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Executive summary
Introduction and methods
ES1

In December 2013 the newly-independent South Sudan plunged into violent conflict
as the ruling SPLM split and civil war broke out, triggering a major humanitarian crisis.
The prevailing sense of optimism about South Sudan’s future after the Comprehensive
Peace Agreement (CPA) was shattered. This is an evaluation of FAO’s programme in
South Sudan between December 2013 and December 2015. It fulfills FAO’s corporate
commitment to evaluate its L3 emergency operations: South Sudan had been declared an
L3 emergency in February 2014, which lasted until the end of 2015. This is predominantly
a learning-oriented evaluation, looking back at FAO’s work in the last two years in order
to provide guidance for the future strategic direction of the programme. It also fulfils an
accountability function.

ES2

The evaluation methods comprised: (1) a Participatory Impact Assessment (PIA) of FAO’s
Emergency Livelihood Response Programme (ELRP) conducted between April and May
2015, (2) key informant interviews with FAO staff and stakeholders in South Sudan, also
in Rome, Nairobi and Addis Ababa between September and December 2015, (3) an
online survey of FAO’s Implementing Partners (IPs) completed in November 2015, (4)
a dedicated case study of the cash transfer component of the ELRP, (5) a desk-based
review of FAO’s fisheries programme under the ELRP, and (6) documentation review.
Apart from the PIA, the fieldwork for the evaluation was carried out in late November/
early December 2015 by a six-person team, in Juba and five states in South Sudan. The
evaluation adopted a utilization-oriented approach, involving members of the FAO South
Sudan (FAOSS) office from the outset. An early list of action points was produced before
the full report had been drafted, a number of which had already been implemented by
FAOSS by the time the final report has been published.

Background and context
ES3

By the end of 2015 the conflict in South Sudan had still not been resolved, despite
numerous regionally-brokered Cessation of Hostilities Agreements. The human and
development impact of the conflict has been devastating: 1.66 million displaced, over
640,000 refugees, livelihoods destroyed and millions facing severe food insecurity.
Unity State has borne the brunt of the conflict and the humanitarian crisis. The L3
declaration, extended until December 2015, triggered a host of measures to strengthen
the international humanitarian response. With very poor infrastructure, insecurity, and
the legacy of decades of civil war, the operating conditions in South Sudan have been
extremely challenging.

ES4

On the eve of the 2013 crisis FAOSS had been about to launch its Country Programme
Framework (CPF) to guide its strategic direction. Instead, its programme was rapidly
revised to adapt to the deepening humanitarian crisis and the ELRP was launched.
Through the ELRP hundreds of thousands of livelihood kits have been distributed: staple
crop kits, vegetable kits and fishing kits across all (then) ten states of South Sudan.
The emergency livestock component of the ELRP focused on animal health through
vaccination and the provision of drugs. Other components included the provision of fuel
efficient stoves, piloting of Input Trade Fairs (ITFs) and nutrition vouchers. In extremely
challenging conditions, FAOSS reports that it supported the livelihoods of more than
400,000 households in 2014, and over 340,000 in 2015. While some of its development
programming was put on hold, other aspects continued. The AFIS food security
information project adapted its objectives and approach to the changed context.
Overall, the scale of FAOSS’s programme escalated from US$9 million to almost US$65
million by 2015.
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Assessment of FAO’s strategic positioning
FAO’s relationship with government in the context of a fragile stage
ES5

By mandate, FAO works in close partnership with government, while at the same time
following humanitarian principles in a context of protracted conflict where government
may be party to the conflict. This can be a fine line to tread, as recognized in the recent
evaluation of ‘FAO’s contribution to crisis-related transition1’.

ES6

Before December 2013, FAOSS had a close working relationship with government and had
invested heavily in developing the capacity of the nascent administration, both nationally
and at state levels. The events of December 2013 triggered a dramatic change in context
as donors withdrew their support for capacity development of central government, and
the capacity of government ministries declined, accelerated by the economic crisis. While
FAO has maintained its relationship with key ministries at Juba level and has continued
to provide some direct support, for example the cold chain infrastructure and training
to the Ministry of Livestock, there has been less face-to-face interaction and exchange
of information since December 2013. In a very challenging political environment this
weakening of the relationship at a technical level could jeopardise implementation of parts
of FAO’s programme in the future and its comparative advantage in providing advisory
services on policy and strategy. Lack of technical and capacity development support at
central government level could result in that technical capacity dissipating, for example on
food security information. At state level relationships between FAO and government are
strong, bolstered by a range of capacity development activities. FAO’s state coordinators
have played an important role in managing FAO-state ministry relationships.

Review of FAO South Sudan’s strategy
ES7

The revised CPF sets out a clear strategic direction for FAOSS to 2017 and has been developed
collaboratively with government. It reflects learning since December 2013, for example that
FAO’s development work needs to be more ‘risk sensitive’. The CPF could be strengthened
with greater attention to preparedness, building flexibility into programming appropriate
to the volatile context of South Sudan, and ensuring emergency programming is more
informed by the resilience paradigm. FAOSS’s strategy in the livestock sector focuses on
improving animal health, and could usefully make stronger links to achieving sustainable
increases in livestock production through other mechanisms. The ELRP has become the de
facto strategy document guiding much of FAOSS’s work since December 2013. The new
resilience strategy, being drafted at the time of writing, is an opportunity to spell out more
complex interventions appropriate in a protracted crisis, to complement the ELRP.

FAO’s strategic positioning and leadership
ES8

FAO has played an exceptional strategic leadership role in the humanitarian response to the
South Sudan crisis. The rapid revision of the Integrated Food Security Phase Classification
(IPC) analysis, released in early January 2014, provided much-needed data and information
on the unfolding humanitarian crisis, establishing early on FAO’s leadership in food security
analysis. The IPC, an inclusive process, has continued to influence the narrative on the
humanitarian consequences of the crisis. The FAO Representative played an influential and
strategic leadership role within the wider international aid community, bolstered by highlevel support from Rome. And FAOSS ensured that livelihood support was placed centerstage in the humanitarian response from the outset, through the ELRP launched early in
2014, and in the multi-sectoral Crisis Response Plan.

ES9

FAOSS has also played a leadership role in co-coordinating the Food Security and
Livelihoods (FSL) cluster, with generally positive feedback from NGOs and donor members.
The cluster has, at times, been too closely aligned to FAO’s organizational priorities with
the Agriculture Working Group becoming the de facto forum for FAO to liaise with its
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implementing partners collectively. The FAO and WFP co-chairs sometimes struggled to
play a more neutral coordination role. As FAO has become sole cluster coordinator in
2016, there is a need, and scope for more inclusive decision-making as well as greater
input into strategic planning from the FSL clusters at state level. FAO is also a member of
the Cash Transfer and Market Working Group. It is participating in some major activities
but could be more influential, for example sharing its innovative approach to ITFs, an
approach that could and has been used in other countries for food and non-food items.
ES10 FAO has fulfilled a positive leadership role in the agricultural sector since December 2013,
for example promoting community-based animal health services in the response and
providing basic training in crop and vegetable production. This could be built upon by
FAOSS playing a stronger strategic role in seed security and seed sector development.
In the livestock sector it could play a leadership role in relation to cost recovery for
livestock vaccination and treatments as well as developing other livestock initiatives such
as marketing and peri-urban livestock production. FAOSS is uniquely placed to play a
strategic leadership role in promoting cross-border trade in livestock and cereals with
South Sudan’s neighbours, including Sudan, in collaboration with FAO offices in those
neighbouring countries.
ES11 In the fisheries sector, FAO has played a leadership role in providing fishing kits as a
key part of the emergency livelihoods response, and is well-placed to now promote a
precautionary approach to fisheries management related to issues of sustainability.
ES12 FAO has played an important role in contributing to resilience analysis and thinking in
South Sudan, and is in a strong position to provide further leadership. This would be
welcomed by many eg by NGO staff. On the one hand FAOSS appears willing and ready
to step into this role. On the other hand it is hampered by lack of ‘thinking space’.

Assessment of FAO’s contributions
Crisis preparedness and adaptability of programming
ES13 As with most of the international aid community, FAOSS was insufficiently prepared
for the sudden outbreak of conflict in December 2013. The office was geared towards
development and nation-building rather than emergencies. It took some weeks to trace
all its national staff and it had to gear up its emergency response from a low base. In view
of the continued volatility of South Sudan, the December 2013 experience offers valuable
learning in terms of (i) how development projects are planned, with more realistic risk
assessments, (ii) preparedness measures for staff security, and (iii) FAO’s resilience
strategy which must reflect the country’s volatility and the flexibility in programming
that this demands.
ES14 What FAOSS lacked in preparedness, it made up for in the early adaptability of some of its
programming. It quickly produced an updated IPC in January 2014, re-oriented the AFIS
project to the change in context, and rapidly designed and launched the ELRP, adopting
a programme approach. FAOSS learned from FAO Somalia’s experience of scaling up
rapidly in response to the 2011 famine, and to some extent drew upon the knowledge
and experience of some of its national staff. Much of FAOSS’s development programme
was slowed down, or re-oriented as staff became fully engaged in the ELRP, at least until
the end of 2015.

Relevance of FAO interventions, and missed opportunities
ES15 Many components of the ELRP were highly relevant to the parts of South Sudan and
communities worst affected by the crisis. In Greater Upper Nile, for example, it distributed
short cycle vegetable seeds that could be grown close to the homestead and could
improve nutrition. Feedback from beneficiaries indicated they generally welcomed
the fishing and vegetable kits more than the crop kits. The latter sometimes reached
communities too late to plant, and/ or they had limited access to more distant fields.
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ES16 The relevance of emergency seed aid in the context of protracted crisis in South Sudan
has long been questioned. It is therefore surprising that FAOSS embarked on large-scale
direct seed distribution in 2014 and 2015 to states that were not directly conflict-affected,
in which the functioning of seed markets was less disrupted and where there was minimal
displacement. There has been very limited assessment of seed security in these areas,
except in Northern Bahr El Ghazal where the implementation of ITFs was well adapted to
address lack of access to seed. The implementation of wide scale direct seed distribution
should be re-assessed. Locations chosen for seed relief interventions are presently based
on food security information, which is not a relevant indicator for seed security.
ES17 Strengthening seed production is relevant as access to good quality seed and improved
varieties is known to be a constraint limiting agricultural productivity. The seed multiplication
projects implemented in 2014 and 2015 could be better linked to seed marketing or ITFs.
Some of the crops (vegetables) distributed in the ELRP kits were not known to farmers
and therefore not used, especially in the absence of extension support. On the other hand,
cassava has been a neglected crop in FAOSS’s programme, despite its importance in parts
of South Sudan.
ES18 Farmer Field Schools (FFS) are highly relevant to South Sudan as a vehicle for technology
transfer and are a promising approach to extension. But ‘FFS’ is an overused term in South
Sudan, describing simple demonstration plots and one-day farmer trainings. A review of
what are currently termed FFS, and what constitutes good practice in FFS would be timely,
and the production of guidance material to introduce an element of quality control to the
range of interventions currently termed FFS.
ES19 FAO’s primary livestock intervention in South Sudan, the provision of community-based
animal health services, is highly relevant to improving food security and livelihoods in South
Sudan: livestock disease is generally ranked as the main constraint to livestock production.
Recent ranking of livestock diseases shows that the vaccines and drugs supplied by FAO
are also highly relevant. The fact that the same approach to animal health was rolled out
in all States, whether they were in crisis or not, was less appropriate, and referred to later.
Reduced seasonal movement of livestock due to the conflict affirms the relevance of FAO’s
past efforts to improve access to water and its plans to improve livestock feed through
Agro-Pastoral Field Schools (APFS). Other livestock activities proposed for the APFSs,
such as improved milk hygiene and draught animal power also appear to be appropriate,
although implementation of the APFSs are still at an early stage.
ES20 FAO efforts to provide common services – animal health services – to build relations
between pastoralist communities in Abyei has been challenging, but appears relevant to
longer-term goals of development and peace-building, and may offer valuable learning for
other areas where there is conflict between crop farmers and pastoralists.
ES21 FAO’s investment in food security information and analysis is highly relevant, and the AFIS
project has supported early warning and decision-making for the humanitarian community
at large, including nutrition which had been missing from the original project design. AFIS
has usefully connected nutrition and food security actors in South Sudan.
ES22 Areas where FAO should consider strengthening its work and broadening its portfolio
include:
1 development of urban and peri-urban agriculture (eg vegetable production and livestock
including dairy, poultry and pigs), in response to growing numbers living in urban areas, an
expanding market for food much of which is currently imported from neighbouring countries,
with escalating food prices related to devaluation of the South Sudanese pound
2 within the livestock sector:
a. developing initiatives for farmers who have lost their livestock, based on an assessment
of the needs of the stockless
b. addressing the economic opportunities that livestock offer, by developing livestock
marketing and trade initiatives, based on value chain analysis
c. developing beekeeping as honey gathering could provide significant earnings
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3 including cassava in FAO interventions in the Green Belt and parts of the Ironstone plateau
in South Sudan
4 addressing high post-harvest losses in the fisheries sector, promoting improvements in
post-harvest practices and marketing
5 strengthening food security data collection for livestock production systems

