in FAO’s global budget for emergency and rehabilitation assistance over the eight years from 1996-97 to 2004-05 is indicative of how effective FAO has become in raising resources and the increasing importance donors have begun to attach to non-food aid interventions (including information systems and coordination) in support of food security interventions.  A significant proportion of this funding is allocated to emergency and rehabilitation assistance in the Greater Horn of Africa which has raised $240m since 2004.  The volume of funding in the region has grown three-fold in the last three years.    

290. The figures below indicate the sources of the funding 2004-2007 and their allocation through the region.  The European Commission is the most significant donor (25%) to FAO in the region and Somalia and southern Sudan utilise over 75% of the resources raised in the seven countries of the Greater Horn of Africa where FAO operates emergency and rehabilitation assistance. 
Figure 7: Donor Contributions to FAO Programmes in the HOA - 2004-2007

Figure 8: Resource Allocation by FAO Country Programme in the HOA - 2004-2007


7.1 Contingency Funding

291. Two stand-by funds in support of timely humanitarian response have been introduced over the past three years by the United Nations and FAO respectively: the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF)
 with a target facility of $500m and the Special Fund for Emergency & Rehabilitation Activities (SFERA)
 with a target facility of $2m.  Both funds represent a form of contingency funding as a loan facility; SFERA however, can be more responsive by bridging the gap between identifying a response and securing CERF loan facility (which is still subject to a donor pledging support).  CERF also operates a grant facility to provide seed funds to jump-start critical operations and fund life-saving programmes not covered by other donors generally over a three month implementation period.

292. However, there remain limitations to these mechanisms because: (i) they are either tied to the humanitarian appeal process, which generally rely on late outcome indicators (and therefore not intervening early enough to mitigate asset depletion and loss of livelihoods); (ii) the time-frame for implementation is only suitable for one-off inputs without follow through services; and (iii) resources are very limited and have to be replenished (where they are loans).

293. Delays and inadequate response to emergencies are still characteristic of the response (as described earlier in the report).  This has particularly limited appropriate interventions relating to livestock and water sources to the extent that in one example, intended destocking activities (using CERF resources) in Kenya had to be re-designated to restocking activities.

294. In view of the investment and progress FAO and other actors have achieved in improving and expanding early warning and food security information systems within the region, there is a need to now link substantive contingency funding and strategic reserves (such as animal feed, drugs and vaccines) to such systems.  Two donors (ECHO and USAID) have indicated their commitment through initiatives to strength drought preparedness in pastoralist areas of the region.  Other donors still have to be convinced of the merits and effectiveness of linking EWS to contingency funding and this is a critical area for FAO to pursue in the region.

7.2 Emergency Response Funding

295. FAO and its partners have relied significantly on the Consolidated Appeal Process (CAP) at both country and regional level for funding the emergency and rehabilitation assistance work over the past three years.  It is difficult to ascertain to what extent donors rely on the CAP to identify responses to fund, but there is no question that CAPs significantly raise the profile and to a degree an obligation for donors to commit funds.  In view of the severe drought situation in the Horn, a Regional CAP was exceptionally launched in 2006 (including Djibouti, Eritrea, Kenya and Somalia) and was complemented by the regional Plan of Action developed by FAO which outlined priorities for the food security sector.  The introduction of the POA certainly helped raise funding levels for FAO and its partners and was well received by donors.  Otherwise countries have depended upon (national) annual consolidated appeals or ad hoc appeals in response to floods and the influx of refugees (as was the case in Kenya across the Somali border in September 2006).  Sudan was the one exception in the region, where resources are raised against the Consolidated Work Plan (for both southern and northern Sudan) and donors commit to a Common Humanitarian Fund (CHF) which represents the primary source of FAO funding in the southern sector.

296. The limitations of the Consolidated Appeal Process (CAP) are that they: (i) generally rely on late outcome indicators; (ii) only activated after official government declaration of an emergency; (iii) depend upon follow-up field assessments; (iii) are not synchronized with the agricultural seasons; (iv) tend to be strongly orientated to food aid interventions; and (v) can be poorly subscribed by donors (especially the non-food sectors).  

297. However, the CAP will remain a significant funding mechanism for FAO’s short-term emergency response in the region and it is critical that FAO continues to maintain active engagement in the process and supplements its contributions with strategic plans for the food security sector in all countries.  Critically however, the CAP only addresses short-term funding and only exceptionally has the scope to incorporate “recovery” or “transition” activities;
 this is generally left to other mechanisms (such as the two year UN Transition Plan being developed in Somalia).

298. In recent years CAPs have generated resources in support of humanitarian response funds.  Generally, these funds are relatively small and are established to support NGO interventions which do not have direct access to mechanisms such as CERF and SFERA.  However, there are exceptions and in Ethiopia FAO has been a major beneficiary of the HRF which has also shifted its focus in the past year from life-saving activities to “recovery” projects of up to 11 months duration.

7.3 Funding the Recovery of Food Security

299. The gap between emergency and development funding has been recognised as a critical shortcoming of donors in situations where vulnerable populations are no longer in a “humanitarian emergency” and there are real opportunities to build back livelihood assets and food security within communities.  The responsibility seems to lie between emergency funding units (such as ECHO and OFDA) and development funds (such as IFIs, EDF and bilateral international development agencies) which are more orientated towards longer term initiatives supporting national priorities in partnership with governments.  It becomes particularly critical in countries where governments are assumed to have the skills and commitment to provide essential services, but lack the capacity and support to make the interventions effective or where national priorities lie in other areas/sectors of the country from where the emergency response has been undertaken.

300. The situation in this respect varies across the region.  In Uganda and Kenya such resources are extremely difficult for UN agencies and NGOs to source, but opportunities do exist for FAO to work in close collaboration with governments to provide appropriate technical assistance through the recovery/transition phase.  In Sudan a multi-donor trust fund (administered by the World Bank) is being established to finance the strategy of government and partners in the next phase of reconstruction in the southern sector of the country and it is critical that FAO engages actively in this process.  In Ethiopia, the current “stand-off” by donors to provide budgetary support to the government means that financing longer term recovery interventions through the UN system is viable and FAO ensures that such interventions are undertaken in close collaboration with government.  In Somalia, there remains a substantial dependency upon the UN system and NGOs to deliver a broad range of interventions in the absence of a fully functioning and effective central government, which in part explains the high level of resources being channelled through FAO for a relatively small population.  

301. However, in the case of Somalia and its primary donor, the non-emergency funding (sourced through EDF rather than ECHO) is driven by the EC’s own priorities and strategies which determine the calls for proposals.  In such circumstances, it would be strategic for FAO to develop its own Plan of Action in close collaboration with donors that have a specific interest and commitment in longer term food security of that country as well as with reference to other planning frameworks.

7.4 Regional Funding

302. Since 2002 the REOA has raised funding in excess of $19m
 of which just over $4m has been spent on the functions and capacity of the regional office itself
.  This amount is included in the budget it raised for coordination which amounts to 42% of the funds raised; 45% represents the drought emergency response
 (which primarily supported Ethiopia, Kenya & Somalia); 6.5% represents the regional cassava multiplication initiative (Uganda in the case of the GHOA); and 6.5% the Rift Valley Fever response (Ethiopia, Kenya & Somalia).

7.5 Conclusions (Resource Mobilisation)

303.  An increasing investment in early warning and information systems, as well as non-food interventions within the food security sector, is a very positive trend.  However, emergency response funding is still not available at a critical and early stage of the drought cycle (particularly with respect to water and livestock interventions) or immediately following rapid onset emergencies such as floods.  More emphasis should now be placed on emergency preparedness including contingency funding.

304. There remains a critical “gap” in funding for “recovery” and “transition” activities in some countries of the region (most notably Kenya and Uganda) which will be a challenge for FAO and partners as humanitarian funds reduce.  FAO in all countries needs to highlight to governments and donors the importance of continued support to build back livelihood assets after the “emergency”.  Fund-raising at the regional level which has potential, should support these efforts.

8. Partnerships and Coordination Mechanisms

305. FAO has expanded its network of partnerships (especially through NGOs) over the past five years and become much more actively engaged in coordination mechanisms related to food security and livelihoods in the region.  This has primarily been necessitated because FAO and some governments do not have the operational capacity to respond effectively to emergencies, and because within the UN system and the broader humanitarian community, FAO has become recognized as the lead agency responsible for food security in collaboration with World Food Programme (WFP). 

8.1 Partnership with NGOs

306. Through emergency and rehabilitation assistance, FAO now works in direct partnership with more than 50 different international and local NGOs (as well as ICRC) in the region. Since FAO is considered very much a “neutral” organization within the food security sector with a more informed and diverse agenda compared with other UN agencies, NGOs consider FAO more “approachable” and flexible.

307. Through this partnership FAO has facilitated and supported NGOs to be more engaged in the development of sectoral strategies and joint resource mobilisation (particularly in Kenya, Somalia, Uganda and southern Sudan).

308. A major constraint to the partnership is the fact that the relationship between FAO and the NGOs is defined by a Letter of Agreement (LoA) which is only intended as a contractual arrangement for the execution of FAO supported project activities.  This sub-contractual arrangement does not in most cases reflect the “partnership” expected by contributing donors (the EC for example want co-financing by partners recognised), nor the “intellectual” partnership that many NGOs through their own technical capacity and experience can now offer FAO.  FAO in Somalia took up this issue well over one year ago and TCES is now in consultation with various departments within FAO headquarters to have a more comprehensive Partnership Agreement developed.  It is to a degree indicative of the “FAO culture” that such an initiative can take so long to secure institutional input and acceptance.

309. There may be cases where FAO should consider more carefully and strategically partnerships with NGOs. No country in the region has yet developed criteria for the selection of NGOs; partnerships tend to evolve because NGOs are already known to FAO staff and they offer operational capacity in sectors or geographical areas where FAO requires expertise. More care has to be taken to ensure that NGOs adhere to sound humanitarian principles and apply good practice. However, an example of FAO being strategic through partnership includes Somalia where, in the absence of functioning government services, FAO has been pro-active in engaging with Somali NGOs (as well as international NGOs) to ensure Somali engagement in the sector and a more sustainable approach. The same opportunities would exist with Pastoral Development Associations in northern Kenya who have integral links with communities that international NGOs do not.

310. There are also very promising opportunities for strategic collaboration with international NGOs such as Oxfam, CARE and Save the Children who have significant technical expertise to contribute to EW and FSIS.  SC UK has had a longstanding relationship with FAO in this respect (through the Household Economy Approach), but now other NGO partners are becoming more engaged in the debate around IPC and add significant weight to counter the conventional wisdom of food aid interventions being the option of first resort.

8.2 Partnership with Government

311. FAOs strongest engagement with government (in the context of emergency and rehabilitation assistance in the region) is through its work on early warning and information systems especially through the technical support to ALRMP (Kenya), SIFSIA (just being launched in Sudan), SWALIM (government authorities in Somaliland and Puntland) and to a lesser extent FSAU.