Coverage
ES23 In the livestock sector FAO has focused its efforts on emergency delivery of animal health
services, with appropriately higher levels of delivery in the conflict-affected states. It has
paid less attention to broader more development-oriented livestock work. This should
now receive more attention through the APFS.
ES24 For some development activities, such as seed multiplication, FAO has targeted mainly
smallholder farmers, although with little evidence of sustainable results. As the primary
objective is setting up a sustainable seed production system, it should target more
progressive and entrepreneurial farmers that have the capacity to turn this activity into a
business. The ITFs have encouraged better-off farmers to become seed vendors.
ES25 FAO’s targeting of its emergency interventions is mainly based on analysis and
recommendations coming out of the IPC. This appropriately encourages geographical
targeting of conflict areas, but this is too aggregated for targeting at district, village or
household levels. FAO has not developed specific targeting criteria or guidance for its IPs.
As a result targeting practice varies by agencies, although usually involves local leadership
and sometimes a dedicated committee. Similar criteria of ‘vulnerability’ are used by
many IPs (eg IDPs, elderly, female-headed household), but evidence to demonstrate
that targeting has been effective is not collected and there is little disaggregated data
from IPs on their beneficiaries. This risks unreported or unnoticed exclusion of vulnerable
households. For example in the distribution of fishing kits, targeting was partly skillsbased - households which have the capacity to fish. But this risks excluding the most
vulnerable, especially if they are not being reached with other forms of support.

Effectiveness
ES26 Overall, the large-scale distribution of livelihood kits in 2014 and 2015 has been
impressive in the challenging operational context of South Sudan. Particularly effective
examples include the distribution of fishing kits and ITFs. Where there have been delays
in implementation, for seed distribution and ITFs, effectiveness has been undermined.
Planting delays directly affect crop yields, can lead to harvest failure, and could discourage
farmers from procuring their own seed if they have been informed that seed aid is coming.
ES27 Some of the delays in 2014 were beyond FAO’s control; for example the timing of the
crisis meant that procurement of seed started very late. This improved in 2015 when
FAO took the bold and appropriate initiative to contract and coordinate a separate air
operation to deliver livelihood kits to areas inaccessible by road in Greater Upper Nile.
This proved highly effective. But delivery to some communities was still late due to the
late signing of LoAs, lengthy procurement processes for the livelihood kits, and late
delivery of inputs to IPs, compromising effectiveness. Lessons need to be learned, from
this and other operations where delivery of seed has been late, eg in Central African
Republic. The quality of the seed provided, and of the tools was regarded as satisfactory.
ES28 The ITFs have generally delivered positive results, providing vendors with a guaranteed
market and beneficiaries with quality seed. This experience also offers important learning.
Late signing of LoAs meant that fairs were organized too late in the agricultural calendar,
negatively affecting crop production and the harvest. The vouchers were complex,
delaying payments to seed vendors and forcing some of them to take out loans for seeds
to be planted in the next season at high interest rates.
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ES29 Ways in which the effectiveness of FAO animal health interventions could be improved
include ensuring each animal is vaccinated against all target diseases at one time, and a
more geographically focused approach to raise herd immunity. Vaccination of as many
animals as possible, as widely as possible, risks leaving herds susceptible to disease if herd
immunity levels remain low and drug supply is inadequate. FAO needs to improve its
vaccination recording so that herd immunity thresholds can be assessed. Delivery issues
to be addressed include: IPs receiving inputs in batches rather than all at once, and vaccine
delivery during the rainy season when vaccination is difficult due to lack of access.
ES30 FAOSS has built a strong FFS programme, applying FFS principles to the way training is
provided, cascaded from master trainers to facilitators to farmers. This provides the
foundation for a wider APFS in the future. Interviews with beneficiaries indicate FFS have
positively impacted knowledge and agricultural practices. FFS are currently supported
with one season of learning, which is fine for basic agronomic practices but needs to be
extended for more elaborate farming practices relevant to building farmers’ resilience,
such as conservation agriculture. The very high cost of FFS in South Sudan raises issues of
‘value for money’: the diffusion of knowledge to non-beneficiaries is thus an important
issue to address. It is too early to judge the effectiveness of APFS for livestock activities, as
implementation is still at an early stage.

Capacity development
ES31 FAO has played an important role in building the technical capacity of its IPs since December
2013, many of which are national NGOs. Training mostly relates to delivery of the ELRP, with
some additional training provided to the wider FSL cluster. IPs have widely appreciated the
technical training, enabling some to receive grants from other donors. Staff based in Juba
have mainly participated, although more state-level training is being rolled out in 2016.
With a few exceptions, there is little evidence of the roll-out of training FAO expected at
beneficiary level. Recognising the importance of FAO’s contribution to developing technical
capacity as well as broader organizational capacity, FAO should move to a more strategic
approach to capacity development, which reaches well beyond Juba.

Impact
ES32 FAOSS’ M&E data are process-oriented, covering delivery but not the impact of FAO’s main
interventions such as direct seed distribution, emergency animal health interventions, and
FFS. Thus, it is difficult to establish how delays in seed delivery affected farmers’ yields. It
should be a priority to quantify the impact of FFS (and APFS when they start), to indicate
whether and how FFS/ APFS should be advocated as the main extension approach at
national level.
ES33 Qualitative data collection carried out for this evaluation indicates that some of FAO’s
emergency interventions have contributed positively at household level. The distribution of
fishing kits has contributed to fishing becoming an important component of food security,
through direct consumption and income generation. The distribution of vegetables seeds
and nutrition vouchers appears to have led to nutritional benefits. Having now established
its M&E function, FAO should invest in more rigorous impact monitoring to inform its
programming, accountability to funders, and to support its technical leadership role.

Sustainability
ES34 As government capacity has been substantially weakened by the crisis, this raises serious
questions about the sustainability of agricultural services provided by national and statelevel ministries in the non-conflict states. In this context the role of the private sector
deserves attention, especially in states less affected by the conflict, despite the challenges.
FAO must develop a policy on cost recovery, which could be the basis for future privatization,
for example of veterinary services, drawing on the experience of ICRC, the other key actor
in the livestock sector, and on OLS experience. More experienced IPs, some of whom had
previously supported the privatisation of drug supply systems in South Sudan, recognise
that free drugs undermine the remaining private sector drug suppliers.
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ES35 FAO has given consideration to sustainability through FFS and its seed multiplication
activities on the crop production side. It can learn from past projects which showed the
challenge of keeping FFS going when funding ended. This highlights the importance of
the network of facilitators, through the private sector, yet with the endorsement of MAF.
ES36 FAO distributed its fisheries kits as an emergency intervention, and must now engage
with the ‘precautionary approach’ to fisheries management, mandated by the FAO Code
of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (CCRF), and echoed by the draft fisheries policy for
South Sudan. The fishery in South Sudan is open access, with no controls on numbers of
fishers or entry. It would therefore be prudent to calculate the overall annual catch from
the emergency kits, in view of the paucity of data on fishery resources in the country.
ES37 The food security information system FAO has supported within government for some
years is unlikely to be sustained in the current context without external resources. FAO
should therefore continue to support government to maintain its data collection and
analysis capacity while also diversifying food security information sources through NGOs.

Coherence
ES38 There are opportunities for greater synergy between crop production and livestock
activities, for example fodder production for milking cows, which the APFS should exploit.
ES39 Coherence of programming could be improved by addressing the contradiction between
the free distribution of inputs and services from seeds to livestock vaccines and drugs in
more stable states, and development projects like the ZEAT-BEAD project which advocate
support to private drug supply mechanisms and CAHWs in Bahr el Ghazal. There is scope
for making greater use of AFIS information, for market information and analysis for private
sector development and to promote trade.

Gender
ES40 With the support of dedicated gender officers, FAOSS has made steady progress in
considering gender in the planning and implementation of the ELRP, for example the fuelefficient stoves programme targeting women with protection as well as environmental
objectives. FAO has also made efforts to promote gender sensitivity amongst its IPs.
This is a good foundation to build upon. Areas that deserve further attention include
sex disaggregated data on beneficiaries of livestock animal health interventions, sex
disaggregation of data by AFIS, and more in-depth analysis of the gender inequalities
associated with fisheries and the distribution of fishing kits as it is mainly men who engage
in fishing.
ES41 The evaluation scored the FAO South Sudan programme as ‘1’ according to the gender
marker: potential to contribute in some limited way to gender equality. It encourages
FAOSS to aim for ‘2’ through gender mainstreaming, and progressing from projects and
programming that target women to ones that would actually advance gender equality.
Gender equality must be seen as the responsibility of all staff.

AAP
ES42 Significant efforts were made by FAOSS to build AAP into its response, through PostDistribution Monitoring (PDM) to get feedback from beneficiaries on the ELRP and
through the provision of training in AAP to its IPs. Consultation with affected people in
needs assessments was more limited. Feedback through the PDM has influenced planning
of the following year’s ELRP but has not resulted in any immediate remedial action. FAOSS
currently does not have a functioning feedback mechanism to beneficiaries when concerns
are raised. The short duration of LoAs has hampered IPs’ engagement with communities
beyond distribution and basic monitoring. Overall, AAP has been poorly resourced. It is
the responsibility of the over-stretched M&E team with limited back-stopping from the
regional offices or from HQ.
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ES43 Some IPs have more experience and a stronger track-record in AAP than FAOSS. This is
an opportunity to learn from their practices and organisational culture that has fostered
this, as well as from other L3 responses where AAP has been better integrated, such as the
Typhoon Haiyan response in the Philippines.

Towards resilience
ES44 FAO has the foundations of a more resilience-oriented programme, for example the FFS
and seed multiplication instead of importing large quantities of seed. It is still at an early
stage of working this through to programme design and implementation, which will
require rethinking its approach to the provision of animal health services to consider costrecovery in all but the worst conflict-affected states. Resilience thinking is more evident in
the 2016 ELRP. Senior managers in FAOSS have come together to draft a resilience strategy
since the fieldwork for this evaluation was completed.

Enabling factors
L3 declaration: what difference did it make?
ES45 The IASC L3 declaration, and importantly FAO’s designation of ‘L3 in readiness’ one month
earlier, in January 2014, substantially and rapidly increased FAO’s capacity in South Sudan,
possibly to a greater extent than has been apparent for other UN agencies. This activated a
number of fast-track procedures, gave a greater degree of authority to the country office,
and mobilized emergency staff from neighbouring countries. Early high-level support
from Rome was particularly important in enabling FAO’s rapid adaptation and scale-up in
response to the crisis, and raise the profile of the crisis at corporate level. During the first
months of the response there were many surge missions, although some of short duration:
missions of 2 to 3 months would have been more appropriate.
ES46 22 months later, as the ending of the L3 designation loomed at the end of 2015, FAO had
no exit strategy in place to prepare for the withdrawal of the surge support team in Rome.
However, recognizing the volatility of the situation FAO has continued to provide corporate
support to the South Sudan office, at least until June 2016.

Leadership within FAOSS
ES47 Strong and effective leadership has been key to how FAO adapted its programme to the
crisis, and to the strategic leadership role it has played in the wider international humanitarian
response. Key leadership skills required for South Sudan include diplomacy and relationshipbuilding, analytical skills, advocacy and communication, strong operational management
skills, underpinned by shrewd political acumen. This range of skills may be best provided by
a leadership team rather than expected to come from one individual. As the food security
situation deteriorates in parts of the country, FAOSS should develop an advocacy strategy
and ramp up its advocacy and communication skills at all levels.