312. FAO has developed a stronger partnership with NGOs than it has with government in the terms of emergency response in the region.  There are exceptions to this, particularly in Ethiopia where FAO tends to channel its support through the Ministry of Agriculture & Rural Development (MOARD) or regional bureaus (BOARD), and in the area of animal health where FAO works very effectively with government veterinary services in all countries often complemented with NGO support (as is the case in Kenya).

313. The emphasis however, should be in drawing upon appropriate available support from both governmental and non-governmental capacities to respond effectively to emergencies.  There were so many examples from the evaluation mission where a joint partnership would have added considerable benefits as well as building a more sustainable capacity in future.  Good examples are: (i) the irrigation scheme to promote fodder production in Afar region developed by BOARD which lacked any socio-economic analysis that an NGO would be well-placed to undertake; (ii) provision of small ruminants to HIV and AIDS affected households in IDP camps near GULU (undertaken by World Vision with FAO support) which lacked government veterinary support; and (iii) development of a food security & livelihoods sectoral plan in southern Sudan without sufficient reference to the livelihoods analysis undertaken by non-government actors over many years.

314. FAO’s engagement with government in respect to livestock and fisheries production was particularly weak in Kenya and Uganda. This was a concern raised by relevant government offices during the evaluation and affects issues of ownership, sustainability, local capacity building and coordinated information flow.  There are real opportunities for FAO to collaborate more effectively with government research institutes (such as the example of Melka Werer Research Centre in Afar region Ethiopia) and extension services (in situations where such services are viable as in Uganda).

315. With respect to FAO’s strategic work on the impact of HIV and AIDS on food security, work is ongoing to develop a guide on mitigating strategies to be used by field extension workers in collaboration with the National Agricultural Advisory Services (NAADS), but the lack of partnership with the Uganda AIDS Commission (UAC) and the Ministry of Gender, Labour & Social Development are conspicuously missing.

8.3 One United Nations

316. The approach to more effective and collaborative planning within the UN system takes different forms across the region and demonstrates a varied engagement by FAO.

317. In Ethiopia the UNCT has decided to adopt an innovative process and include the humanitarian response & recovery into the UNDAF process.  To this effect the cluster approach (which has been introduced to Ethiopia in the past year) and UNDAF will work towards the same goals.  FAO was expected to head the UNDAF thematic group on Humanitarian Response & Recovery Food Security (HRRFS) but did not have active engagement with the group and the role was assumed by WFP in the absence of FAO.  Other members of the UNCT considered this both a lack of responsibility by FAO and a missed opportunity.

318. In Somalia, FAO has worked effectively with the UNCT on both a UN Priority Plan (six months emergency response) and a UN Transition Plan (two years 2008-2009). The UNTP is distilled from the UN’s comparative advantage in relation to the Reconstruction Development Plan (five years 2008-2012), which in turn resulted from the post-conflict World Bank/UN led Joint Needs Assessment (JNA).  FAO developed the Livelihoods & Solutions for the Displaced cluster report for the JNA and is leading the priority area on Livelihoods and Food Security within the UN Transition Plan.  The latter will include respective roles for UNDP, UNOPS, FAO and ILO. 

319. In southern Sudan FAO has played a key role in developing the Food Security & Livelihoods component of the Consolidated Work Plan which represents the common plan for the Government of Sudan (north and south), the UN system and NGOs.  In Uganda and Kenya FAO is contributing to the UNDAF process within a five year frame to which the National Medium Term Priority Framework (to be developed in Kenya) relates.

320. Generally there has been a strong commitment to the UN planning process, but it has very much depended upon the commitment and availability of the FAOR or the OIC and the quality of the contribution has depended upon the technical capacity and experience of the country team. 

8.4 Regional Networks

321. FAO leads and plays a key facilitating role in support of the Food Security & Nutrition Working Group (FSNWG).  The FSNWG promotes information sharing including needs assessments, methodologies, and best practices; develops joint food security and nutrition tools to track humanitarian emergencies and livelihood threats as they develop; and advocates for timely and appropriate response.  During 2007, three technical groups for IPC, agriculture (ERAF) and livestock (RELF) respectively have been established under the FSNWG to allow a better focus on specific issues in the region which the evaluation considers a very positive development.
322. The FSNWG has been an effective multi-agency collaborative regional forum for developing regional analysis (particularly of the 2005-2006 drought in the Horn of Africa) and for promoting and utilising the IPC (which was incorporated into the 2006 CAP for the region).  Participation is reasonably wide with different UN agencies and NGOs represented, on occasions donors are attending, although FAO often represent close to half of the participants in any one meeting.  Whilst FAO tries publicly not to push its own agenda or visibility, one can see why some observers feel FAO influences the focus and direction of the group. 

323. The IPC has been a major focus of the FSNWG and has proved a useful catalyst for bringing people together and organising information and data.  Key outputs of the IPC (a map of the food security classification across the region) have been to raise awareness of donors and promote resource mobilisation, more attention is now focusing on the development of the response analysis. 

324. Some respondents suggest that discussions around the IPC have been at the expense of nutrition related discussions, including the contribution of nutrition analysis, as opposed to purely the use of outcome indicators, within the IPC.  There is, therefore, the risk of under utilising the forum to capture and disseminate best practice in terms of improved analysis and implications for programming.  Various initiatives have been developed to strengthen the nutrition component including the nutrition sub-group of the FSNWG.

325. The REOA is also an active member (and currently chair) of the Regional Inter-Agency Working Group on HIV in Emergencies and a participant of the Regional Gender Based Violence task force.

8.5 National Level Coordination

326. Over the past three years FAO has played a significant role at national level, leading and/or supporting clusters (short-term humanitarian response) and sectoral (longer term developmental approach) coordination relating to agriculture and food security.  Many respondents would argue that in this respect FAO has developed a distinctive role for itself and is well respected for bringing greater “neutrality” and conviction than other actors to the forum.

327. In some countries, notably Somalia (in the previous absence of an “effective” central government), FAO’s role has been very pro-active and influential in terms of generating and disseminating food security analysis and coordinating short and long-term response through the cluster approach and sectoral coordination through the Somalia Support Secretariat (SSS).  In Uganda, the Office of the Prime Minister has entrusted FAO with a key role in facilitating the coordination of response to food security in the north which it had undertaken very effectively.  In Ethiopia and southern Sudan, FAO assumes a support role to government which has been critical in countries where the humanitarian situation has been complex, actors are numerous and the political agenda can be very influential.  In Kenya, FAO plays a more discreet role through its technical engagement with ALRMP in the Office of the President which works well in an established and dynamic forum such as the Kenya Food Security Meeting (KFSM). 

328. However, despite its prominence in cluster or sectoral coordination, FAO is not being very effective at bringing existing food security and livelihoods information and analysis to the table (particularly the case in Ethiopia and southern Sudan).  The opportunity to draw upon the information and analysis undertaken by the Livelihoods Analysis Forum (LAF) in southern Sudan to contribute to both the planning and coordination process facilitated by FAO is a case in point (see below).

Box  9: Livelihoods Analysis Forum
This forum was created in 2003 by a number of organizations in order to promote improved food security and livelihoods information and analysis in southern Sudan. An explicit aim of the group was to diversify responses away from food aid owing to the new opportunities of peace and recovery, after years of food aid dominated responses.

Through this forum, livelihoods information is made available, analytical work is discussed and appropriate responses are identified, challenging the impact and assumptions that still underlie many agencies practice today.  

The forum now claims to be an example of the practical application of FAO’s ‘twin-track’ approach, linking immediate hunger relief with longer-term strategies for sustain able growth. 

It is a notably dynamic, challenging group led by NGOs and FEWSNET and attempting to link the community voice with decision-making processes.

FAO is notable for its extremely inconsistent engagement with this forum which it supported strongly in its early days and which provides a very useful example of what and how FAO could be doing to add value through its coordination role.

329. Another weakness in coordination is the fact that livestock in these countries is often included (and consequently marginalised) in more general discussions pertaining to agriculture, food security and nutrition.  Only Somalia supports a separate forum at national level to discuss livestock issues (the Livestock Working Group reporting to the SSS Food Security & Rural Development Sectoral Committee).  Limited awareness and understanding of the role of livestock in enhancing food security and reducing poverty in the region, was often identified as an issue, which FAO should advocate for more effectively.

330. Ineffective (at times non-existent) linkages between short-term (humanitarian) coordination and longer term (developmental) coordination mechanisms are notorious across the region.  This needs to be strengthened and FAO could play a key role in bridging this gap within the food security sector because it generally has a foot in both camps.  No better example or context to do this than Kenya where FAO has been engaged with both the Agriculture & Livestock Working Group (of the KFSM) and the Agriculture Sector Working Group (ASCU) which are not linked through government.

8.6 Field-Based Coordination Mechanisms

331. FAO also supports decentralised coordination mechanisms at field level in areas of food insecurity within countries.  This engagement is most active in southern Sudan and Uganda where FAO has a stronger field presence and a mandated role at this level.  Partners to FAO in Kenya (and occasionally FAO staff) are also active in the District Steering Groups (DSG) of the areas where they operate.

332. In southern Sudan and Uganda it has been difficult to effectively engage government (largely due to capacity constraints) which is a major limitation.  Furthermore, the coordination mechanisms relate more to understanding what all parties are doing rather than a more strategic planning function.

333. Like any coordination mechanisms, the usefulness of the forum depends upon the quality and relevance of the information available, the commitment partners to agreed objectives and the transparency of the group.  This varies considerably.  Despite underlying political and constituency agendas, the DSGs in Kenya were perceived as very useful and a good model where government leads the process, can bring information and analysis to the table (through ALRMP/KFSM) and actively encourages all non-governmental actors to attend and submit plans to the group.  It is also a multi-sectoral function which probably works much more effectively than a sector approach at field level.  This approach is more conducive to discussing cross-cutting issues such as HIV and AIDS which is generally pushed into the “health basket” at field level (as witnessed in northern Uganda) and marginalised from other sectors including food security.

334. A weakness for all decentralised coordination mechanisms is information flow (especially feedback of overall analysis from national level) as well as authority and resources to respond.  This is consistently an issue especially where decision making is very centralised (as has been the case in Ethiopia) and coordination mechanisms in the field feel ineffective and disenfranchised.  In Kenya, resources are beginning to be allocated at a decentralized level (which can be released on approval of the DSG) but this is still very small scale in terms of the issues being faced in ASAL areas.

8.7 Conclusions (Partnership and Coordination)

335.  FAO’s expanded partnership through NGOs and its engagement with food security coordination mechanisms at national and regional level have been a very significant development over the past three years.  Furthermore, FAO has interacted very effectively through government in its support of EW and FSIS.  However, there are cases where the NGO partnership should be considered more carefully and strategically, as well as better linked with competencies and skills existing in government research and extension services at field level.  In this respect FAO urgently requires a better partnership agreement which acknowledges both the intellectual and resource contribution of partners.

336. FAO should capitalise on its lead coordination role by drawing more upon livelihoods analysis undertaken at country level, more effectively including pastoralist issues (especially water and livestock) and cross-cutting issues (HIV, AIDS and gender) as well as more effectively link humanitarian and development agendas.

9. Opportunities

· FAO is developing a very competent and committed local staff capacity in a number of countries

· FAO has gained credibility through its coordination function as a ‘neutral player’ and can add considerable value to the system by making better use of existing food security and livelihoods baseline information and challenging assumptions and assessment results that inform responses addressing both chronic and acute food insecurity. 

· There are many NGOs (local and international) interested to explore and strengthen (intellectual and practical) partnerships with FAO on the basis of common interests, in particular in the need to diversify and strengthen their emergency response. This applies to UN agencies as well: UNICEF expressed interest in FAO complementing its nutrition, water and health programmes with food security interventions in Uganda; UNDP is seeking FAO’s help to expand its irrigation rehabilitation programme in Somalia; WFP in southern Sudan wants to strengthen the existing partnership with FAO, etc. 

· The Horn of Africa Initiative is mapping out examples of good practice which could be scaled up to address chronic food insecurity through a collaborative approach by WFP and FAO with governments and NGOs.

· Donors in the region are demonstrating a stronger commitment to a livelihoods approach in support of food security (linking medium to longer term) where it is well informed, strategic and of technical quality.

· The Food Security & Humanitarian Integrated Phase Classification (IPC) offers huge potential as a forum for process and technical developments as well as generating appropriate technical and financial resources.

· Growing market opportunities for livestock products in the developing world offer a path out for poor livestock owners from poverty.

· Significant and unexploited livestock resources in countries of the Greater Horn of Africa (including Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia, Sudan and Uganda).

· Fisheries represent a significant resource in the region which remains underexploited in a number of countries (southern Sudan, Uganda, and Somalia).

· Significant technical expertise on agriculture and livestock production and health exists in the region (AU-IBAR, ILRI, ICRAF, ICRISAT, etc.).

· A growing interest and commitment within the region to address trans-boundary issues through regional solutions (new regional initiatives relating to livestock/pastoralism being developed with ECHO and USAID support).

· River basin management between countries and regional coordination mechanisms for water resources offer potential for cooperation rather than conflict.

10. Conclusion

337. Over the evaluated period, FAO has significantly built up its presence in emergency and rehabilitation programmes in the Horn of Africa and has managed to diversify an offer of services that tended to be unduly dominated by seeds and tools distribution. The Organization has developed a strong programme in animal health, built a visible portfolio of “information projects”, and offered partners (in government, NGOs and other UN organizations) a “neutral”, informed and collaborative approach to food security which is welcomed in a context such as the Greater Horn of Africa where the food security agenda has been very much dominated by short-term interventions and a strong focus on food aid.

338. FAO should seize the opportunity in the region to engage, contribute and draw upon the wealth of experience in livelihoods analysis, food security assessments and information systems to better inform responses relating to agriculture, livestock, fisheries and the environment.  FAO’s engagement in Kenya and Somalia and its approach to the IPC roll-out is already facilitating this broader engagement and collaboration.  The IPC roll-out aims at improving food security and humanitarian understanding and comparison within a broad forum of partners.  However, with the exception of Somalia, it is less clear how FAO will internalise such understanding for its own programming purposes within the region.

339. To do this effectively, FAO will have to be much more pro-active and its capacity strengthened at country level. The Organization must be prepared to tackle deep-rooted constraints to food security in the Horn and take a stand on difficult issues, especially where the rigour and transparency of early warning, information systems and analysis is being compromised by delivery and political imperatives and particularly vulnerable or affected communities are not targeted. 

340. The growth and diversification of FAO emergency and rehabilitation assistance in the region has to a degree been unplanned, opportunistic and often not supported by sufficient technical capacity in the field. The provision of seeds and tools has been a major component of the agricultural assistance, but it is not always justified and often delivered late; it has almost become synonymous with general food aid distribution and contributes least to FAO’s credibility in the region.  Animal health takes predominance over livestock and fishery production activities (sometimes for very good reasons), yet securing access to external livestock markets (particularly the Gulf States) would have more impact on pastoral livelihoods in the Horn of Africa than any other intervention.  Provision of water resources for livestock and river basin management are not prioritised sufficiently by FAO or any other organization.  

341. The programmes at country level need to be better informed and more strategic.  Information on good practice by FAO and partners within the region should be actively disseminated between countries.  FAO should focus on advocating for and supporting better preparedness (by linking reliable and credible early warning systems to response analysis to contingency funding and strengthening strategic reserves) within the food security sector.  FAO should focus on short-term emergency response only where FAO and its partners have the capacity and competence to respond effectively with activities that are known to have a positive and direct impact on households.  FAO should link disaster preparedness and short-term emergency interventions with longer term interventions that address issues of chronic food insecurity and “build back” livelihoods strengthening the capacity and resilience of rural communities to future emergencies. 

342. FAO has to develop the technical and operational competence to deliver effectively where it matters. It cannot tie up all its technical competence in Rome, Addis Ababa and Nairobi.  FAO has to diversify its own skills base at field level (recognising the significant potential in national staff of both genders) and build the capacity of others (in particular government services).  FAO also needs to develop strategic relationships with other technical and specialised agencies (both governmental and non-governmental) at both national and regional levels.  To achieve this it cannot depend on short-term project cycle funding from external donors alone; FAO has to make investments to improve the quality of delivery.

343. FAO is not adequately demonstrating impact on livelihoods. The evaluation and the impact assessment studies demonstrate there is some impact on food security, but there is little capacity in the organization to demonstrate where, how and why.  Such assessments are critical contributions to future project designs and interventions as well as justifying the considerable investments now being made in emergency and rehabilitation assistance within the region.  FAO has to become much more accountable, not only to donors, but also to local authorities, communities and vulnerable groups.

11.  Recommendations

344. The following recommendations are made with emphasis to improve quality of delivery and better determine impact at field level.
Information Systems and Knowledge Projects

1. FAO must develop its institutional coherence with respect to food security information systems for emergencies and development (GIEWS, FIVIMS, ESAF, TCER), notably by building stronger links between food security information systems and other early warning systems operating in the region that relate to livestock and transboundary diseases, and should take a lead in harmonizing existing information systems in country.

2. Promote information systems that are of value to emergency as well as developmental understanding and responses, as justifying the cost of such systems requires that they become more central to government and development agencies decision-making and not remain confined to the emergency arena.

3. Promote a greater use of indigenous knowledge by information systems, thrive to disseminate clear and effective information products, and assess how existing early warning/food security information systems could be made more relevant to local decision-making by all users, including at the district or even community level.

4. Develop suitable institutional capacity to support the IPC rollout within the region and expand government and agency buy-in, through a capacity building programme with strategic partnerships and clear communication channels, technical responsibility and funding options.

5. FAO must be more engaged in the development and improvement of methodologies for food security assessments to ensure timeliness, quality and relevance.

Resource Mobilisation 

6. FAO should promote coordinated situation and response analyses, the development of emergency preparedness plans, and the establishment and trial of contingency funding mechanisms and strategic reserves (e.g. for veterinary drugs, vaccines and cold chain equipment) so as to ensure timely and appropriate responses to livelihoods crises within the region, drawing upon existing capacities (for example the capacity developed for HPAI) and linking in to other new initiatives (ECHO drought management initiative, USAID Mandera Triangle initiative).

7. Based on sound analytical evidence, continue to advocate through governments, donors and the UN system for a greater proportion of humanitarian funding to focus on more appropriate and sustainable food security and livelihood interventions.

8. Actively engage in the development of medium term strategies that determine priorities in addressing chronic food insecurity (for example the PRDP in Uganda, MDTF in Sudan, PSNP in Ethiopia).

9. Continue to mobilize and coordinate resources (financial as well as strategic reserves/stocks) at the regional level.

Programme Response

10. To better inform its strategies and programmes in support of pastoralism, riverine agriculture, IDP returns and HIV-affected households, FAO should study the long-term, root causes of food insecurity for those different groups, based on a thorough analysis of their production and livelihoods systems, building upon existing livelihood baselines and making links to land tenure/utilization. FAO should also be more strategic and systematic in promoting the use of such livelihood information to inform its own programme response as well as through FAO facilitated coordination fora.

11. Be more proactive in challenging assumptions and the status quo of interventions within the emergency and development arena, and ensure that interventions are based on good practice gained by FAO and other agencies within the region and premised upon comprehensive needs assessments rather than mere seed needs assessments.
12. Continue to develop a more diversified approach to promote longer-term recovery and resilience of local production systems to climatic shocks, including promoting natural resource and range management, water and soil conservation, rehabilitation of damaged irrigation infrastructure, improved grain storage, promotion of livestock production, trade and commercial destocking in times of drought, security of land tenure and support to local conflict resolution mechanisms as a way to help consolidate peace in southern Sudan and northern Uganda, high-level dialogue on transboundary water resource management (with particular reference to Ethiopia and Somalia), and new employment opportunities in the agricultural, fisheries and forestry sectors.

13. Distributions of agricultural inputs should remain an option when deemed truly necessary, e.g. to support IDP return or in case of widespread destruction of assets by natural disasters. It should be implemented more professionally, based on deeper knowledge of local seed availability and access mechanisms, planting seasons and key varieties used by targeted communities. Seed and other agricultural inputs should be supplied earlier than is currently the case, before the start of the planting season rather than during it. Guidance and norms for distribution management should be reviewed, with a view to decreasing distribution times and compiling comprehensive beneficiary lists.
14. Particularly in situations where agricultural inputs are distributed regularly (northern Uganda, southern Sudan), they should be procured from networks of local, predictable and professional producers or stockists, and are best delivered through input fairs and voucher systems, so as to support the local economy and reduce risks of late delivery and poor varietal suitability.
15. FAO should undertake a comprehensive review of the various CAHWs networks in the Horn of Africa, their strengths and weaknesses in terms of technical and “reaching-out” capacities, drug supply sustainability and cost-recovery systems, with a view to re-enforce existing networks through regular training and to better integrate them into national animal health systems through improved drug and material supplies and policy environment.

16. Engage more fully with existing technical capacities at regional level (e.g. CGIAR institutions and AU-IBAR) and build upon the existing collaboration to scale up the effectiveness of emergency and rehabilitation assistance, improve the varietal adequacy of distributed seeds, control and/or eradicate transboundary diseases (RVF, Rinderpest, Trypanosomiasis and the recent “unknown camel disease”), establish acceptable quarantine and food safety systems, and help open international market access to livestock and livestock products from the Horn of Africa.