Management issues
ES48 FAO made good use of its longer-term programme staff in the ELRP early in the crisis,
but could have made better use of its institutional memory of past programming in
the humanitarian response, and the experience of its national staff. For example, its
design of seed multiplication projects could have taken account of previous seed sector
developments. It should also have drawn on Operation Lifeline Sudan (OLS) experience
of cost recovery approaches to emergency animal health interventions. Ways of more
systematically collecting good practice and lesson learning in-country must be sought, as
well as sharing knowledge and experience regionally.
ES49 FAO’s operations during the humanitarian response have become quite heavily centralized
in Juba, where different units and teams tend to operate without much communication
or linkage between them. There is now a need for FAOSS to shift the center of gravity
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in decision-making out of Juba, and to strengthen communication and relations laterally
across FAOSS’s different units and teams. This will promote greater programming
coherence, stronger cross-sectoral linkages, and avoid a silo mentality developing.

Monitoring and evaluation
ES50 FAOSS rapidly and appropriately scaled up its M&E function as it launched the ELRP. It
has focused principally on PDM. (The evaluation has recommended how this could be
strengthened). The ‘MAGIC’ system to track livelihood kits has contributed to improved
transparency and accountability for delivery, although it is not yet a sustainable system
as there are no official links with the FAO system (Global Resource Management Systems,
GRMS). In the livestock sector reporting pathways are not clear and should be improved
to strengthen accountability, effectiveness and efficiency as the response time to address
problems and to interpret results is currently delayed. The M&E unit is under-resourced
which limits what it is able to do, its ability to become more results and impact-oriented,
and to influence and inform programme teams. A strategic review of the M&E function
could usefully address these issues.

Decentralisation and technical support
ES51 Since FAO has decentralized, technical oversight and support for the FAO South Sudan
programme should come from the sub-regional office for Africa in Addis Ababa (SFE). In
practice limited staff capacity means that this has been minimal. With a few exceptions
(FFS and fisheries) support has come from FAO HQ, facilitated by the L3 declaration. FAO’s
decentralized structure appears still to be bedding down at regional and sub-regional
levels. It does not yet have the capacity to provide technical support and oversight to a
country programme that is responding to a major humanitarian crisis, although FAOSS has
benefited from technical expertise from other country offices in the region.

FAOSS’s partnerships
ES52 FAO has a strong collaborative relationship with other UN agencies responding to the
humanitarian crisis in South Sudan, especially in the area of food security information
under the umbrella of the FSIN, bringing together WFP, FAO and UNICEF, all partners in the
Food Security and Nutrition Monitoring System (FSNMS). There are opportunities for FAO
to work more closely with WFP – for example in relation to the nutrition vouchers – to the
ultimate benefit of intended beneficiaries, although the different speeds and procedural
requirements of each agency will require careful management.
ES53 FAO has been working with a good mix of national and international NGOs. The selection
process for IPs improved in 2015 compared with 2014, taking account of performance as
well as geographical location. FAO’s IPs generally appreciate the relationship with FAO,
especially the high quality technical support and learning aspects. They also noted a number
of challenges in working with FAO: coping with its bureaucracy and lengthy procurement
processes, dealing with many different people in FAO, and delays in signing LoAs and/ or
transferring funds. There were some improvements in 2015, but delays in transferring funds
and the short-term nature of the LoAs persist. This is fundamentally a contractual relationship
of service provision rather than a genuine partnership. FAOSS should now identify which of its
IPs it wants to develop a more strategic partnership with, to reflect a more equal relationship,
drawing on the knowledge and comparative advantage of each organization.

Conclusions
ES54 FAOSS re-oriented its programme quickly and effectively in response to the outbreak of
conflict in December 2013. It rapidly scaled up its emergency response in an extremely
challenging operating context, and placed livelihoods support center-stage. It has
played an exceptional and important strategic leadership role to the overall international
humanitarian response. FAOSS has drawn on experience and learning from elsewhere
in the region, and in a number of ways has demonstrated commitment to learning and
improving its work.
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ES55 Two years into the conflict is a good time to take stock. It is also time to inject a more
analytical and differentiated approach to programming that is better nuanced to the
particular context of different states and different livelihood groups. The evaluation
encourages greater differentiation between the most conflict-affected states and the less
conflict-affected states where more developmental approaches can be applied. The recently
completed conflict and livestock study is an example of how more in-depth research and
analysis can either confirm or challenge programming assumptions, ultimately resulting in
more effective livelihoods work, at both programme and policy levels. Strategic investment
in impact assessment of interventions that have been at the heart of FAOSS’s work will
further contribute to effective programming, and will reinforce and inform FAOSS’s
strategic leadership role in the agricultural sector.

Recommendations
Recommendation 1. FAOSS should ensure it continues to play a strategic leadership role in the
humanitarian response to the South Sudan crisis and in the agricultural sector more broadly,
maintaining its ‘analytical edge’.
Recommendation 2. As FAOSS develops its resilience strategy, it should ensure greater synergy
between humanitarian and development programming.
Recommendation 3. FAO Representatives and their senior management teams working in
protracted conflict contexts must be supported and guided by FAO headquarters (and, where
appropriate, by regional offices) in managing and maintaining an appropriate relationship with
government, especially with technical counterparts, in contexts of protracted conflict, where
government is one of the actors, drawing on FAO’s experience in other contexts of protracted
conflict. This must be underpinned by good quality political economy analysis.
Recommendation 4. Strengthen the relevance of its programming.
Recommendation 5. FAOSS can strengthen the effectiveness of its programming.
Recommendation 6. FAOSS should move towards mainstreaming of gender in its programming,
and strengthening its AAP practices.
Recommendation 7. FAOSS should strengthen a number of ‘enabling factors’ that contribute to
relevant, timely and effective programming.
Recommendation 8. FAOSS should strengthen its approach and strategy to partnership.
Recommendation 9. FAOSS should make some revisions to its strategic plans (both the thinking
and the documentation i.e. the CPF), to capture learning from the last two years.
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1. Introduction
1.1

Purpose and scope of the evaluation

1

In December 2013, just two years after becoming an independent state, South Sudan
descended into crisis due to divisions in the ruling Sudan People’s Liberation Movement
(SPLM). Partially triggered by a power struggle between the President and Vice President,
tensions within the divided SPLM led to civil war, reversing the optimism which prevailed
since the signing of the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) in 2005. A major
humanitarian crisis ensued, which the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) declared
a Level 3 (L3) emergency: an acute and sudden crisis in which the operational capacity
of the responding humanitarian actors had to be rapidly reinforced. The Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) adapted its programme to respond
to the deepening humanitarian crisis and the new political context. The Organization
rapidly scaled up its emergency programming while attempting to maintain its
development programme. From the end of 2013 to end of 2015, the financial resources
of FAO’s programme almost tripled in scale.

2

FAO has a corporate commitment to evaluate its L3 emergency operations. In South
Sudan this was viewed as an opportunity to (i) evaluate the impact of implementing
L3 protocols in a protracted conflict crisis, and (ii) review FAO’s programme since the
December 2013 crisis to provide guidance and recommendations for the future strategic
direction of the programme. Thus, it is a predominantly learning-oriented evaluation,
targeted at the FAO Representation (FAO) in South Sudan and teams supporting the FAO
South Sudan office (FAOSS).

3

The evaluation adopted a utilization-oriented approach. In early January 2016, before
the evaluation had been completed, a list of action points were provided for the FAOSS
office and the Emergency and Rehabilitation Division (TCE) in Rome to feed directly into
planning for FAOSS’s programme in 2016 and beyond. By the time the evaluation was
finalized, FAOSS had already implemented some of those action points and broader
recommendations, demonstrating the office’s ongoing commitment to learn and adapt.

4

Although learning is its principal purpose, the evaluation is also intended to fulfil
an accountability function to donors. See Annex 1 for the Terms of Reference for the
evaluation.

5

The evaluation was carried out using the resilience lens, paying particular attention to
the synergy between humanitarian and development programming. FAO’s positioning
was evaluated as well as: the Organization’s capacity to play a strategic leadership role
with government and to the wider international response (Section 3); its contribution
to humanitarian and development programming, drawing on the Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development - Development Assistance Committee (DAC)
criteria for humanitarian evaluation (coverage, effectiveness, impact, sustainability2 and
coherence (Section 4)); and the enabling factors that have contributed or constrained
FAO’s programming effectiveness, including implementation of the L3 protocols,
leadership and management, progress made in corporate decentralization, and
partnership issues (Section 5).

6

Before the main evaluation, the Office of Evaluation (OED) conducted a participatory
impact assessment (PIA) of the 2014 emergency response activities, with a focus on
distribution of livelihoods kits. From the perspective of beneficiaries and implementing
partners, the PIA analyzes the relevance and initial impact or utilization of FAO’s activities,
as well as to what extent and how these activities supported ongoing coping strategies.
Although the PIA report is a separate document from the current evaluation, many of the
findings and evidence were used in this report.

2

The actual OECD-DAC criterion is connectedness.
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7

This L3 evaluation is thus a strategic evaluation focused at programme level. It does not
evaluate individual projects, but instead assesses FAO’s overall contribution to meeting the
humanitarian and recovery needs of the population, drawing out lessons learning (from
both successes and areas for improvement), and making recommendations for the future
strategic direction of the programme over the next five years.

8

The evaluation team acknowledges the enormous challenges of working in a protracted
crisis context such as the one in South Sudan. As described in Section 2.1, the country is
experiencing a complex crisis exacerbated by several decades of conflict and lack of
development. Operating in South Sudan is a highly challenging undertaking, from a
programmatic, operational and logistics perspective due to the low availability of skilled
national staff; lack of transport and other infrastructure; the extreme volatility of the
security situation; ongoing conflict; and the weak presence of a private sector to support
purchasing requirements. It is the nature of evaluations to focus more on areas that
require further attention and corrective action than on those that have worked well. In
the case of South Sudan, it is necessary to acknowledge that many of the gaps identified
are significantly influenced and determined by the extremely challenging context. With
this proviso, it is nevertheless important to bring gaps and areas for improvement to the
forefront. FAO will continue working in South Sudan and in other protracted crises where
it could draw lessons from the South Sudan experience.

1.2 Methods and constraints
1.2.1 Answering the evaluation questions
9

The Terms of Reference identified four over-arching questions for the evaluation to answer,
with a number of sub-questions:
a. What worked well and what worked less well in FAO’s implementation of the Level 3
protocols in responding to the declaration in South Sudan?
b. To what extent are the FAO emergency and development projects in South Sudan
relevant and connected, and to what extent did they incorporate the corporate Strategic
Objective focusing on resilience (SO5)?
c. To what extent is FAO playing a strategic leadership role, according to its mandate, in the
response in South Sudan?
d. How effective was the new decentralization system in enabling FAO to respond to the
crisis?

10

In drawing up the evaluation matrix (see Annex 2), the team found some overlap between
these questions. For this reason, the structure of the report does not strictly follow the
evaluation questions but has been adapted to provide a logical flow. The proposed report
outline was shared with the FAOSS office and with OED once the fieldwork was underway,
and adapted according to their feedback.

1.2.2 Methods
11

The evaluation3 was carried out through the following methods:
• A Participatory Impact Assessment (PIA) was carried out in April-May 2015 to explore the
impact of FAO’s Emergency Livelihood Response Programme (ELRP) at household level,
using qualitative participatory methods including participatory rural appraisal (PRA)
tools (e.g. resource mapping, timelines, Venn diagrams, a Household Economy Matrix
and Daily Clocks). The findings had been analyzed and written up by the time the full
evaluation team was assembled (OED, 2015). The PIA was carried out in three states, five
counties, and 17 bomas; 33 focus group discussions were held and 80 households were
interviewed (see Annex 4).

3

12

The evaluation has been carried out by a seven-person team, comprising a range of sectoral expertise and
knowledge of FAO as an organization, supported and managed by OED. See Annex 3 for more details of the team
members.
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• Key informant interviews were held with FAO staff in Rome, in the Sub-Regional Office in
Addis Ababa and in the Resilience Unit in Nairobi.
• Key informant and group interviews were held with FAO staff and FAO’s stakeholders in
South Sudan, including:
-- Officials in government ministries in Juba and in four different states;
-- Staff of donor agencies;
-- Staff of UN agencies;
-- More than 20 implementing partners (IPs), both in Juba and at state level (see Annex 4
for a list of people met);
-- Beneficiaries from six different payams.
• An online survey was held with FAO’s IPs in November 2015, to collect feedback on their
contractual and programmatic relationship with FAO (see Annex 7).
• A dedicated case study of the cash transfer component of FAO’s ELRP was carried out in
Northern Bahr El Ghazal and Warrap States, with a focus on input trade fairs (ITFs) and
nutrition vouchers. Consultations were carried out with beneficiaries from six different
payams (Hackstein, 2016). See Annex 6 for a description of the cash transfer programme
and for the main findings.
• A technical desk review of FAO’s fisheries programme under the ELRP was conducted
through a review of documentation, and through Skype and telephone interviews with
key informants in South Sudan.
• A documentation review was conducted of FAO’s project documents and other relevant
documents from FAO and other organizations.
12

Six members of the evaluation team visited South Sudan from 24 November to 11 December.
As well as holding interviews and reviewing documents in Juba, they visited five states:
Western Bahr El Ghazal, Northern Bahr El Ghazal, Warrap State, Lakes State and Central
Equatoria State.