17. Base destocking, restocking and animal feed interventions on livestock emergency guidelines and standards to ensure good, consistent practices across the region.

Partnership and Coordination

18. Adopt a more strategic approach to partnerships by identifying government partners (including research centres, extension services, training institutes) that have a technical competence which FAO could strengthen and/or draw upon and link with non-governmental partners with complementary skills (poverty/livelihoods analysis, mainstreaming gender/HIV and AIDS, operational capacity) in support of a relevant programme response. 

19. Finalise and introduce a more effective partnership agreement with NGO partners which accurately reflects the respective contributions and obligations of each partner, and develop corporate and/or country-level criteria (e.g. registration, membership, accountability, technical capacity, commitment to coordination, etc.) for the selection of NGO partners.

20. FAO should capitalise on its lead coordination role by promoting better information exchange and sharing of good practice between countries and actors in the region, drawing more upon livelihoods analysis undertaken at country level, advocating for including pastoralist and cross-cutting issues (HIV-AIDS and gender) into the programmes of partners, as well as more effectively linking humanitarian and development agendas.
Institutional Capacity and Priorities

21. FAO should undertake a review of human resources required in each country in view of the priorities identified in the national POA, the portfolio of projects in country and the recommendations of this evaluation, and develop a more diversified skills and gender base within ECUs to ensure effective implementation and capacity building of governmental and non-governmental partners. 

22. Prioritise the development of national staff through regular staff appraisals and review of training requirements to fulfil their roles and responsibilities; national staff should form part of management and play a greater role in decision making and coordination than is currently the case.

23. Emergency Coordination Units should be well integrated into the structure of the Office of the FAOR and benefit from the existing technical and administrative capacity of the regular programme as well as ECUs providing operational support to other programme activities where appropriate. Regular funding must be secured for core functions of “stand alone” Emergency Coordination Units (such as Somalia and southern Sudan) which assume all operational responsibilities for FAO in country.

24. The FAO Sub-Regional Office for East-Africa (SFE) must be mandated to provide technical support and clearance for field operations. Its staff composition should reflect the characteristics of the region (repeated and complex emergencies, displacement, pastoralism).

25. The Regional Emergency Office for Africa (REOA) should complement the SFE, and support ECUs in the areas of: (i) situation analysis and strategic planning; (ii) project cycle management; (iii) institutional learning; (iv) coordination of strategic reserves; and (v) resource mobilisation. Its role and composition should be reviewed through annual consultations between TCE, Emergency Coordinators, FAORs and Decentralised Offices at regional and sub-regional levels. This role should be recognised and institutionalised within FAO. 

26. FAO must apply internal guidelines, training materials and best practice to ensure that livelihoods, gender and HIV analysis contribute to the design of all programme interventions within the region, continue to develop tools and capacities to effectively monitor the impact that its interventions are having on target populations, ensuring that the results of such evaluation contribute to future project design, and promote better information exchange and sharing of good practice between countries and actors in the region, using coordination mechanisms as an entry point.











Annex 1
Terms of Reference of the Evaluation
1.
Purpose of the Evaluation

In view of the complex situation of chronic poverty and food insecurity in the Horn of Africa, the evaluation is to provide a review and validation of the analysis, strategies and interventions being undertaken by FAO, member governments and partners in response to the long-standing crisis in the region. The evaluation will make suggestions for corrective measures and future programming and delivery.

The evaluation will:

· provide feedback and guidance to the FAO Management on strategic and operational achievements and constraints in order to improve relevance to beneficiaries, effectiveness and efficiency of FAO’s emergency and rehabilitation assistance in the region;

· promote accountability to governments, donors and other stakeholders on the use of resources to reinforce participation, transparency and communication; and

· draw on the programme experience in the Horn of Africa to contribute to institutional learning within the FAO.

2
Scope of the Evaluation

The evaluation will cover five of the eleven countries
 to which the FAO Regional Emergency Office for Africa (REOA) provides guidance and support.  The focus will be on the five countries within the Greater Horn of Africa which have benefited most from interaction with the REOA including Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia, Sudan (southern region) and Uganda.  Parts of these countries have been acutely affected by both drought and conflict (to different degrees) over the past three years and share particular issues such as displacement and HIV/AIDS.  The areas of northern Uganda and southern Sudan are closely inter-related and now offer real opportunities for peace and stability and therefore transition from emergency to rehabilitation and recovery.  The other seven countries are subject to other scheduled evaluations
 in the next two years or less likely to add significantly to the evaluation findings. Inclusion of Eritrea would have significantly increased costs; its contribution to the evaluation might be limited and prove an inefficient use of the evaluators’ time.

The evaluation will look back at the institutional capacity, the emergency preparedness and the response through rehabilitation programmes in the sub-region with which FAO has been associated over the past three years in line with the start of a cycle of droughts since the failed long rains of 2004.  The evaluation will focus more on the strategic approaches adopted rather than details of project implementation.  It will also (to some degree) take into account how other UN partner organizations (such as WFP, UNICEF and ILO) have responded and adapted to new challenges in humanitarian response.  The evaluation will equally look forward to new opportunities based on experience and lessons learnt over this period.  The evaluation will focus its assessment on:

i. effectiveness of the organizational structure and mechanisms for programme planning and implementation at both country and regional level;

ii. relevance and value added of technical institutional relationships (internal to FAO and external) at country, regional and global level;

iii. coherence of the strategic planning process at country and regional level;

iv. the effectiveness of resource mobilization (including the CAP and the POA) at both country and regional level;

v. strengths and weaknesses of partnerships and coordination mechanisms (including clusters, task forces and working groups) with which FAO is engaged at both country and regional level;

vi. emergency preparedness: including food security and livelihoods analysis, early warning information systems, comparative classification of food and livelihood insecurity and influencing response strategies;

vii. the timeliness and relevance of the emergency response and rehabilitation assistance (including environmental concerns, gender equity, HIV/AIDS, chronic poverty) to the drought crisis;

viii. the effectiveness of the emergency response and rehabilitation assistance in achieving planned outcomes and desired impact on livelihoods;

ix. the linkages with FAO’s development programmes in the region; and

x. the evolving programme context and the implications these changes have for new programme priorities or opportunities.

3
Key Evaluation Questions

Institutional Capacity & Relationships

· Is the institutional capacity of the REOA suitable to meet its mandate and the vision of FAO?

· What will be the relationship and complementary roles of the REOA and the sub-regional office to be established in Addis Ababa? 

· Should the REOA be developing closer links with inter-governmental authorities (such as AU, IGAD) and regional technical agencies and projects (such as ILRI, ICRISAT, PACE etc)? 

· How does the REOA link with other regional structures within the UN system and the donor community?

· What value added does the REOA provide in its “bridging role” between FAO Headquarters (TCE and ESAF in particular) and the country programmes?

· How effective is the relationship and information exchange between the REOA and the Emergency Coordination Units (ECU) at country level?

· How well defined is the role of the ECU?

· How does the role of the ECU change when there is greater emphasis on recovery and rehabilitation and/or where there is a long-term complex emergency?

· How appropriate is the institutional and technical capacity of the ECUs in different contexts?

· How effective are the institutional links with WFP at country level (especially the VAM units) and other technical partners? 

· How dependent are the REOA and ECUs on funds generated through the consolidated appeal process?

· What commitment is there from donors to sustain the functions of the REOA and ECUs in the long-term? 

Strategic Planning

· What links will regional strategies have with the FAO/WFP led regional consultative process to develop a practical approach to address the root causes of the region’s vulnerability to recurrent drought and food insecurity?
· How far do the regional strategic plans reflect the forward vision of FAO?
· How far do the regional strategic plans (current and under development): (i) draw upon the analysis, assessments and other information sources in the region; and (ii) address livelihood issues?
· Is the POA for the Horn of Africa Regional Drought Response, Relief & Recovery a strategy for FAO or all stakeholders contributing to the agriculture and livestock sectors?
· What are the plans for strategic planning in response to displacement, HIV/AIDS and the “transition” from conflict to recovery in southern Sudan and northern Uganda?
· How do these sectoral strategies complement and link with other regional sectoral strategies (facilitated by UN agencies) and the Common Humanitarian Action Plan (CHAP) in the consolidated appeal process?
· How relevant is the consolidated appeal process as a planning framework for FAO’s emergency and rehabilitation assistance at both regional and country level?
· Should FAO facilitate emergency food security and livelihood strategies at national and other localized levels?
· Do strategies articulate the links between emergency interventions, rehabilitation assistance, recovery, longer-term development (including policy development)?
Resource Mobilization

· Is the consolidated appeal process (CAP) suitable to generate funds early in the drought cycle to support agricultural and pastoral livelihoods?
· Is CERF funding relevant to FAO’s emergency programme and rehabilitation assistance?
· What are the donors’ expectations of the FAO emergency and rehabilitation operations in the Horn of Africa?
· Are donors more prepared to fund regional strategies in support of emergency preparedness and response than before?
· Are there opportunities for FAO to access other sources of regional funding
?
Partnerships and Coordination Mechanisms
· Is FAO developing relevant and strategic partnerships at regional and national level?

· Is the professional and intellectual relationship between FAO and operational partners reflected in contractual agreements?

· Are there opportunities to develop new partnerships to develop emergency preparedness capacity and increase coverage and impact in areas where agricultural and pastoralist livelihoods are most vulnerable
?

· Is FAO effectively strengthening partnerships through training and information exchange?

· Can FAO play a more strategic role in facilitating country and regional level coordination mechanisms?

· What links exist between national and regional level coordination (including clusters)?

· How far do the national and regional level coordinating mechanisms: (i) adopt a sector-wide approach? (ii) provide an interface between acute and chronic food insecurity, examine underlying causes and provide better response analysis? (iii) build comparative knowledge and analysis of food security? and (iv) advocate for adequate attention and resources to be allocated in support of improved food security and livelihoods.

· Are there critical geographical/technical gaps in the coordination structures?

Emergency Preparedness

· Are the early warning systems in the region providing timely and relevant information?

· How can information generated through the EWS be communicated and translated into more timely and effective action?

· Are there gaps in food security information and analysis where FAO could play a critical role?

· Can FAO provide the institutional and technical support necessary to backstop emergency preparedness capacity (including EWS)?

· What value does the Needs Analysis Framework provide over and above the seasonal Crop and Food Supply Assessment Missions (CFSAM) and other seasonal and rapid surveys being conducted?

· How effective is the IPC as an analytical and advocacy tool in the CAP Needs Analysis Framework (NAF) 2006, and in influencing strategies and decision-making
?

· How feasible is it for IPC to be applied as a standard framework of analysis within the region?

· What role should FAO play with respect to ensuring that the principles and criteria to be maintained for the roll-out of the IPC?

Programme Response

· What has been the timeliness and relevance of FAO’s response to emergency situations in the region over the past three years?
· What evidence is there of information generated from food security and livelihoods analysis being translated into a response that directly supported livelihoods in a timely and appropriate way?
· Have their been gaps or short-comings in FAO’s response to emergency situations and how should these be addressed? 
· What has been the effectiveness of FAO’s response with respect to planned outcomes and impact on livelihoods of beneficiaries?
· How could FAO’s support have been more effective and achieved greater impact on targeted beneficiaries?
· What are the links between water, agricultural and livestock interventions to ensure and promote greater mutual support during times of stress?
· Have key cross-cutting issues been integrated into the emergency response including gender equity, HIV/AIDS, protection of the most vulnerable and environmental protection?
· Has there been connectedness between emergency and rehabilitation assistance, recovery and longer term development programme? 
· How have the lessons learnt from emergency and rehabilitation assistance contributed to national level policy development?
· What mechanisms are in place to monitor and evaluate the FAO programme of work?
· Should FAO be learning more from other initiatives ongoing in the region
?
4 
Key Stakeholders

Key stakeholders to the evaluation process will include government authorities of all affected countries, donors, technical partners (ILRI, ICRISAT, FEWSNET), UN partners (including WFP, UNICEF, ILO), inter-governmental authorities (AU and IGAD), Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) working with FAO, and targeted beneficiaries including the displaced, marginalized communities, women, the elderly, young people and people living with HIV/AIDS (PLWHAs).

5 Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation methodology will be consultative and participative and will draw upon the views and perspectives of selected FAO staff at headquarters, regional and country level, representatives of inter-governmental and government authorities of affected countries, technical agencies, donors, partner organizations (UN agencies and NGOs) as well as intended beneficiaries (referred to in the rest of this document as stakeholders).  

The evaluation will first comprise a Desk Review undertaken at FAO Headquarters.  The purpose of this review will be: (i) to prepare an overview of FAO’s programme of work in the five countries which will be the focus of the evaluation; (ii) collate relevant policy documents, strategic plans, project documents, analytical tools and reports as well as previous evaluations
, reviews and studies
 of relevance to this evaluation; (iii) to identify key respondents to the evaluation; (iv) identify projects that could be subject to impact assessments; and (v) initiate the process for undertaking impact assessment studies.  

The desk review will make reference to FAO institutional structures, reform, policies, strategies and initiatives which influence and inform the organization’s emergency and rehabilitation programme. The review will also determine which donors, technical agencies and partners have been most closely associated with the projects in the Horn of Africa and should be included in the scope of the evaluation. The review also will identify linkages that exist between the emergency and rehabilitation assistance and longer term development programming in the region. 

Furthermore, it will identify specific activities/projects included in FAO’s programme of emergency and rehabilitation assistance that could be the subject of Impact Assessment Studies during the evaluation.  This exercise would be conducted in close consultation with TCE, REOA, concerned FAO Country Offices and the Team Leader.  It is proposed that three impact assessments be undertaken: one each in Ethiopia, Somalia
 and Uganda.  A framework for the impact assessments would be developed by the Research Assistant in consultation with the Team Leader. FAO Country Offices would be requested to assist in the identification of local consultants or independent local consultancy groups or NGOs to undertake this work.  Impact assessment studies should preferably be completed before or whilst evaluations are undertaken at country level.

A meeting of the Consultative Group will be convened at FAO Headquarters at the start of the evaluation to update members on the outcome of the desk review and to determine the priorities for the evaluation.  The composition and function of the Consultative Group is indicated in a section below (under Evaluation Management).  The meeting will be chaired by the Evaluation Service and attended by the Team Leader.

Consultations will then start at FAO Headquarters level.  They will be undertaken with key divisions, services and units associated with the emergency and rehabilitation assistance programming in the Horn of Africa.  These will include TCE, TCES, TCEO, TCER and ESAF. Interviews will be conducted with the participation of a Senior Evaluation Officer from the Evaluation Service (PBEE).  Final Terms of Reference highlighting priority issues and refining evaluative questions will be then prepared.

The next level of consultations will take place at the Regional Emergency Office for Africa (REOA) as well as with regional technical agencies, partners and donors based in Nairobi, Kenya which have been identified through the desk review.  The REOA will be requested to facilitate arrangements for these meetings.

Field Evaluation Missions will be carried out in each of the five countries, focusing on the performance, achievements and, where feasible, the impact of FAO’s assistance.  Each country will establish a small, national level Reference Group comprising principal stakeholders (this exercise to be undertaken by the FAO Country Office). The Reference Group will brief the team at the start of each country assignment.  The evaluation team will then conduct interviews with stakeholders at both field, provincial (where applicable) and national level
. Whilst in some cases the consultations (and the impact assessments) will relate to specific projects, the evaluation will primarily focus on key thematic areas that have been identified by the evaluation team as strategic to the region.  In some cases country missions will include consultations with inter-governmental authorities (e.g. AU in Ethiopia), technical agencies (e.g. ICRISAT and ILRI in Kenya) and regional offices (e.g. WFP in Uganda).

Country Debriefings will be organized at the end of the field mission in each country with the objective of exchanging views on findings, recommendations and lessons learned with stakeholders.  The debriefing will focus very much on the various aspects of the emergency response and approaches to work in each country that contribute to an analysis across countries, rather than being an evaluation of each country programme.  The nature and attendance of these debriefings will be determined by each national Reference Group. Where possible these meetings will be convened by the host government.  It is proposed that a representative of the REOA attends each of these country debriefing sessions.

On completion of the field evaluation missions, a Regional Workshop will be convened by the REOA in Nairobi, for the team to present initial consolidated findings, recommendations and lessons learned before finalizing the full regional report. The workshop will be attended by FAO Representatives and Emergency Coordinators of the countries concerned, FAO partners, donors’ representatives as well as staff of the consultancy group or NGO which undertook the impact assessment studies in each of three countries and the SEO of the Evaluation Service at Headquarters.

A Final Debriefing would subsequently be conducted by the international team of experts at FAO Headquarters to FAO staff and the Consultative Group for final verification before finalizing the report.
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Composition of the Evaluation Team

The evaluation was conducted by an independent team of experts (with one team member being drawn from FAO Evaluation Service) and managed and supported by the Evaluation Service (PBEE) of FAO Headquarters. The team consisted of:
· Team Leader, Senior Evaluation Expert focusing on areas of overall strategy, policy, institutional linkages, coordination, partnerships and resource mobilisation as well as being lead author of the Evaluation Report.
Nigel Nicholson (BA Geography) has worked for over 20 years in both government and non-governmental organizations focusing on strategic programme planning, programme management and coordination in both emergency and development contexts in southern, west and east Africa (The Gambia, Ghana, Kenya, Somalia, Uganda & Zimbabwe) and Asia (Bangladesh).  His work experience has focused on livelihoods and food security as well as the provision of basic services covering education, health and social protection including issues of HIV/AIDS.   Over the past four years, he has worked as a senior consultant undertaking evaluations of NGO projects in the Philippines and Uganda, the FAO Food Security Analysis Unit, Somalia, and the humanitarian response to the drought in the Horn of Africa 2005-06, including Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia.

· A Livelihoods & Early Warning Expert focusing on areas of emergency preparedness, communication and classification of early warning information, translation of information into action, relevance of programme response in terms of livelihood support and contribute to the design and reporting of the impact assessment studies.
Nisar Majid (BSc Economics, MA Area Studies Africa) has worked for over ten years in the area of food security and livelihoods analysis, particularly working with early warning and food security information systems of Governments, the UN and NGOs. He has worked primarily in the Horn of Africa but also in southern Africa, the Middle East and Asia. He has led or participated in a number of technical and organizational reviews and evaluations, including of the European Commission in Somalia, the World Food Programme, the International Committee of the Red Cross, as well as of various NGOs. 
· An Agronomist focusing on areas of land management, land tenure, soil conservation and crop production (including rights to land, environmental management, provision of seeds and tools, Farmers’ Field Schools, cereal, legume and fodder production and marketing) as well as assisting in the preparations for the impact assessment studies of a range of projects in selected countries of the region which will be integral to the evaluation.
Olivier Cossée (agronomist) works for the FAO Evaluation Service. He has conducted numerous evaluations of development projects, developed tools for the evaluation of information projects and the normative work of the Organization, and led or participated in several large evaluations of FAO emergency programmes, notably the real time evaluation of the FAO tsunami response and the mid-term review of emergency agriculture input distributions in Afghanistan. Previously he worked for the evaluation offices of UNDP, UNCDF and UNICEF on a variety of developmental issues, and has also designed and implemented development and emergency projects in Afghanistan, Ethiopia and Mauritania.

· A Livestock Specialist focusing on areas of animal health (prevention and treatment), animal production and management (restocking, destocking and range management), fisheries, forage development and utilization (strategic feed supply and reserves) and livestock marketing.

Hadera Gebru (BSc in Animal Science M.Ag.Sc. in Forage Agronomy) has 25 years professional experience with the Government of Ethiopia including the following posts: Director of Animal & Fisheries Resources Development & Regulatory Department; Director of Animal Genetic Resource Improvement, Extension & Training Coordination Department; and National Focal Point for Milk & Dairy Products Post-harvest Losses & Food Safety in Sub-Saharan Africa and the Near East.  Her work on livestock and fisheries development and animal health has been undertaken in close collaboration with relevant government departments, UN agencies and NGOs.  Her experience includes: formulation of livestock policies and strategies; managing and evaluating national and regional projects; and designing and implementing livestock related emergency and rehabilitation interventions.

· A Water & Irrigation Specialist focusing on the development and rehabilitation of water resources in support of agricultural and livestock practices (including water resource mapping and information services, irrigation schemes, valley dams, catchment tanks, wells and boreholes) in three countries (Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia).

Michael Mutale (MSc Water Resources Management) has worked over 21 years in government and private sector concentrating on integrated water resources systems analysis and development, policy formulation and implementation in Southern African Development Community (SADC), East Africa, and West Africa. He led the development process of the first SADC Water Sector Regional Strategic Action Plan (1997-1999). Thereafter, with the World Bank, in Kenya (2000-2002), he helped set up the Africa Water Forum that ultimately supported the creation of the African Ministerial Conference on Water (AMCOW). Recently, he worked as expert evaluator on the European Commission Directorate-General for Humanitarian Aid’s (DG-ECHO) Ex-Ante Evaluation of Potential DIPECHO interventions in South East Africa and South West Indian Ocean Islands, during which he visited Brussels, Zimbabwe, Madagascar, Mauritius and Comoros Islands. Michael is a Laureate of the Zayed International Prize for the environment.

· An HIV/AIDS Specialist focusing on interventions being undertaken to improve the food security of HIV/AIDS affected households (Uganda only).