13

Based on the above data and information sources, the initial findings were analysed jointly
by the team at the end of the country mission. The initial results were shared and discussed
with the FAO South Sudan team in December 2015, and bulleted action points were shared
in early January 2016. FAOSS had already implemented some of the recommendations by
the time this report was finalized.

1.2.3 Constraints
14

There was a limited time frame within which to conduct an evaluation of this ambition
and scope. As a result, the core evaluation team was mainly dependent on interviewing
key informants and on documentation review. The PIA was therefore a valuable source of
information and analysis from the household and community level, as was the cash transfer
case study. Other members of the team were not able to carry out meaningful beneficiary
consultations.

15

Security was also a constraint, limiting the states that the team was able to visit. As a result
of renewed conflict in Central Equatoria State, a planned field trip to Nimule had to be
cancelled. A planned trip to Bentiu was also cancelled, which had intended to evaluate
FAO’s distribution of fuel-efficient stoves.

16

Considering the security and logistical challenges of working in South Sudan, it was
necessary to keep the evaluation team as small as possible. For this reason the team did not
include experts in natural resource management or land tenure; therefore these aspects
of FAOSS’s work were not covered by the evaluation. It was also not possible to recruit a
fisheries expert, although a desk-based review of FAO’s fisheries programme was carried
out.
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2. Background and context
2.1

Context of South Sudan

17

South Sudan has an estimated population of 11.3 million people, half of whom are under
the age of 18. Slightly more than one-quarter of all households are female-headed. It is
estimated that 82 percent of the population is rural, and 78 percent of households rely on
agriculture or animal husbandry as their primary source of livelihood (Livelihoods Analysis
Forum, 2006), although the percentage of urban households may have increased in the
last two years of conflict and displacement. With more than 50 ethnic groups, the sociocultural diversity of South Sudan is high.

Table 1: Key indicators
Population number
(census)

8 260 490

2008

Age distribution

45.8% under 15

2014

Population number
(projected)

11 296 173

2013

Life expectancy at
birth

55 years

2012

Urban composition

18%

2011

Under-five mortality

99/1 000 live
births

2013

Avg. household size

7

2012

Maternal mortality

2054/100 000 live
births

2006

Literacy rate

27%

2009

Malnutrition
prevalence (GAM)

22.70%

2013

Sources: CIA, 2015; NBS, 2012; IFPRI, 2014; ACAPS, 2015
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Although South Sudan is now an independent country, it was previously the southern
part of Sudan and has been characterized by violence and conflict since the 1950s.
Between 1955 and 2005 it experienced two major wars. The root causes of both civil
wars can be generalized as follows: a conflict of cultural identity between the North
and the South; the South’s desire for political autonomy from Khartoum; and control of
resources, especially oil, following its discovery in the 1970s (ODI, 2012). In 2005, a CPA
was signed between the Government of Sudan and the SPLM/A, bringing an end to over
two decades of civil war.

19

Long-term conflict has taken a devastating toll on livelihoods. Farmers reduced their
cultivated area, withdrawing especially from land distant from their homes; access to
markets and social facilities was disrupted; and some livelihood activities, such as fishing
and hunting, were constrained (FAO and WFP, 2010; WFP, 2010). Livestock losses as a
result of the conflict were especially severe during the 1990s. An estimated 40 percent of
families in Northern Bahr el Ghazal lost all of their animals (Catley et al., 2005). The Upper
Nile region (Upper Nile, Jonglei and Unity States) in particular suffered from prolonged
violence in these oil-producing regions. Consequently, these areas remain some of the
most devastated and under-developed in South Sudan, and the process of recovery has
been slower here than in other areas (SLRC, 2012).

20

When South Sudan became an independent state on 9 July 2011, it faced many challenges,
including those related to state-building and consolidation, improving the security situation
and delivering basic services in a country with extremely poor infrastructure.

21

In January 2012, the Government’s decision to halt oil production after Sudan impounded
South Sudan’s oil shipments deprived the state of 98% of its revenues and put it on course
for economic collapse. Conflict flared between the two countries. In September 2012,
after six months of negotiations, Sudan and South Sudan signed nine agreements on oil,
security and co-operation issues. These agreements set the stage for the resumption of oil
production and the creation of a demilitarized border zone.
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22

Little more than two years after independence, in December 2013, fighting broke out
within South Sudan between different factions of government, which quickly escalated
into the ongoing civil conflict with serious ethnic dimensions. Early progress on a political
resolution to this latest conflict has been extremely limited, despite the numerous
regionally-brokered Cessation of Hostilities Agreements (the last one in August 2015) and
ongoing efforts by the Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD).

23

The human and development impact of this latest conflict has been disastrous, with more
than 1.66 million people internally displaced and over 640 000 fleeing the country as
refugees. Conflict, insecurity, market disruption, economic downturn and localized crop
failures have caused record high food prices and hunger has spread to locations that were
previously considered stable. Livelihoods have been decimated by the conflict and by
economic decline, with livestock looted, killed or dying from disease, and crops destroyed
or planting delayed due to violence and displacement. In September 2015, there were an
estimated 3.9 million South Sudanese people who were severely food insecure and 3.6
million considered ‘stressed’. The situation is most alarming in parts of Unity State: by
December 2015 40 000 people were facing extreme lack of food and other basic needs,
leading to starvation, death and destitution (Integrated Food Security Phase Classification
(IPC) Level 5).

24

At the request of the Humanitarian Coordinator on behalf of the Humanitarian Country
Team, and following consultations with the IASC Principals, the Emergency Relief
Coordinator declared a three-month IASC system-wide level 3 (L3) emergency response
to the escalating conflict in South Sudan on 11 February 2014 (IASC, 2014); this was
subsequently extended every six months until December 2015. The declaration resulted
in a host of measures designed to strengthen the humanitarian response, including the
scale-up of surge capacity through the Inter-Agency Rapid Response Mechanism, the
appointment of a Deputy Humanitarian Coordinator, and the allocation of the Central
Emergency Response Fund (IASC, 2014).

Figure 1: Thousands of people in IPC phases throughout the crisis
25

In 2013, South Sudan was the second largest recipient of humanitarian aid (OCHA FTS).
The Humanitarian Country Team and partners launched the comprehensive Strategic
Response Plan 2014-2016 to address ongoing humanitarian needs and improve community
resilience. Given the change in context in December 2013, a Crisis Response Plan was agreed
to replace the Strategic Response Plan as the overarching framework for humanitarian
action in South Sudan for 2014 (IASC, 2014). This focused on the immediate need to save
lives, alleviate suffering and protect livelihoods to prevent a further deterioration in food
security. The Humanitarian Country Team launched a new crisis response plan in 2015 and
2016.
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26

In August 2015, 23 UN agencies, more than 150 international non-governmental
organizations (NGOs), and 140 National NGOs were operating in the different
humanitarian sectors in South Sudan (South Sudan NGO Forum, 2015). The cluster system
was activated in 2010, and was strengthened following the 2013 crisis.

27

With more than 80% of the population living in rural areas (NBS, 2012), agricultural
activities are a crucial element in the economy of South Sudan, accounting for an
estimated 36% of non-oil gross domestic product in 2010 (AFDB, 2012). Traditional
livelihood systems rely on livestock rearing, crop production, fishing, wild food collection,
and trade4. Muchomba and Sharp (2004) state that the success or failure of all livelihood
systems in South Sudan rests on the ability of households to move and to trade. Mobility
allows people to take advantage of seasonal food opportunities in different areas, and
is also crucial for the survival of livestock which depend on regular migrations between
dry and wet season grazing areas. On the other hand, trade (in labour, cattle, and local
products) allows the households to increase wealth and capital, and helps to compensate
for the negative effects of local shocks.

28

According to the 2011 Transitional Constitution of South Sudan, there is a three-tier
structure to government: Government of Southern Sudan, the state governments
and “local governments” within each state. Government capacity at all levels is weak,
and declined further with the economic crisis and outbreak of conflict. Service delivery
should be the domain of local government, but in reality the international community
(UN or NGOs) has filled some of the gaps. Most of these programmes focus more on
immediate and short-term relief than on sustainable approaches to service delivery and
capacity development.

2.2 Description of FAO’s programme in South Sudan
29

FAO has worked in Sudan since 1977. Since South Sudan became independent in July
2011 and its government became a member of FAO in June 2013, FAO had been running
an expanded programme from Juba. During this period its projects fell into two broad
categories: one category designed to promote food security through the provision of
agriculture, livestock and fishery-based assistance; and the second focused on capacity
development of the new South Sudan administration to support policy and programming
for agriculture and rural development. The latter category has two flagship programmes:
the Sudan Institutional Capacity Programme, Food Security Information for Action
(SIFSIA); and the Sudan Productive Capacity Recovery Programme (SPCRP), which started
the farmer field schools.

30

On the eve of the 2013 crisis, FAO was about to launch its Country Programme Framework
(CPF) to guide the Organization’s strategy in South Sudan. In response to the rapid spread
of violence and the resulting L3 emergency declaration, FAO South Sudan revised its
programme to better adapt to the new challenges. FAO developed the ELRP to address
the needs of different livelihood groups affected by the crisis.

31

This triggered a massive expansion of the FAO South Sudan programme, from USD 9
million to USD 14 million in 2012 (excluding old projects under the Sudan office), and
from USD 40 million in 2014 to almost USD 65 million USD in 2015 (see Figure 2 ).

4

16

Cattle form the basis for most social and economic interactions in nearly all areas bar the Tsetse fly infested areas of
the south west, and are vital for dowry.
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Figure 2: Delivery FAO South Sudan
Source: FPMIS 2015
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Since 2014, FAO has endeavored to assist vulnerable households in all ten (now 28) states of
South Sudan by distributing livelihood kits (containing crop seeds, vegetable seeds and/or
fishing equipment), with the aim of boosting food security and protecting the livelihoods of
vulnerable households. According to FAO South Sudan, in 2015 the organization distributed
more than 177 000 staple crop kits (comprising one hoe, one maloda and different crop seeds:
sorghum, maize, groundnuts, cowpeas and sesame); over 154 000 vegetable kits (containing
rakes, sickles, water buckets and different vegetable seeds: okra, tomatoes, kale, watermelon,
onions, eggplant, amaranthus, cabbage, carrot); and more than 150 000 fishing kits (fishing
net, twine, monofilament and hooks).
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FAO’s crop assistance was an expanded version of its seed distribution activities, whereby
large-scale seeds and tools distributions have been undertaken since 2000 to restore the
productive capacities of farmers affected by displacement, food security and natural disaster
such as drought. The programme has evolved over the years. Initially seed was only procured
at the international level, but in the late 2000s (around 2008/09) FAO started the recollection
of seed from local seed producers, farmers or local markets. As access to seed was usually
more of an issue than availability of seed, FAO began to hold ITFs. In 2015, FAO distributed 2
571 tonnes of crop seed, of which 900 tonnes were locally recollected and 306 tonnes were
distributed through ITFs (FAO, ELRP 2016 and CFSAM, 2015).
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The livestock component of FAO’s humanitarian response continued FAO’s focus on animal
health inputs through vaccination and drug treatments. These activities took into consideration
the disruption of normal cattle transhumance patterns and the predicted increased disease
prevalence. Working through implementing partners, FAO planned to improve disease
reporting, the vaccine cold chain and the Community Animal Health Workers (CAHWs)
network; promote cost recovery; and strengthen government support to the network. CAHWs
would then carry out the required vaccination and treatments. From January to November
2014, FAO vaccinated 1.6 million animals and provided treatment to a further 900 000. Over
the same period in 2015, FAO vaccinated 3.9 million animals and treated 1.1 million.
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In 2014, FAO reported that it had supported the livelihoods of more than 400 000
households with different types of interventions. Under the 2015 ELRP, FAO reached 343 000
households – 2.1 million people – through the distribution of livelihood kits, fuel-efficient
stoves, the vaccination and treatment of livestock, training of CAHWs, and setting up a coldchain system for livestock disease control. FAO also introduced some new approaches and
activities, piloting nutrition voucher schemes in different parts of the country; partnering with
International Organization for Migration (IOM), UN Children’s Fund (UNICEF) and World Food
Programme (WFP) to deliver more than 138 000 rapid-response kits (comprising vegetable
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seeds and fishing kits) in areas hard to reach for humanitarian actors; and launching its own
helicopter operation in an effort to improve the delivery and timing of distributions.
36

Committed to a twin-track approach (emergency support in the worst conflict-affected
areas and more development-oriented interventions in less-affected areas), FAO South
Sudan attempted to continue its development programme with the immediate objectives
of: increasing linkages between farmers and traders, strengthening farmer‐based
organizations, and improving access to rural financial services for vulnerable farmers,
herders and fisher-folk. Some development programmes were, however, put on hold
or slowed down when the conflict broke out. Aspects of FAO’s ELRP are intended to
promote resilience-oriented transitional activities and create linkages with FAO’s ongoing
development projects (e.g. the ITFs).
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Indeed, FAO has supported community-based seed multiplication since 2007,
complemented by support to the formal seed sector, with the construction of a seed
laboratory in Yei and support to the Government of South Sudan for the Basic Seed Centre
in Palotaka (CIAT et al, 2010). In addition to other development projects, FAO is currently
implementing a major project, “Zonal Effort for Agricultural Transformation - Bahr El
Ghazal Effort for Agricultural Development (ZEAT-BEAD)”, in collaboration with several
partners (United Nations Industrial Development Organization; Deutsche Gesellschaft
für Internationale Zusammenarbeit, GIZ; and United Nations Office for Project Services).
One of FAO’s component aims is to enhance the capacity of agro dealers and private
service providers to deliver inputs, equipment and services to farmers, including a credit
component for farmers. A second component relates to pastoral and livelihood education.
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Continuing FAO’s commitment to support government capacity to collect, analyze and
use food security data, FAO developed the Agriculture and Food Information Systems for
Decision Support in South Sudan (AFIS) project, building on the former SIFSIA project.
The eruption of armed conflict in December 2013 triggered a major food security crisis
and negatively affected the government’s ability to manage a food security information
system. AFIS responded by modifying its objectives by: continuing to provide partial
implementation of capacity development activities, while scaling up the production of
primary data and analysis to meet the information needs of the humanitarian response;
and developing the IPC analysis, which has since formed the basis of food security and
livelihood response planning by humanitarian partners.
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In terms of resource partners, in the first two years of FAO’s emergency response (2014-2015)
the main donors were the European Union (which was the biggest FAO donor before the
crisis), United Kingdom, United States and Norway. Meanwhile the EU maintained its funding
for development-oriented projects in the more stable areas of the country, including AFIS,
ZEAT-BEAD and other projects in Lakes State and Abyei Administrative Area (see Figure 3).

Figure 3 : Donors funding FAO’s programme in South Sudan in 2014 and 2015
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3. Assessment of FAO’s strategic positioning
40

This chapter starts by reviewing FAO’s mandate and role in a fragile state, in order to
identify appropriate reference points for the evaluation of South Sudan (section 3.2).
It then reviews FAO South Sudan’s strategy documents, in particular the CPF (section
3.3). Section 3.4 explores FAO’s relationship with the Government of South Sudan, and
how it has changed with the changing political context since December 2013. Section
3.5 evaluates FAO’s strategic positioning and leadership to the wider international
humanitarian response, including the Organization’s coordination of the Food Security
and Livelihoods (FSL) cluster, leadership in the agricultural sector, and in relation to the
resilience paradigm. Thus, this chapter addresses evaluation question 3: To what extent is
FAO playing a strategic leadership role, according to its mandate, in the response in South
Sudan, as well as addressing other sub-questions about FAO’s strategic documents and its
relationship with government?

3.1

FAO’s mandate and role in the context of a fragile state

Key finding
• Although FAO has a comparative advantage in working closely with government during
a protracted conflict, this relationship can complicate the Organization’s provision of
humanitarian assistance according to humanitarian principles.
Action point
• FAO headquarters should advise FAOSS on working with the government and nonstate actors, all of which are involved in the conflict, based on FAO’s experiences in other
conflict environments.
41

Although FAO has experience working in contexts of protracted conflict and fragile states,
such as South Sudan, it faces a unique challenge (at least amongst UN agencies). On the one
hand, in accordance with its mandate, FAO works in close partnership with government.
However, the Organization is expected to follow humanitarian principles of humanity,
impartiality, independence and neutrality in its humanitarian work. The recent evaluation
of FAO’s contribution to crisis-related transition captures this well:
“FAO has traditionally and by constitution maintained close partnerships with
government institutions. High levels of trust between FAO and national governments
at times gave FAO a unique position in influencing policy and negotiating on behalf
of the UN Country Team and other development partners, even in difficult crisisrelated contexts. When conditions improve, this prolonged presence of FAO gave it a
special comparative advantage, which is often positive to promote a transition process.
However, in conflict-related contexts that close relationship to governments may be
problematic, running the risk of compromising the application of the Humanitarian
Principles of humanity and neutrality toward vulnerable populations”.
(FAO, 2014: 90)
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5

The State of Food Insecurity in the World report of 2010 considers the broader dilemma
of how different principles can clash in protracted crises (humanitarian principles,
developmental principles and OECD principles for engagement in fragile states5),
concluding that: “there remains a lack of clarity about what operating principles govern
what kind of interventions, and when and where” (FAO and WFP, 2010: 17). For an agency
like FAO these clashes can be part of the reality of day-to-day working in a context such
as South Sudan, which raises the question of how FAO should manage its relationship
with government, and what constitutes an appropriate relationship with government.
The “Framework For Action For Food Security And Nutrition In Protracted Crises”, recently
endorsed by the Committee on World Food Security, does not provide guidance on how
to resolve apparently incompatible principles either in practice or strategically, as the
For example, working to the humanitarian principle of ‘independence’ may be at odds with the OECD fragile states
principle of ‘state-building’

19

Evaluation of FAO’s contribution in South Sudan
resilience agenda encourages greater synergy between humanitarian and development
programming, between the short and the longer-term6. This appears to be left to the
FAO country office to manage as it sees fit, and especially to manage its relationship with
government.
43

While official guidance may be difficult to provide, as this is a highly sensitive and political
issue, there should be more systematic and continuous support from headquarters to
the country office – reassessing the situation, supporting the country office in its conflict
analysis, and adapting the level and nature of the engagement as the situation evolves. FAO
also needs to consider what the appropriate relationship with the government may be in
relation to the positioning of the Humanitarian Country Team, Humanitarian Coordinator
and other UN Agencies. The United Nations Department of Political Affairs and United
Nations Development Programme can also be good sources for political analysis.
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In reviewing how FAOSS has fared in this respect, it is useful to keep in mind another
finding of FAO’s evaluation of transition: that FAO has a tendency to approach its technical
assistance as “neutral, non-political and non-conflictual” (FAO, 2014: 110), paying
inadequate attention to context specificity, conflict sensitivity and “do-no-harm” principles.

3.2 Review of FAO South Sudan’s strategy documents
Key findings
• FAO’s CPF is a solid strategy document which could be strengthened by improving
preparedness, building flexibility into programming that is appropriate to the volatile
context of South Sudan, and ensuring that emergency programming is more informed
by the resilience paradigm.
• There are some missing links between different strategy documents within FAOSS (e.g.
between livestock sector documents and the CPF) and between the CPF and government
strategy (e.g. the South Sudan Comprehensive Agricultural Development Master Plan for
2016 to 2040 (CAMP)).
• FAOSS has invested in a number of analytical exercises that can inform its future strategic
direction.
Action point
FAOSS’s strategy documents should better reflect the volatility of the South Sudan context.
In finalizing the CPF, there are some gaps to be filled, including paying more attention to
preparedness, greater clarity in how FAO intends to engage with key government policies, a
clearer strategic direction for the livestock sector beyond animal health, and stronger statements
on contributing to improved governance and to gender (in terms of promoting the status of
women).
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The key strategy document guiding FAO South Sudan’s programme is the CPF, developed
collaboratively with the government. The CPF was originally drafted in 2013, after an
eighteen-month period of consultation with FAO’s key stakeholders, including the
Ministries of Agriculture, Forestry, Tourism, Animal Resources, Fisheries, Cooperatives and
Rural Development; donors; UN agencies; and civil society. With the outbreak of conflict
in December 2013, the CPF underwent a process of revision to reflect the changed and
changing context, and FAO’s programme adaptations since December 2013. The revised
draft was released towards the end of 2015, and covers the period from January 2016 to
December 20177.
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Overall, the CPF sets out a clear strategic direction, and defines FAO’s priorities for the twoyear period 2016-17 as:

6

Principle 7, for example, is: ‘Strengthen country ownership, participation, coordination and stakeholder buy-in,
and accountability’, yet this could be imcompatible with Principles 4, ‘Protecting those affected by, or at risk of
protracted crises’

7

It was still in draft at the time of this evaluation.
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• Sustainable increase in production and productivity realized;
• Agriculture-based economic growth and incomes increased; and
• Increased resilience of livelihoods to threats and crises.
47

Although the CPF acknowledges that the “country is prone to shocks on a regular basis”
(FAO CPF, 2015: 23), additional clarity is needed on the flexibility that may be required
to move from development to emergency programming within a particular geographic
location due to conflict. The resilience thinking reflected in the CPF appears to relate
more to the longer-term development part of the strategy than to how it will respond
to emergencies, although the latter currently dominates FAO’s programming. To
some extent the annual ELRP defines FAO’s short-term emergency strategy. However,
this could be strengthened in the CPF by providing some basic principles to promote
resilience which could underpin emergency programming (e.g. involving the private
sector in the provision of agricultural inputs, and promoting cost recovery approaches
where possible). This is discussed further in section 4.12 below.
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The CPF reflects some of the lessons learned since December 2013. For example, the
idea that development work needs to be more ‘risk sensitive’, and FAO’s increased
dependence on its partners for delivery of the ELRP. However, one key lesson appears to
be missing: learning from FAO’s low level of preparedness for the December 2013 crisis
(see section 4.2 below). Preparedness for crisis, especially for a sudden deterioration
in security, is poorly addressed in the CPF, with just one mention8. A preparedness
addendum could include logistics and staff security, as well as preparedness to rapidly
scale up its emergency programming.
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The CPF states FAO’s commitment to “provide technical input to the formulation of key
sector policies, strategies and investment plans” (FAO CPF, 2015: 25), but only mentions
the South Sudan Comprehensive Agricultural Development Master Plan for 2016 to 2040
(CAMP) in passing, although this has been developed as the government’s road map over
the past three years. FAOSS provided consultants, in 2013, to support the formulation
of the CAMP, but has been much less involved since. Some senior government officers
expressed their disappointment that FAOSS had not remained more engaged with the
formulation of the CAMP.
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In the livestock sector, FAOSS’s strategy is described in its Livestock Strategy Paper of
March 2015 and in the ELRP 2014-2015, both of which stress the need to support
improved animal health through community-based animal health delivery systems. The
rationale is that livestock owners were experiencing increased disease prevalence due to
lack of veterinary services, abnormal livestock migrations and unnatural concentrations
of livestock, and that disease was both killing livestock and reducing their productivity.
The strategy could draw clearer links on how to implement the broader goals of the FAO
CPF beyond animal health, and to achieve sustainable increases in production and the
agriculture-based economic growth objectives of the CPF. It could also focus on the needs
of households that have lost their livestock and who cannot afford to restock or diversify
their incomes through livestock activities, using the Livestock Emergency Guidelines and
Standards (LEGS) as the reference point9.
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The linkages between livestock development and humanitarian activities could be
strengthened, especially in relation to the resilience strategy. Although the Agro-Pastoral
Field Schools (APFS) do have broader livestock development goals that are aligned with
the CPF priority areas, to date few livestock activities have taken place in the APFS.
Moreover, it is important to clarify how the APFS will link with the FAO livestock strategy
and to FAO livestock expertise.
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FAOSS’s strategy in the crop production sector is defined in two documents: since 2014,
the planned emergency activities have been presented in the annual ELRP; while the
overall integrated strategy for emergency, resilience and development is described in the
CPF. The latter highlights the numerous constraints in the agricultural sector, including

8

Priority 3 of the CPF is aligned with a regional initiative which mentions preparedness