Narathius Asingwire (BA in Social Work & Social Administration and MA in Social Welfare Policy) is a Senior Lecturer and Head of Social Work and Social Administration Department, Makerere University. Asingwire is an experienced Social Policy Analyst and Researcher with 20 years experience in qualitative and quantitative research both in Uganda and outside, and university teaching.  His main fields of expertise include rural water, hygiene and sanitation; HIV/AIDS; policy reforms and the health sector generally. He has served as a consultant for government ministries/departments, local and international agencies including The World Bank, UNDP, DANIDA, FAO, UNICEF and several NGOs operating in the region. Asingwire has worked as a consultant in Rwanda, Tanzania, Kenya, Malawi and Mozambique on areas of safe water and HIV/AIDS. 

· A Research Assistant

A research assistant who conducted the desk review and provided back up support to the evaluation team during the assignment.
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Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation methodology adopted was both consultative and participative and drew upon the views and perspectives of selected FAO staff at headquarters, regional and country level, representatives of inter-governmental and government authorities of affected countries, technical agencies, donors, partner organizations (UN agencies and NGOs) as well as beneficiaries.  

The evaluation first comprised a Desk Review undertaken at FAO Headquarters. The purpose of this review was to: (i) to prepare an overview of FAO’s programme of work in the five countries are the focus of the evaluation; (ii) collate relevant policy documents, strategic plans, project documents, analytical tools and reports as well as previous evaluations
, reviews and studies
 of relevance to this evaluation; (iii) to identify key respondents to the evaluation; and (iv) identify projects and areas that could be subject to impact assessments.  

The desk review made reference to FAO institutional structures, reform, policies, strategies and initiatives which influence and inform the organization’s emergency and rehabilitation programme. The review also determined which donors, technical agencies and partners have been most closely associated with the projects in the Horn of Africa and should be included in the scope of the evaluation. The review also identified linkages that exist between the emergency and rehabilitation assistance and longer term development programming in the region. 

Furthermore, the desk review identified specific activities/projects included in FAO’s programme of emergency and rehabilitation assistance that could be the subject of Impact Assessment Studies. Four such studies were undertaken in Ethiopia, Somalia, Sudan and Uganda through a parallel exercise contracted to a separate consultancy team during the course of the evaluation. 

A Consultative Group to the evaluation was established in Rome including key contributing donors and government representatives of the countries subject to evaluation.  The meetings were also chaired by the FAO Evaluation Manager and attended by TCE staff at FAO Headquarters.  The role of the Consultative Group was to advise the evaluation manager and the team at various stages of the evaluation, including the priorities and issues to be addressed in the terms of reference, the composition of the team and feedback on the findings.  Debriefings to the consultative group were conducted at the mid-point and finalisation of the evaluation mission.  
Interviews were first conducted at FAO Headquarters level including key divisions and services associated with the emergency and rehabilitation assistance programming in the Horn of Africa.  These included TCE, TCEO, TCES, TCI, TCER, ESAF, AGA, AGP and AGN.

The next level of consultations took place at the Regional Emergency Office for Africa (REOA) as well as with regional technical agencies, partners and donors based in Nairobi, Kenya which have been identified through the desk review. 

Field Evaluation Missions were carried out in each of the five countries, focusing on the performance, achievements and, where feasible, the impact of FAO’s assistance.  FAOR’s designated a focal person (normally within the ECU) to assist the evaluation team with orientation and setting up interview schedules. The evaluation team conducted interviews with stakeholders
 at both field, provincial (where applicable) and national level.  In some countries the team took the opportunity to consult with inter-governmental authorities (e.g. AU in Ethiopia), technical agencies (e.g. AU-IBAR, ICRAF, ICRISAT and ILRI in Kenya) and regional offices (e.g. WFP in Uganda).  The itinerary and schedule of the evaluation team are presented in separate annexes to this report; a full list of the respondents to the evaluation (in excess of 500 individuals) has been compiled and is available from FAO’s Evaluation Service (PBEE) in Rome.

Country Debriefings were organised at the end of the field mission in each country with the objective of exchanging views on findings, recommendations and lessons learned with stakeholders. The debriefing focused very much on the various aspects of the emergency response and approaches to work in each country that contribute to an analysis across countries.  Generally the debriefings included the FAOR, the Emergency Coordinator and team members of the ECU.  Only in Uganda did the debriefing including government partners.  An Aide Mémoire reflecting the key findings and recommendations of the evaluation team specific to each country was generally submitted to the FAOR (for circulation within the FAO team and to stakeholders) within one week of departure
.

A Regional Workshop was held in Nairobi on 30 May 2007 for the team to present initial consolidated findings and recommendations before finalizing the full regional report. The workshop was attended by the FAO Sub-regional Coordinator for Eastern Africa, the FAO Senior Emergency Adviser (REOA), FAO Representatives (or Assistant Representatives), Emergency Coordinators and other FAO staff from the region, FAO partners (government, non-government, UN and technical institutions) and donor representatives. The results of the separate impact assessment studies were also presented.  Working Groups were convened during the workshop to explore particular issues relating to early warning, partnership, impact and resource mobilization.  On the subsequent day an internal workshop was held with FAO staff to debate institutional capacities and arrangements within the region.

A Final Debriefing was subsequently conducted by the evaluation team on 6 June 2007 to FAO staff at Headquarters for final verification before writing the report.  A page was established on the FAO evaluation website for all respondents to the evaluation who could not participate in the regional workshop (Nairobi) or the final debriefing (Rome) to feedback on the initial findings and recommendations of the team.  Aide mémoires of each country, workshop presentations and the supplementary study relating to HIV/AIDS-affected households in Uganda have been posted on the site.  
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Itinerary of the Evaluation Team













Annex 6

Terms of Mandate for the Regional Emergency Unit for Africa

In the light of the regional and subregional emergencies including transboundary emergencies, a Regional Emergency Unit for Africa (REOA) has been established in Nairobi.  It is to provide guidance and support to existing FAO emergency and rehabilitation field operations at regional and subregional level and to respond to transboundary emergencies.  The Unit will support the respective decentralized offices of the FAO that is Regional and Subregional Offices and FAO Representations, and provide functional guidance to Emergency Coordination Units at country level in the Africa region.  The Regional Emergency Unit also acts as coordinator and facilitator between these country-based Emergency Coordination Units and FAO Headquarters as needed.  The Unit works under the overall responsibility of the Director TCE and in close collaboration with the Regional Office in Africa as well as the Subregional and country offices.

In particular, the Regional Emergency Unit, Nairobi, supports FAO’s role in emergency and rehabilitation by:

· Supporting the network of FAO’s Decentralized Offices in Africa with promoting FAO’s emergency and rehabilitation role and programme with government partners, UN agencies, Red Cross/Red Crescent Movement, NGOs and donors by (i) raising awareness on FAO’s comparative advantages, (ii) facilitating partnerships and synergies, and (iii) mobilising resources;

· Facilitating two way flow of information on best practices and lessons learnt between FAO Headquarters (TCE and OCD), the heads of FAO’s Decentralized Offices in Africa and Emergency Coordination Units;

· Supporting the identification of strategic priorities for FAO’s role in emergency and rehabilitation in Africa;

· Supporting and facilitating field-level forums and working groups on emergency topics (e.g. Horn of Africa, Triple Threat) in close collaboration with the relevant FAO technical units at all locations and Decentralised Offices in Africa;

· Contribute to consultations regarding optimizing procedures and delivery of the FAO emergency and rehabilitation programme;

· Advising other Decentralised Offices, in consultation with TCE, regarding regional emergency perspectives and issues;

· Representing FAO, as guided by TCE, the Regional Representative and OCD, in interagency coordination meetings and programming exercises undertaken by the humanitarian and early recovery community;

· Keeping the Regional Representative, Subregional Coordinators and FAO Representatives informed of any relevant developments concerning their mandated areas;

· Assisting TCE in setting up emergency assessment or response teams or ECUs immediately to address new emergencies in Africa in close collaboration with the concerned Decentralised Offices;

· Developing new strategic planning and management tools to improve preparedness and prevention and the emergency response approach both at country and regional level (e.g. contingency plans, situation and response options analysis, plans of action, food security and humanitarian phase classification, dynamic atlas, etc.) in close consultation with technical units at all locations;

· Assisting FAO Representatives in integrating emergency and rehabilitation concerns in UNDAFs and NMTPFs, and the Regional Representative and Subregional Coordinators in integrating those concerns in their respective regional and subregional plans and programme frameworks;

· Implementing in close consultation with the Regional Office and the Subregional Office, as well as the concerned FAO Representatives, regional emergency and rehabilitation projects for the Great Lakes and the Horn of Africa, in accordance with the delegation of Budget Holder and operational responsibility by the ADG/TC including supervision of the Emergency Reporting Unit for Africa;

· In consultation with TCE Headquarters, maintaining a roster of potential candidates for the prompt recruitment of ECU staff as and when necessary;

· Organising workshops and training for ECU staff, in consultation with TCE Headquarters; and

· Performing other related duties as instructed by the Director of FAO Emergency and Rehabilitation Operations.

Annex 7

Programme Graphs

The Desk Review of the Evaluation classified projects by country, by sector and by donor within the time-frame of the scope of the evaluation.  The programme graphs were developed to illustrate graphically this information.  Each page represents one of each of the five countries visited by the evaluation team and the final page represents regional and global projects which are under implementation in the Greater Horn of Africa.

Shapes represent projects. Length of shapes crudely represents duration, while size (surface area) of shapes crudely represents financial size. The project code is simplified for national OSRO projects (for instance, OSRO/SUD/402/SWE is noted 402/SWE in the graph devoted to South Sudan) but given in full for TCPs, GCPs and regional projects.  The colour code for donors is as follows:
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It is surprisingly difficult to assert seed needs in isolation from other needs. Seed security assessment tools have been proposed but they typically rely on farmers and community representatives as their primary source of information, a source which is evidently prone to overstate seed needs. Physical assistance is usually fungible: it can be sold or used in other ways than intended by aid workers. Seed or re-stocked animals can be eaten, for instance. Many people, especially when facing difficult times, would not opt out of any proposed form of physical assistance, unless it is totally unusable and has no market value. Therefore, a seed needs assessment is almost bound to conclude to significant seed needs, just as a food need assessment generally does identify a need for food aid.


This would imply that the only way to rigorously conduct a need assessment is to start with establishing with affected communities priorities of needs from a wide array of proposed assistance, including food, shelter, health, education and various types of livelihood support. Only after such a holistic assessment has established a hierarchy of needs will specific assessments zooming on a few high priority needs make real sense.
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Transition from Unicef to FAO in South Sudan


“The case study clearly points to important differences between Unicef and FAO TCE in their style of programme co-ordination. Although Unicef had no in-house technical expertise in livestock and no mandate to support a livestock programme, an innovative and developmental approach to primary veterinary care evolved using expertise seconded to OLS from Tufts. [...] In contrast, FAO TCE had a clear mandate to co-ordinate agricultural programmes but was restricted by a focus on short term programming and a bureaucracy which hindered alternative approaches. Despite its mandate, technical expertise in the area of livestock interventions in complex emergencies was also limited in FAO [...]. The organization seemed to lack best practice guidelines or systematic reviews of experiences in complex emergencies from other African countries or beyond.”


Policies, Practice and Participation in Complex Emergencies: The Case of Livestock Interventions in South Sudan, A. Catley et al, Tufts University, 2005
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“How can property own property?”





A tribal chief in South Sudan, in a workshop discussing women’s right to own land.





This evaluation and other reports have highlighted a number of limitations in the “seeds and tools” modality. Why then has it been the preferred modality of intervention for so long? The delivery of farming inputs is easily scalable and provides for visible, tangible assistance. The positive symbolism usually attached to seed (“seed of hope”, “seeds of peace”, etc.) and farming tools (“turn swords into ploughs”) may also play a role, but from a more mundane point of view, it appears that seed and tools fit the incentive structures under which donors and FAO emergency units operate. 


In 2006, FAO commissioned a farm seed system study in Uganda, which sought to articulate a comprehensive set of guiding principles for seed relief. A survey of farmer opinion was carried out in five districts of northern Uganda that were affected by the conflict (Stenhouse: Farmer Seed Systems - Uganda Case Study, FAO 2006).


According to the study, “As a result of the frequent need to produce proposals at short notice, pressures to obtain external funds [...] and the limitations imposed by having to work through others, the projects designed by the ECU are relatively simple. Seed and tools distributions fit the bill: they require little in the way of specific skills for implementation in the field [...]; they can generally be implemented in a short period of time, and so do not place excessive demands on the already over-burdened staff of the ECU; they can reach a large target population; and they seem popular with donors.


However, the emergency that these interventions seek to address and its effects on agriculture are complex. The inability of farmers to obtain all the seed that they might wish is a symptom of that complex situation. Large-scale distribution of seed undoubtedly have a positive effects in addressing the symptoms – at the very least, it provides an additional asset that households can use as they see fit – but there are also negative impacts on the farmer and commercial seed systems and it does absolutely nothing to address the underlying problems. At this time, when a return to peace appears likely, more complex interventions that seek to strengthen the seed systems are more appropriate than simple interventions that only address the symptoms.” 


As a result of this study, FAO in Uganda began to diversify its areas of intervention to include project components that include seed fairs, seed multiplication by farmer groups, Farmer Field Schools, etc.








FAO emergency project portfolio in Uganda has grown over the past years due to persistence of the rebellion in the north and north-east of the country that has led to displacement of close to 1,400,000 people to IDP camps. Since the 1990s, FAO has been providing seeds and tools to households affected by civil strife, cattle rustling and/or HIV and AIDS to restore their productive capacity and food/income security, usually supplemented with some very basic agronomy training. 





Since 2006, the improving security situation in some parts of northern and north-eastern Uganda has resulted in increased access to land by IDPs, whilst others are actually returning to their ancestral farmland. To respond to this new situation, FAO has attempted to use the Farmer Field Schools (FFS) approach in a recovery context, by setting up 40 FFS thanks to project OSRO/UGA/602/SWE. Since then, considerable attention has been given to the potential for including FFS in FAO emergency programme in northern Uganda, and the option of setting up Junior Farmer Field and Life Schools (JFFLS, basically an FFS adapted to the needs of teenagers) is seriously considered.





This effort is still fairly new and presents a number of challenges, chief among which the issue of how to integrate in the FFS model a component of donated inputs, while avoiding the creation of artificial FFS set up to attract inputs rather than truly concerned about learning. The FFS modality is clearly not a suitable conduit for large input distribution campaigns, as it requires intensive supervision of many small groups of farmers. The tendency of FAO to deliver its physical support too late has also been a constraint in Uganda, notably for the FFS which opted to focus on fish ponds, as late delivery of fish seed severely tested the patience of participants.





However, the approach holds promises and appears quite relevant to the situation of long-displaced farmers, and in particular to the needs of the displaced youth of rural origin, as their upbringing in camp and towns over more than a decade often left them with little opportunities to learn any farming or cattle rearing skills. The approach may also provide a way to support income generating activities and diversify the type of services and material support FAO provides, and thereby to promote and accompany the transition to recovery and development. Each school chooses the type of productive activity it will try and promote during a particular year, and hence the type of physical and technical inputs this activity will require. Besides, FFS are a good platform to raise the awareness of participants on issues such as AIDS or environmental protection through short sessions.





This experience is not starting from scratch. In Uganda, a number of FFS have been set up by FAO over the years in peaceful districts such as Teso (spared from the conflict until 2004). These “developmental” FFS were used by the FAO emergency programme as a source of mosaic-resistant cassava cuttings, as they had developed the capacity to multiply cassava


.





The Uganda experiment is also backed up by FAO from Kenya, a country where FAO and others have accumulated a long experience in running Farmer Field Schools and, since 2004, Junior Farmer Field and Life Schools in a development setting. In November 2006, FAO and GTZ also piloted a JFFLS in 6 pilot primary schools of the large Kakuma Refugee Camp in Turkana District, one of the oldest and largest refugee camps in the world with occupants from southern Sudan, Somalia and Ethiopia. 





The 120 boys and 58 girls who attended the 6-month curriculum (mainly Sudanese although 30 Kenyans from a “host community” also took part) were given tools and vegetable seeds to set up a small vegetable garden next to their school. During the three sessions per week, they studied and practised nursery establishment, land preparation, planting/transplanting, watering, fertilization, crop protection and harvesting. “Life topics” included nutrition, child care, HIV/AIDS, malaria and water borne diseases, substance abuse, gender, reproductive health, leadership, teambuilding, entrepreneurship, and planning for the future as a returnee back in Sudan. Theatre was used as a medium to present and discuss a variety of issues. Some of Sudanese pupils have already gone back to Sudan, where they will hopefully be able to use the technical and life skills acquired in Kakuma. 





Lessons drawn from the experience include the need for a different curriculum for host community schools and for a parallel awareness program for the parents, as well as, on a technical plane, the fact that pesticides should not be ruled out completely but used in accordance with IPM guidelines.





Most of the FFS implemented in Kenya and Uganda have so far focused on crops. Given that pastoralists figure prominently among the populations affected by drought and conflicts in the region, the development of an FFS curriculum and community of practice on livestock rearing techniques appears critical to the use of the FFS methodology in a recovery context in the Horn of Africa.
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Project budgets range from $ 1,340,315 to 43,013


Total budget: $ 10,989,143
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Project budgets range from $ 4,800,000 to $41,730


Total budget: $ 42,220,564
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� Over 500 people were interviewed during the course of the evaluation and the list is too long to attach even as an annex to this report; however, the list has been compiled and is available from the FAO Evaluation Service (PBEE).


� Key stakeholders to the evaluation process include government authorities of all affected countries, donors, technical partners (e.g. ILRI, ICRISAT, FEWSNET), UN partners (including UNDP, WFP, UNICEF, ILO), inter-governmental authorities (AU), Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) working with FAO, and targeted beneficiaries including the displaced, marginalized communities, women, the elderly, young people and people living with HIV/AIDS (PLWHAs).


� Kenya and Somalia were exceptions due to other commitments (including regional presentations in Nairobi 30-31 May and in Rome 6 June)


� Strategy for the Elimination of Food Insecurity in the Horn of Africa developed in 2001 by the Inter-agency Task Force on the UN Response to Long-term Food Security, Agricultural Development and Related Aspects in the Horn of Africa.


� There are approximately 1.7 million IDPs in camps in Uganda (source: Emergency Relief & Rehabilitation Country Overview by FAO Uganda Country Office July/August 2006)


� It is estimated that in Lira district of northern Uganda, only 5-10% of households now have livestock and maize acreage is now down 90% from 2001 levels (source: Emergency Relief & Rehabilitation Country Overview by FAO Uganda Country Office July/August 2006)


� Peace talks are also ongoing between the Government of Uganda and the Lords’ Resistance Army (LRA) mediated by the Government of South Sudan (GoSS) and have resulted in a cessation of hostilities, but have yet to reach any permanent outcome.


� In any given year 40% of the population of the Horn of Africa remain malnourished.


� Even in the worst famine years, aggregate national food production has only dropped to about 7% below the long-term average.


� One notable contribution being the HPG Briefing Note on Saving Lives through Livelihoods: Critical Gaps in the Response to the Drought in the Greater Horn of Africa (ODI May 2006)


� In the case of TCES managed projects in Somalia and southern Sudan this figure also includes longer term development projects funded by EDF, Denmark and Norway representing approximately a $20m increase 2005-07..


� Including any type of such system: crop, livestock, integrated food security. 


� FSAU fulfils the role of  the non-existent CFSAM in Somalia


� The key components of the NAF food security section are: (i) situation analysis including dimensions and causes of food insecurity, affected areas and populations; (ii) response options analysis and recommendations; and (iii) monitoring and further assessment; (see The Needs Analysis Framework: Strengthening the process of analysis and presentation of humanitarian needs in the CAP, IASC sub-working group, March 2006).


� De Wit, Paul: Legality and legitimacy - A study of the access to land, pasture and water, IGAD/EU/UNDP/FAO 2001.


� De Wit, Paul - Scoping of issues and questions to be addressed, UNHCR/NRC/FAO August 2004.


� OSRO/SUD/415/NET


� Tsunami related interventions in Somalia including capacity-building and rehabilitation of small fisheries production was not included within the scope of this evaluation (being subject to a separate evaluation) and the activities are therefore not listed here.


� Other regional thematic working groups exist on health, HIV/AIDS, gender-based violence and protection.


� Countries include: Burundi, DRC, Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Rwanda, Somalia, Sudan, Tanzania and Uganda.


� CARE, Concern Universal, CRS, FAO, FSAU, FEWSNET, GOAL, ICRC, IFRC, OCHA, Oxfam, Save the Children, UNICEF, WFP and World Vision International


� Letter to the Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs & Emergency Relief Coordinator from the Director-General of FAO and the Executive Director of WFP dated 30.08.2006


� CL 131/18: Implementation of Conference Decisions and Proposals from the Director-General (FAO) September 2006


� FAO’s Role & Effectiveness in Emergencies, Workshop Handbook, Bangkok, January 2007.


� The Sudan and Ethiopia projects have just begun implementation and are hence too early to evaluate. 


� The FSAU comprises approximately 25% of the FAO budget for Somalia and the technical support to the Arid Lands is a substantial component of FAO’s engagement in Kenya.


� Pipeline projects include three EC-funded initiatives: the global ‘information for action’ programme, the SIFSIA project in Sudan, and the IPC roll-out. 