9

LEGS provides a methodology for considering options with local communities and authorities. It also provides a
framework for considering when an intervention should be implemented.
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erratic rainfall and almost non-existent irrigation infrastructure; small areas under
cultivation due to reliance on hand cultivation and limited access to hired labour; limited
technical knowledge of farmers; weakness of agricultural development institutions;
reduced access to inputs; and limited market development. Taken together, these
constraints result in agricultural productivity that is half of Kenya’s, despite the country’s
significant endowment of natural resources.
53

This evaluation covers the main interventions that would be required for the development
of crop production, integrating development, resilience and emergency activities.
Challenges remain regarding how these activities could be properly implemented within
the current context of South Sudan. Over the last two years, the ELRPs are the documents
that mainly guided and structured FAO’s activities in crop production in South Sudan. This
underscores how significantly security has impacted crop production (e.g. by reducing
crop planting due to displacement, disrupting markets and market routes, and increasing
pressure on host communities). The ELRPs highlight the primary activities that FAO has
carried out in the last two years, including the initial direct seed distribution in 2014,
which has evolved into more resilience-oriented activities in 2015 and 2016 (e.g. through
seed multiplication and the ITFs10).
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The ELRPs have become the de facto strategy document guiding much of FAO’s work
since December 2013. They are essentially short documents intended to leverage annual
funding for relatively straightforward emergency activities, such as input distribution and
livestock vaccination, in a situation of acute emergency. They will be well complemented
by the Resilience Strategy (currently under finalization), which should define the more
complex interventions necessary in a protracted crisis. This will provide an opportunity for
FAO to develop its strategic thinking around aspects of its programme such as livestock
production, farmer field schools (FFS), APFS and seed multiplication, which should be
central to building the longer term resilience of farmers.
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Meanwhile, FAOSS has invested in a number of analytical exercises which should inform
and feed into its future strategic planning, including the study on the impact of conflict
on the livestock sector, recently completed, and the study of the impact of conflict on
gender and agricultural production, just started.
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Overall there is strong alignment between the CPF and the Interim Cooperation
Framework (ICF) of the UN Country Team in South Sudan, as FAO played a collaborative
role in drafting the ICF. There are two areas where the ICF seems to go further than FAO’s
CPF. First, in relation to governance, the ICF has ‘strengthened peace and governance’
as one of its outcomes, stating that the peace agreement is an opportunity to start a
new collaboration with the transitional government. Second, while the CPF makes many
references to programming being gender sensitive and the importance of gender equity,
it is less bold in its outcomes as compared with the ICF, which includes ‘improvement of
the status of women and youth’ as one of its outcomes. Increasing FAO’s commitment
in these two areas and thus aligning more closely with the ICF could be addressed when
the CPF is finalized.

3.3 FAO’s relationship with government in South Sudan since Dec 2013
Key findings
• FAO’s overall relationship with central government ministries has changed since
December 2013. It has weakened at the technical level and is not as strong as indicated
in the CPF. The reasons for this include less donor funding for capacity development
and disruption within government departments. This reduced contact and exchange
of information at the technical level may weaken FAO’s comparative advantage in
providing advisory services and engaging the government on policy and strategy,
leading to diminished government capacity.
10 The targets set in these documents are extremely ambitious in scale. For example in 2015 : 100% of households in
IPC 4 and 3 in Greater Upper Nile, 100% of households in IPC 4 and 80% of households in IPC 3 in all other states,
12% of households in IPC 2 across the country for a total of 470 000 households to be assisted. See Section 4.6 for
analysis of how the ITFs have been implemented.
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• FAO has a stronger relationship with the Ministry of Animal Resources and Fisheries
(MARF) and the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries (MAF) at the state level, facilitated
by FAO’s state coordinators. These relationships were important for implementing
development and ELRP programming, as well as improving state level capacity
development. The challenge for FAOSS will be maintaining these relationships after
the current state coordinators are replaced in 2016, and as the number of states is
increased.
Action points
• Despite the current challenges, FAOSS should maintain/strengthen its working
relationship with the central government, guided by good quality and ongoing political
economy analysis. The relationship should be strengthened at the technical level (i.e.
maintaining or increasing regular contact with technical staff in Juba, and exchanging
information about FAO programming)11 through the capacity development of technical
officers, and through policy dialogue.
• The challenges of drafting and managing Letters of Agreement (LoAs) with the
government, in the current context of high inflation and possibly divergent official and
black market exchange rates, need to be addressed by senior management in FAOSS
(ideally in collaboration with other UN agencies)12.
• FAOSS must find a way of maintaining strong and effective relationships at national
and state levels.
57

Before December 2013, FAOSS had a close working relationship with the government.
Since the signing of the CPA, FAO had invested heavily in developing capacity within the
nascent administration, both nationally and at state level, with two flagship programmes:
SPCRP and the SIFSIA. Although both programmes faced challenges, including overambitious objectives for the time periods of the respective projects, they were generally
regarded as having made positive contributions (however it is also clear that capacity
development requires a substantial time commitment in the South Sudan context and
cannot be achieved in just a few years13). Between 2011 and 2012, FAO also provided
institutional, technical and management support to the USD 42 million Southern Sudan
Livestock and Fisheries Development Project (GCP/SUD/061/WBK).
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The events of December 2013 triggered a dramatic change in context, further exacerbated
by the fall in oil prices in 2014. As described above in section 2.1, donors withdrew
their support for capacity development of the central government, and the capacity of
government ministries has plummeted with the economic crisis. Many ministries have
almost no operating budget and staff turnover appears to have accelerated14. The final
report of project 061/WBK comments on the lack of attention by senior staff in the
Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries Industry (MLFI) to training and policy processes, and
the lengthy contracting delays by GOSS. In short, it has become a much more challenging
context for FAO to work closely with government and to engage in capacity development,
especially as many donors explicitly forbid their funds to be used for such purposes.
Despite these constraints, external support from agencies like FAO has become even
more important to national ministries as their operating budgets have disappeared.
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Although FAOSS has maintained a relationship with the central government and continued
to provide some direct support (e.g. to the cold chain infrastructure and training of the
Ministry of Livestock), overall the relationship has weakened since December 2013, as
demonstrated by the following:

11 For example, FAO could agree a minimum level of collaboration with MLFI and with MAF that includes regular
consultation and reporting to all directorates, facilitation of contacts between MLFI, MAF and SMARFs, and
proactive involvement of MLFI and MAF in livestock and agriculture working group meetings respectively
12 To some extent this may now have been resolved as it has been agreed that procurement of good and services can
be done in USD because of the highly volatile economic situation
13 See the respective SIFSIA and SPCRP final evaluations: Nicholson et al (2012) and Majoor et al (2013)
14 For example, senior officials in the National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) said that the CBS received only 0.03% of its
operating budget in 2014/15 although salaries continued to be paid. Most of its activities are currently funded by
international agencies, most of which are UN agencies. The Coordinator of the Food Security Technical Secretariat
(FSTS) has changed at least three times since 2013. Senior technical staff in MLFI have to deal with shortages of
power, phone connections, internet and transport on a day to day basis, making participation in FAO organized
meetings, commonly convened at OCHA or FAO offices difficult to attend. Communication between MLFI and
SMARFs were also severely disrupted.
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• Technical Cooperation Projects (TCP) designed to support government ministries
were reportedly put on hold after the events of December 2013 as FAO focused on
humanitarian interventions (although some have since been restarted15);
• Feedback from government technical officers regarding their contact with FAOSS
included the following:
-- In MAF most contact seems to be at a high level between the FAOR and the Minister,
rather than between technical teams and departmental heads.
-- In MLFI contact levels reflected FAO’s focus on animal health interventions. Whilst
appreciation was expressed for FAO’s support to strengthen disease surveillance
and outbreak control (e.g. the May 2015 South Sudan – Uganda cross border disease
meeting), nearly all senior MLFI officers interviewed reported frustration at the quality
and amount of contact they have had with FAO since 2013. Common complaints
included lack of consultation on strategy and lack of reporting against activities
carried out by FAO-supported NGOs and State Ministries of Animal Resources and
Fisheries (SMARFs). The evaluation team recognizes that these complaints also reflect
the reduced capacity of MLFI to communicate and travel to meetings and to the field.
• Limited reporting of FAO activities, especially its humanitarian activities, to government
ministries, exacerbated by government ministries not being active participants in
cluster coordination fora. MLFI, for example, had little information on the ELRP fishing
kit distribution programme, and its data on livestock vaccination did not include
detailed state and county figures.
• Capacity development activities decreased, especially with MAF. To some extent this
was a deliberate strategy as the AFIS project reoriented after the December 2013 crisis
to become more humanitarian-centric. Much of the data analysis is now done by FAO’s
international AFIS team to meet early warning needs. The decrease in activities was
also a consequence of TCP projects being frozen, and restrictions on what donor funds
could cover. FAO continued to provide livestock disease surveillance training through
AFIS, and this animal health focus is further discussed in sections 3.5.3 and 4.4.2.
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It is also worth noting that no FAO staff are based in central government ministries
(unlike some other UN agencies), but are working from the UN compound. This may
exacerbate the weakening of the relationship, as well as recent controversies over Letters
of Agreement (LoAs) and exchange rates.
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Several new projects began recently, with the MLFI and MAF in particular: (i) from 2015
significant support and training has been provided to the MLFI cold chain for vaccination
activities; (ii) the TCP on land tenure was recently reactivated, as well as TCPs on maize
necrosis and on quinoa production. Nevertheless, a number of technical and high level
government officers expressed their disappointment and frustration with the current
state of working relations between FAO and the central government, and with what
they perceive as FAO’s move away from addressing structural poverty and development
issues. In the future, this could exacerbate risks for the implementation of FAO’s South
Sudan programme, and compromise FAO’s ability to apply its comparative advantage (as
described in both the transition evaluation and the CPF, in terms of ‘provision of advisory
services to the government on policies, investment plans, strategies and regulatory
frameworks which impact food security in the country’ (FAO CPF, 2015:22)). Weakened
technical and capacity development support to officers in central government ministries
could also result in that technical capacity dissipating. It is widely agreed, for example,
both by AFIS staff and by government officials that the Food Security Technical Secretariat
would collapse and disappear without external support from FAO.
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At state level, relationships between FAO and the government are very strong. Both
the state level MARF and MAFs are closely involved in most FAO activities, including
food security data collection; the IPC process supported by AFIS; implementation of
ITFs and FFS, including quality control of seed brought to the ITFs; and implementation
of livestock vaccination campaigns. There also appears to have been more capacity
development support at state level, ranging from food security information to master
trainings in FFS and APFS, to training of veterinary staff in disease surveillance. With FAO
support, the state-level MAFs chair the state-level FSL cluster, and are thus involved in the

15 For example, TCP 3402 intended to support MLFI’s organizational capacity for animal disease reporting and
programme development, and TCP 3403 on agricultural land tenure policy

24

Evaluation of FAO’s contribution in South Sudan
coordination of humanitarian activities. The state-level ministries are the first port of call
for FAO before liaising with the various counties.
63

Much of this support in terms of training, food security data collection, and provision of
equipment, vaccines and medicines to CAHWs is provided through LoAs signed with statelevel MARFs and MAFs. Although there have been problems in implementation of some LoAs
against original work plans, which have caused tensions between FAO and the respective
ministry, the need for developing human capacity outside Juba remains very high.
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FAO’s state coordinators have played an important role in managing FAO-state ministry
relationships, taking on board more tasks than were initially foreseen. Until recently, the
coordinators were located within the respective ministry’s offices. As FAOSS has abolished
the state coordinator role (partly driven by financial pressures), it must now rely on project
managers to maintain these relationships, at a time when the number of states has
increased from 10 to 28 states. This process should be monitored for its effectiveness.

3.4 FAO’s strategic positioning and leadership
Key findings
• FAO has played an exceptional strategic leadership role in the humanitarian response
to the South Sudan crisis, particularly through the leadership provided by the FAO
Representative who subsequently became Deputy Humanitarian Coordinator, and
through FAO’s leadership of the IPC process.
• FAO has also played an important leadership role co-coordinating the FSL cluster.
However, the cluster has been too closely aligned with FAO’s organizational priorities. It
could also have focused more on inclusive and participatory strategic planning, and been
less Juba-centric
• FAO has provided leadership in the agricultural sector, including promoting communitybased animal health services during the response and providing basic training in crop
and vegetable production. This role was valued by the IPs, which look to FAO for
technical guidance.
Action points
• FAO should maintain its leadership of the IPC process, ideally through continuation of
the AFIS project into a second phase.
• As cluster coordination is streamlined from two to one cluster coordinators in Juba, it
is important that the single cluster coordinator ‘removes the agency hat’ and actively
encourages more participation from cluster members in strategic and day-to-day
decision-making.
• Ways of strengthening the input of FSL clusters at state level into strategic planning at
the Juba level should be sought, to counter-balance the tendency for decision-making
and planning to become overly ‘Juba-centric’.
• This would be a good time for the FSL cluster to launch its second online survey regarding
the performance of the cluster. The survey could also collect user feedback on the food
security information and analysis provided and led by AFIS (e.g. on the IPC and other AFIS
outputs).
• FAOSS could strengthen its leadership in the agriculture sector, particularly in seed
security and seed sector development; cost recovery for livestock vaccination and
treatments; marketing and peri-urban livestock production; and promoting cross-border
trade in livestock and cereals with South Sudan’s neighbours.