� Joint Evaluation Mission by the EC and FAO of Support to the FSAU Somalia (October 2005).


� FAO and AU (2006) ‘Planning for the Future. An assessment of food security early warning systems in sub-Saharan Africa. A synthesis report’


� Usually referred to as food economy or Household Economy Approach (HEA)-based descriptions. 


� See Sharp (2007). Food aid and development in southern Sudan: implications of the Comprehensive Peace Agreement for response planning. Disasters 31 (s1), S104-S123. 


� The Threat of Avian Flu. Predicted impacts on rural livelihoods in SNNPR. Jennifer Bush. The Food Economy Group. May 2006. 


� Saving lives through livelihoods - critical gaps in the response to the drought in the Greater Horn of Africa, HPG Briefing Note - May 2006.


� Haan, Majid and Darcy (2005). A Review of Emergency Food Security Assessment Practice in Ethiopia. ODI HPG. 


� See Box 2 of this report which highlights how even the need for seed is rarely documented by FAO convincingly.


� Notably in an IPC International Technical Meeting hosted by FAO on March 21st & 22nd, 2007, in Rome. The purpose of the meeting was to identify a) technical priorities and follow up processes for refining the IPC methodological approach based on contributions from a four week online technical consultation and ongoing implementation exercises, b) strategic next steps in the global development of the IPC approach, including required elements for a global consortium in the area of food security analysis and response. 





� P. De Wit, M. Bellini and J. Hatcher - The FAO land programme in Sudan: from emergency interventions to sustainable development, in: Land reform, Land Settlement and Cooperatives Bulletin, 2005/2.


� McGown J. (2005) Kenya: in search of water. Oxfam Information Update, Mandera, Kenya


� Particularly Ethiopia, South Sudan and Kenya, with more marginal CAHWs involvement in Somalia. In Uganda, FAO is about to start working with CAHWs in the context of the new ECHO-funded livestock early warning project in Karamoja, the only place in the country where CAHWs are allowed by the Government.


� See the LEGS Website at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.livestock-emergency.net" ��http://www.livestock-emergency.net�. The ICRC also published a review of varied livestock-related interventions in the Horn of Africa to derive good practices. See S. Piers Simkin: Livestock Study in the Greater Horn of Africa, ICRC, November 2005.


� According to the Regional livestock study in the Greater Horn of Africa (ICRC, 2005), the minimum number of animals for an household to support itself and be able to go through periodic droughts is 4 Tropical Livestock Units per African Adult Male Equivalent. For a pastoral household with two adult and two children, this translates into 58 shoats and one camel.


� In this regard, the efforts of ICRAF in Baringo, Tanariver and Garissa districts of Kenya to control prosopis by using it as source of feed, timber and charcoal are worth studying. ILRI has also initiated a pilot research on using the plant as a source of feed.


� Since 2005 FAO has targeted approximately 2000 HIV and AIDS affected households out of an estimated 6000 households affected by HIV and AIDS in the northern districts of Gulu and Kitgum.


� Supported under the provisions of two regional projects: OSRO/RAF/606/NET and OSRO/RAF/614/SWE.


� Including the “FAO canal” out of commission and its vast reservoir area now reportedly settled.


� The West Gode Dam was reportedly destroyed by the late 2006 floods and Ethiopia has launched an appeal to repair it. See: � HYPERLINK "http://ochadms.unog.ch/quickplace/cap/main.nsf/h_Index/UN-JEFA_2006_Somali_Regional_State/$FILE/UN-JEFA_2006_Somali_Regional_State.doc?OpenElement" ��http://ochadms.unog.ch/quickplace/cap/main.nsf/h_Index/UN-JEFA_2006_Somali_Regional_State/$FILE/UN-JEFA_2006_Somali_Regional_State.doc?OpenElement�.


� Rainfall in the Horn of Africa results from the north-south oscillation of the Inter-Tropical Convergence Zone (ITCZ), which creates two rainy seasons in most areas.


� Under the FAO project modalities, benefiting communities had to dig up their pond themselves without compensation, and FAO was to provide them with tools, equipment and fingerlings. It is worth noting that WFP has also promoted fish ponds, but provided Food For Work during pond excavation.


� According to “Evaluation Report - Seeds and Tools Distribution to the Flood Affected Riverine Farmers in Hiiran and Middle Sabelle” by Abdulkadir Alim (2007), the sesame and cowpea seeds were planted but sorghum tended to be consumed.


� Soils are on average lighter in the North than in southern Sudan. Tools produced by southern Sudan artisans 


� John Stenhouse: Farmer Seed Systems - Uganda Case Study, FAO 2006.


� FSAU Somalia Food Security and Nutrition Brief - Focus on Deyr Season, January 2007.


� Namely a Saudi company which set up quarantine facilities in Djibouti and has recently signed deals to set up similar quarantine grounds in Berbera and Bossasso, in exchange for a monopolistic control over all Somali livestock exported to Saudi Arabia. These recent openings, apparently not linked with the FAO work, have been well received by livestock traders and farmers, as a sort of “foot in the door” of the Saudi ban


� It should be noted that maize is also a fodder crop, as the stalks are usually fed to livestock. In case of severe water shortage, farmers in riverine agriculture systems in Somali Region are often feeding the entire plant to their most important livestock.


� OSRO/RAF/502/SWE	


� Highlighted in the Sudan (southern sector) Aide Mémoire of the HOA Evaluation.


� International Consultants at country level Food Security expert- ECUs (Burundi 4 months, Democratic Republic of the Congo 8 months,  Uganda 6 months, Tanzania 6 months and Kenya 3 months); National consultants/Food Security Analyst (12 months)





� A Livestock Production Officer is included in the SFE team at sub-regional level.


� There is no institutional link between the REOA in Nairobi and FAO’s Regional Office for Africa in Accra) 


� Emerging Issues Paper of the IEE Evaluation of FAO (April 2007)


� Approved by the United Nations General Assembly on 15 December 2005 for utilization in 2006.


� Approved by the FAO Finance Committee at its 102nd Session in May 2003 for utilization in 2004.


� The 2007 CAP for Somalia had one pillar for “early recovery” projects but this typically remains unfunded by donors


� In the case of Somalia, the UN Transition Plan and the longer term FAO NMTPF.


� This represents about 8% of the FAO emergency budget in seven countries of the Greater Horn of Africa Region over the past three years.


� The annual cost of the REOA rose from $532,834 in 2005 to $1,121,763 in 2007 primarily as a result of additional international staff costs.


� In support of five regional projects: OSRO/RAF/606/NET, OSRO/RAF/604/CHA, OSRO/RAF/608/CHA, OSRO/RAF/619/SPA)


� Burundi, Democratic Republic of Congo, Djibouti, Ethiopia, Eritrea, Kenya, Rwanda, Somalia, Sudan, Tanzania and Uganda


� Evaluation of emergency and transition work in the Democratic Republic of Congo scheduled for September 2007 could also include Rwanda and Burundi.


� Government of the Netherlands is so far the only bilateral donor supporting the regional POA for the Horn of Africa totalling US$2,410,000 for five countries (Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia).


� For example FAO and ILO are now working together at a global level on issues of livelihoods.


� In the case of Somalia a separate study on this question is being undertaken by ESAF November-December 2006


� Examples might include the recent initiative in Ethiopia (brokered by WFP) to insure 62,000 rural families against drought and the substantive work on hunger safety net programmes (in Ethiopia & Kenya).


� Reference should be made to the joint FAO/EC evaluation of the FSAU Somalia (2005) and the FAO Assessment of Food Security Early Warning Systems in Sub-Saharan Africa for the African Union financed by the EC (October 2006) amongst others.


� FAO is currently undertaking a study to examine: (i) the effectiveness of the IPC as an advocacy and analytical tool in the CAP Needs Analysis Framework (NAF) since 2005; and (ii)  the effectiveness of the IPC in influencing decision-making and response strategies.  The outcome of this study will contribute to the evaluation.


� Should insecurity in Somalia limit access to the field, then north-eastern Kenya would provide an alternative location.


� FAO Country Offices will be requested to provide logistics support for the team.


� Reference is made to the joint FAO/EC evaluation of the FSAU Somalia (2005) and the FAO Assessment of Food Security Early Warning Systems in Sub-Saharan Africa for the African Union financed by the EC (October 2006) amongst others.


� FAO has undertaken a study to examine: (i) the effectiveness of the IPC as an advocacy and analytical tool in the CAP Needs Analysis Framework (NAF) since 2005; and (ii)  the effectiveness of the IPC in influencing decision-making and response strategies.  The outcome of this study has contributed to the evaluation. 


� Key stakeholders to the evaluation process include government authorities of all affected countries, donors, technical partners (eg ILRI, ICRISAT, FEWSNET), UN partners (including UNDP, WFP, UNICEF, ILO), inter-governmental authorities (AU), Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) working with FAO, and targeted beneficiaries including the displaced, marginalized communities, women, the elderly, young people and people living with HIV and AIDS (PLWHAs).


� Kenya and Somalia Aide Memoires were delayed due to other commitments (including regional presentations in Nairobi 30-31 May and in Rome 6 June)
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																																																																																				Annex 5

		Schedule for the Evaluation of FAO Emergency & Rehabilitation Assistance in the Horn of Africa

								December 06								January 07								February								March												April										May										June												July								August

		Activities				Dates		W1		W2		W3		W4		W1		W2		W3		W4		W1		W2		W3		W4		W1		W2				W3				W4		W1		W2		W3				W4		W1		W2		W3		W4				W1				W2		W3				W4		W1		W2		W3		W4		W1		W2		W3		W4

		Desk Review

		Communication of concept paper to field

		Develop methodology and TORs for evaluation & IAS

		Selection of impact assessments teams

		Contracting of impact assessments teams

		Impact Assessment Studies: initial focus groups

		IAS: training, testing and finalization of questionnaires

		IAS: field surveys

		IAS: reporting

		Schedules for country visits finalised

		Consultative Committee Meeting in Rome				13th March

		Other consultations at FAO Headquarters				12-15 March

		Consultations at REOA in Nairobi				16-18 March

		Sudan field mission				19-29 March

		Uganda field mission				30 March-13 April

		Consultative Committee Meeting in Rome				23rd April

		Ethiopia field mission				24 April-05 May

		Somalia field mission				06-19 May

		Kenya field mission				20-27 May

		Regional Workshop in Nairobi				30-31 May

		Debriefing to FAO in Rome				6th June

		Drafting of Evaluation Report				11 June-16 July

		Dissemination of Draft Evaluation Report within FAO				20 July-23 August

		Finalisation of Evaluation Report				24-30 August

		Consultative Committee Meeting in Rome				8th October

				Management of evaluation

				Impact assessments						Two-pronged Kenya mission (fact finding and training of IAS teams)

				Governance of evaluation

				Data collection

				Report writing

				Full time input

				Part time input (at home)
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