3.4.1 Overall: FAO’s leadership, and provision of food security information and analysis
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Early in the crisis FAOSS established significant strategic leadership in the humanitarian
response. There appear to have been three key contributory factors.
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First, the skeleton FAO team that remained in Juba when the crisis erupted in December
2013, led by the FAOR, rapidly revised the IPC analysis of July 2013. This analysis was
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supported by the newly established AFIS project and capitalized on the foundations laid
by the former SIFSIA project. The revised IPC analysis was released on 10 January 2014,
providing much-needed data and information on the unfolding crisis and its humanitarian
implications. This was especially useful considering it took weeks for the international
community to realize the extent of the humanitarian impact on South Sudan’s population.
The FAOR presented the IPC analysis to the G6+ (EU country members of the G6 plus
international organizations) in February 2014 in Nairobi, establishing early on FAO’s
leadership in analysis and understanding of the food security implications. This raised the
profile of the IPC and its potential role, and it has continued to influence the narrative on
the humanitarian consequences of the crisis. FAO has done a good job of making the IPC
an inclusive process, headed by government through the IPC Technical Working Group in
Juba. It is now widely used, nationally and internationally, as an indication of the severity of
the humanitarian crisis as well as for targeting relief resources.
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Second, the FAOR played an influential strategic leadership role within the wider
international aid community, bolstered by high-level support from Rome (see section 5.1).
The FAOR’s in-depth knowledge of South Sudan gave her a high degree of credibility. In
addition, the FAOR played a leadership role within the UN Country Team, and was eventually
nominated deputy Humanitarian Coordinator in early April 2014. This dual role increased
FAO’s profile, especially among donors, and bolstered FAO’s strategic leadership position.
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Third, and related to both of these factors, FAOSS ensured from the beginning that
livelihood support was placed centre-stage in the humanitarian response, launching
the multi-dimensional and multi-sectoral ELRP early in 2014. It ensured that livelihood
support to affected communities was a key objective in the greater multi-sectoral Crisis
Response Plan validated by the government on 3 February 2014. This avoided what often
happens when livelihood support trails other life-saving relief programming such as food
distribution16. As FAO stayed and delivered, this translated into a significant proportion
of the overall humanitarian response being channeled into livelihoods. Data from the UN
Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs’ (OCHA’s) Financial Tracking Service
indicates the following proportion of humanitarian funding was spent on food security
and livelihoods through the FSL cluster: 2014, 52%; 2015, 31%; 2016, 48%17.
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Thus, FAO has played an exceptional strategic leadership role in South Sudan’s high profile
humanitarian crisis, similar to the leadership role it played during the Somalia famine in
201118. This kind of strategic positioning and leadership is unusual for FAO, which is generally
viewed as more of a development actor, with a smaller role than the WFP or UNICEF during
humanitarian crises. In the words of one donor representative: “FAO is one of the most
important UN agencies, especially in delivering food security. It is the lead agency in ringing
the (early warning) bell… They’re on top of it”. If food insecurity deteriorates to famine
levels in the conflict-affected states, FAO may face serious challenges in continuing this
leadership role and its promotion of the IPC – particularly if this is contested by government
(see section 5.2 below).

3.4.2 Cluster coordination
70

Together with WFP, FAO has co-chaired the South Sudan FSL cluster. The cluster has
a membership of over 90 NGOs, more than half of which are national NGOs, providing
an important forum for discussion, dialogue and partnership between national and
international actors. Most of the national NGOs are also partners of FAO and WFP. Although
the Ministry of Agriculture is invited to the cluster meeting and sometimes attends, the
government’s participation at the Juba level is limited; in the FSL cluster meeting minutes,
the first official presentation by the government was on 2 September 2015, on the Food
Security Council by its Secretary-General. Otherwise, the government’s involvement has
been mainly in the IPC validation process.
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Cluster meetings appear to be well-attended, especially by national NGOs, and the
evaluation team obtained positive feedback about the role of the FSL cluster from NGOs

16 As happened, for example, in the response to the Darfur crisis ten years earlier
17

Until 26th February 2016, so this percentage may change

18 See FAO Somalia evaluation
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and donor members. A short participatory exercise with cluster members conducted by the
evaluation team revealed generally positive feedback against the cluster’s six objectives,
less in relation to its advocacy role than, for example, its role in monitoring and reporting,
and in influencing strategic decision-making. The last survey canvassing the perspectives of
all cluster members on cluster performance was carried out in 2014.
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The cluster seems to have performed best in information sharing. This includes the
provision of regular updates from AFIS and Vulnerability Analysis and Mapping on the food
security situation, and informing partners of upcoming tasks. There has been a tendency
for information flows to be one-way, from the cluster secretariat and from WFP and FAO to
cluster members, rather than the other way round.
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A number of members of the FSL cluster interviewed by the evaluation team commented on
how the FAO and WFP co-chairs had difficulty “taking their respective agency hats off” to
play a more neutral coordinating role. The fact that both FAO and WFP are the main actors
in the FSL pipeline does not help to separate FAO’s role outside and inside the FSL cluster.
In this respect, the FSL cluster became the de facto forum for FAO and WFP’s implementing
partners, as expressed by a number of key informants e.g. “The food security cluster is
mainly about FAO and its implementing partners”; “Too often the cluster coordinator is
also representing the agency paying his salary. This should not be like this”19.
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The Agriculture Working Group thus became the de facto forum for FAO to liaise with
its partners, according to its programme and the agricultural calendar20. These blurred
coordination/agency boundaries became more evident when there were inter-agency
tensions between FAO and WFP, which spilled over into cluster coordination meetings.
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The appointment of a full-time NGO co-chair21 was an attempt to rebalance the power
dynamics and dominance of the cluster by the two UN agencies. The NGO co-chair
has fulfilled its function of being more accessible to IPs, but overall has been unable to
counteract the dominant influence of the two UN agencies. There have been occasions
when one UN agency has overridden a more inclusive process. For example, the process of
feeding into the Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP) in the last quarter of 2015 (see below),
which many agencies felt was rushed and did not allow adequate consultation.
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The size of cluster meetings are a constraint to more strategic discussions taking place
in this forum. Instead, most strategic thinking and planning is carried out in sub-groups,
especially in the Strategic Advisory Group (SAG)22. More technical discussions take place in
the working groups such as agriculture, livestock, cash and food assistance.
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Although the Livestock Working Group appears to have confined its discussions to
coordination of animal health activities, pipeline (supply) and cold chain updates, the
range of livestock activities implemented by NGOs in South Sudan is much broader (see
Figure 1). There may be relevant lessons from the Livestock Working Group in Central
African Republic (CAR), which addressed a broader range of livestock activities23. The
Livestock Working Group meetings in Juba were primarily attended by FAO IPs, with
the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and MLFI occasionally attending. The
meetings were held regularly and reportedly provided a useful function.
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Both the Livestock and Agriculture Working Groups provided some training to their
members. For example, the Livestock Working Group provided training on ‘Disaster
Risk Reduction and Management’ and ‘Tick Borne Diseases’ in December 2015, and the
Agriculture Working Group provided basic training in vegetable and crop production. ICRC
conducted a number of LEGS trainings, but FAO was not involved and did not appear to be
promoting it despite accredited LEGS trainers being available in the region.

19 From interviews with staff of IPs
20 See the Minutes of the Agriculture Working Group, 28 August 2014.
21 Voted in by the FSL cluster members, and provided by Mercy Corps in 2015 and by Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC) in 2016
22 Members of the Strategic Advisory Group (SAG) at the time of the evaluation were: FAO, WFP, World Vision, Mercy
Corps, Christian Mission for Development and one national NGO
23 See the ‘Termes de Reference du Groupe Technique de Travail sur la Transhumance en RCA’ from CAR

27

Evaluation of FAO’s contribution in South Sudan
79

At the state level, the FSL clusters appear to have played an important coordination role,
both avoiding duplication and promoting coverage, but do not manage to have had much
input into strategic discussions at the national level in Juba. This was particularly the case
for FSL clusters operating in the SPLM/IO area, where movement in and out of these areas
is quite irregular and their voices are not being adequately heard in Juba.

Figure 4: Key areas of intervention of NGOs working in the livestock sub-sector (CAMP, 2015)
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As highlighted by the Inter-Agency Humanitarian Evaluation of Response (IAHE) to
Conflict in South Sudan, a hurried and less inclusive process for drawing up plans was
more understandable in the early stages of the crisis. However, by 2015 the process
should have been much more inclusive, also of perspectives from state level, in drawing
up the Humanitarian Response Plan (Clarke et al, 2015: 27).
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From 2016 there will only be one cluster coordinator, provided by FAO. This is an
opportunity to ‘take off the agency hat’, and to develop a more inclusive and participatory
approach to cluster discussions and especially decision-making.

3.4.3 Leadership in the agricultural sector
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FAO naturally has a leadership role to play in the agricultural sector for two reasons.
First, because of its history in the sector, for example in 2001 it took over coordination
of livestock activities under Operation Lifeline Sudan (OLS), and specifically the provision
of animal health and disease surveillance services using a large network of CAHWs
managed by NGOs and supported by the humanitarian wing of the SPLA 24. This gives
FAO a strong track record and long-term sectoral experience. Second, FAO is currently the
main actor in the agriculture sector in South Sudan, in terms of programme size, as the
main provider of agricultural inputs in the humanitarian response, and as co-coordinator
of the FSL cluster.
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FAO has fulfilled a positive leadership role in the livestock sector since December 2013
(see Box 1). In the crop sector, FAO has provided technical input through basic training in
crop and vegetable production.

24 In 2001 there were approximately 1,400 active CAHWs supervised by 180 Animal Health Auxiliaries, Stockpersons
and Veterinary Assistants, and supported by 35 veterinarians and livestock officers working for 12 NGOs and FAO
(Jones et al, 2016).
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Box 1: Examples of positive leadership provided by FAO in the livestock sector since Dec 2013
• FAO’s livestock team demonstrated leadership in community-based animal health service
provision, building on disease outbreak information collected by SIFSIA and subsequently funded
by AFIS; rapidly establishing and training a network of IPs that included a significant number
of national organizations and SMARFs; utilizing existing CAHW training materials; selecting
appropriate vaccines, drugs and cold chain equipment; and providing a coordinating platform
through the livestock working group. FAO has also produced several animal health strategy
documents and livestock alerts for donors.
• FAO showed leadership with the livestock value chain analysis carried out in 2014 (Kinyanjui
et al 2014). The analysis was used to engage with several local producer groups and SMARF in
Eastern Equatoria. One of the outputs of the study was the planning of a large slaughter slab
facility. Construction of this slab has been delayed by the need for an environmental impact
assessment. Although the original proposal had not foreseen the need for an environmental
impact assessment, such an assessment is considered to be a good practice.
• FAO has shown leadership in commissioning the study on the impact of conflict in the livestock
sector, in 2015, providing an analysis of use and relevance to humanitarian and development
actors.
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There are a number of ways in which FAOSS could further strengthen its leadership in
the agriculture sector, and there is evidence that this would be welcomed by IPs who are
looking to FAO for technical leadership beyond emergency input distribution and basic
training as part of the rapid response.
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FAOSS could play a stronger strategic role in relation to seed security and seed sector
development. For example, despite the large amount of seed distributed by FAO and its IPs,
the capacity to understand seed security and to design appropriate seed relief interventions
remains quite weak in the humanitarian community. FAO could play a stronger leadership
role, strengthening local capacities on seed security assessment methodologies and
building a consensus on appropriate seed relief interventions. This process was begun in
2010, through the implementation of the comprehensive Seed System Security Assessment
(SSSA), in collaboration with CIAT and many national and international NGOs. In 2014,
about 15 officers from FAO, NGOs and government were trained in SSSA with support
from the regional resilience team in Nairobi. This led to the implementation of the SSSA in
Northern Bahr-el-Ghazal (NBEG).
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In 2015, two trainings were conducted in Nairobi and seven officers from South Sudan
participated. The SSSA methodology evaluates seed availability in areas where ITFs are
planned, but is not the basis on which to design most interventions. At the corporate level,
FAO has greatly strengthened its capacity in the implementation of SSSA, resulting inter
alia in the publication of a Seed Security Assessment Practitioner’s Guide. FAO should
continue to promote the use of the SSSA as good practice for its operations and for the
humanitarian community, especially through training based on these guidelines and the
organization of joint SSSAs. Alternative seed security interventions, such as ITFs should
continue to be promoted by developing training modules based on FAO’s experience in
implementing these fairs in the context of South Sudan.
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In the livestock sector FAO could have provided stronger leadership on cost recovery for
vaccination and treatments since December 2013. There appears to be confusion within
FAO on the best way to handle cost recovery in a chronic emergency situation, and
insufficient guidance was provided to partners. As a result, decisions on cost recovery were
left to local IPs and opportunities for innovation, learning, discussion and advocacy were
missed. While the evaluation recognizes that cost recovery is not a simple matter (bearing
in mind the weakness of the private sector in South Sudan, fluctuating currency exchange
rates, and challenging and often insecure supply conditions (Mosel and Henderson 2015)),
it is worth noting that in similarly challenging conditions OLS came up with workable
mechanisms for payment and utilization of cost recovery funds (Tunbridge 2005). In more
stable areas, FAO could have played a stronger role on broader livestock initiatives such as
live animal marketing, restocking, peri-urban livestock production, feeding livestock and
use of livestock as draught animals.
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In trade and markets in general, FAO South Sudan is uniquely placed to play a strategic
leadership role in promoting cross-border trade with South Sudan’s neighbours,
including Sudan, in collaboration with FAO offices in those neighbouring countries.
This should include livestock and cereals. For livestock, FAOSS has already taken steps to
control transboundary livestock disease between South Sudan and Uganda, for example
through mechanisms for information-sharing to report on diseases and outbreaks,
agreed at a high level meeting at the end of April/ early May 201525. FAOSS recently
worked with MAF in developing a surveillance system for Maize Lethal Necrosis Disease.
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Many of these opportunities relate to longer term strategic thinking, which is particularly
appropriate (and needed) for areas of South Sudan that experience greater stability, and
relevant to the objective of promoting resilience.
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In the fisheries sector, FAO has played a leadership role in providing fishing kits as a
key part of the emergency livelihoods response, as explained in section 4.9 below. This
activity, however, has not yet been supported by a precautionary approach to fisheries
management, informed by sustainability concerns: a lack of reliable information is a key
constraint to the planning and implementation of fisheries policies, an issue that should
now be addressed two years into the conflict.

3.4.4 Leadership in resilience in South Sudan
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The political will to build resilience to drought emergencies was triggered by the 2010/11
drought in the Horn of Africa which affected 13 million people, causing loss of livelihoods
and famine in some areas. In late 2011 IGAD was asked by heads of state to develop
a strategic plan to guide and harmonize programmes to end drought emergencies in
the region. This culminated in the formulation of the IGAD Drought Disaster Resilience
and Sustainability Initiative (IDDRSI). Informed by the IDDRSI, each IGAD member state
developed their Country Programming Paper (CPP), a 15-year strategy that identifies areas
for intervention at both national and the regional level to sustainably build resilience
to drought. FAO’s Investment Centre from Rome has played a key technical role in the
development of the South Sudan IDDRSI CPP that was finalized in March 2014 (IGAD
2014). The South Sudan CPP cites two FAO projects which it builds upon, the SIFSIA/
AFIS project and the “Sustainable food security through community based livelihood
development and water harvesting” project (068/CA).
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Concurrently, FAO headquarters developed and tested the Resilience Index Measurement
and Analysis model, an econometric approach, in Jonglei and Upper Nile. More recently,
FAO played a prominent role in the collaborative Resilience Context Analysis (RCA)
carried out by UN agencies and other development partners with the Government of
South Sudan between April and August 2015. FAO/AFIS was a key source of data, through
the Food Security and Nutrition Monitoring System (FSNMS)26. FAOSS has also started
rolling out the self-evaluation and holistic assessment of climate resilience of farmers and
pastoralists (SHARP) tool in South Sudan.
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Thus, FAO has played an important role to date in contributing to resilience analysis
and thinking in South Sudan, and is potentially in a strong position to provide further
leadership on resilience, capitalizing on its natural leadership role in the agricultural
sector, its strong strategic positioning within the South Sudan humanitarian response,
and its track record internationally in promoting the resilience paradigm. Indeed, a
number of key informants, including NGO staff interviewed for this evaluation, indicated
they would welcome FAO playing such a leadership role. In the words of one donor
representative, “there is an open space for FAO on resilience”.

25 This had been preceded by a cross-border meeting between South Sudan, Uganda, and Ethiopia in November 2014
to discuss control of trade-related Transboundary Animal Diseases.
26 The FSNMS is a collaborative effort involving over 35 organizations (ROSS, UN, NGOs and CBOs) that aim to conduct
periodic food security assessments at national and state levels to monitor trends and changes in key food security
and nutrition indicators over time.
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FAOSS appears willing and ready to step into this role, but it has been hampered by a lack
of “thinking space”27. The emergency delivery mode has tended to dominate the technical
teams, and knowledge and understanding of resilience amongst many FAOSS staff is not
high. There has thus been a gap between FAO’s corporate expertise on resilience and its
capacity at country-level to engage with, and lead the discussion on resilience, although
there is evidence that this is now changing. Since the fieldwork for this evaluation was
carried out, a team of FAOSS senior staff gathered in Nairobi to draft a resilience strategy for
FAOSS for 2016 to 2018. This should help the FAOSS office to shift from analysis of resilience
to strategies that can be implemented to build resilience, guided by a clear framework. It
should also strengthen FAOSS’s ability to play a strategic leadership role in resilience in
South Sudan. Livestock and agro-pastoralist production systems are likely to be central to
this, considering the following finding:
“Resilient households had statistically more livestock and livestock-related income sources
indicating that the pastoral economy, still a mainstay of production and society in much of
South Sudan, provides means for households to withstand shocks” (RCA, 2015: 6).
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A number of FAO’s existing livestock- and crop-related interventions can play a key role in a
resilience strategy for South Sudan, whether implemented by FAO IPs or others. This is also
an opportunity to develop strategic thinking and action on sustainable natural resource
management related to the provision of goods and services, as well as managing and
reducing resource-based conflict. See section 4.13 for further analysis of FAO’s resilience
programming.

27 With the exception of the AFIS team, whose expertise is primarily applied to data collection and analysis
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4. Assessment of FAO’s contributions
96

This chapter evaluates across FAOSS’s emergency and development projects in South Sudan
in order to assess:
• How prepared was FAOSS for the crisis that erupted in December 2013 (section 4.2)?
• How well did the programme adapt to the change in context (section 4.3)?
• How relevant was FAO’s programming and what areas of work could be strengthened
(section 4.4)?
• What has been the coverage of FAO’s humanitarian and development programming
(including targeting) (section 4.5)?
• How effective have its interventions been (section 4.6)?
• How has FAO developed capacity, with a particular focus on its IPs (section 4.7)?
• What evidence is there of the impact of FAO’s interventions (section 4.8)?
• How sustainable are FAO’s interventions (section 4.9)?
• How coherent is FAO’s programming across its development and humanitarian work
(section 4.10)?
• How has it addressed cross-cutting issues of gender (section 4.11) and Accountability
to Affected People (section 4.12)?
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The chapter ends with a concluding section on what this means for moving toward a
more resilience-oriented paradigm (section 4.13).
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The chapter mainly addresses evaluation question 2 and its sub-questions, on the extent
to which FAO emergency and development projects in South Sudan are relevant and
connected, and the extent to which they incorporate the corporate Strategic Objective
focusing on resilience (SO5).

4.1

Crisis preparedness

Key finding
• Along with most of the development/humanitarian community, FAO was insufficiently
prepared for the sudden outbreak of conflict in December 2013.
Action points
• Preparedness and contingency planning based on likely future scenarios should be
built into the programme, learning from FAOSS’s experience in December 2013. This
should include:
• Stepping up staff security measures to ensure that all staff could be traced quickly in
the event of a sudden deterioration in security.
• Implementing manageable security protocols in the field regarding staff travel, which
should be monitored.
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This section explores how prepared FAOSS was for the December 2013 crisis, and what
lessons can be drawn from that experience.
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Since South Sudan became independent in 2011 there had been widespread optimism
within the international aid community about the prospects for development. By
early December 2013 a three-year CAP had just been completed for 2014 to 2016,
with predictions that the humanitarian situation would stabilize in 2014 with slight
improvements in overall food security and falling displacement. Indeed, only a few days
before the crisis erupted, on 4 and 5 December 2013, the Government of South Sudan had
hosted a “South Sudan Investment Conference” in Juba, with the objective of showcasing
to local, regional and international investors the business and investment opportunities
in South Sudan. The conferenced focused on diversification and emphasized priority
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areas including crop production, livestock and fisheries. The overly optimistic perspective
of South Sudan has since been questioned28.
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FAOSS shared the overall sense of optimism. Project proposals submitted in 2013 (e.g. the
AFIS proposal) contained weak or no risk assessments, with one project document stating
that “for the first time since the 1970s, development was a possibility in South Sudan”29.
The office was staffed accordingly, with a focus on development and nation-building
rather than emergencies. Although it may have been extremely difficult to predict the
timing of the crisis, the volatility of the context was better understood. However, there
had been no scenario planning for a deterioration in security. In the words of one senior
FAO manager, “we were unforgivably unprepared”, especially in terms of staff security,
and it subsequently took FAOSS some weeks to trace all of its national staff. It also had
to gear up its emergency response from a very low base. FAO was not alone in its lack of
preparedness. As the IAHE reports on the wider humanitarian community, ‘There were
no previously prepared inter-agency contingency plans available to help kick-start the
response when events started to unfold in December 2013” (Cooke et al, 2015:29).
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The mass exodus of aid personnel when fighting broke out in Juba, compounded by
evacuation of staff from the worst-affected states (Jonglei, Upper Nile and Unity) meant that
“the potential response capacity had been crippled and would take time to recover” (ibid:30).
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As volatility is an enduring hallmark of South Sudan and a further eruption of violence
could happen again in 2016, FAO’s experience in December 2013 offers valuable lessons,
with immediate implications for (i) how development projects are planned in the
current context, requiring much more realistic risk assessments and contingency plans;
(ii) preparedness measures for staff security; and (iii) developing and operationalizing
the resilience strategy to reflect the volatility of South Sudan and the flexibility in
programming this demands.
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The evaluation team was particularly concerned that the second lesson (ii) did not appear
to have been acted upon, raising doubts about whether FAO would be able trace its staff
any more quickly now than it did at the end of 2013. During fieldwork for this evaluation,
it was not apparent that security protocols were being adhered to, nor were they being
monitored30.

4.2 Adaptability of programming to the crisis
Key findings
• Despite not being well prepared for the eruption of conflict in 2013, and the absence
of a resilience strategy, FAOSS demonstrated impressive and rapid adaptability in much
of it its programming, launching the ELRP and adapting AFIS. There is valuable learning
that FAO can draw from this experience.
Action points
• Longer-term development programmes (e.g. ZEAT-BEAD) must be planned with a high
level of adaptability, based on a realistic assessment of likely future scenarios, so that
they can be flexible in implementation if security deteriorates. FAOSS may have to
advocate for this kind of flexibility with some of its donors.
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What FAOSS lacked in preparedness, it made up for in the early adaptability of some of its
programming. First, FAOSS quickly produced an updated IPC in January 2014, as described

28 Some researchers highlighting that:‘Concerns and warnings about the role that patronage and ethnicity play in
South Sudan’s politics, as well as calls to better understand the causes of vulnerability, power relations, and drivers
of instability, were largely ignored as the international community focused on less complex and more positive
technical ‘fixes’’. (Pantuliano, 2014:1)
29 Improved Food Security and Livelihood Development for Agro-pastoralist Communities in Northern Bahr el Ghazal
and Warrap States, FAO project document, GCP/SSD/006/SWI, p.2.
30 See Hackstein, 2016, section 4.5.2
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above. Meanwhile the AFIS project rapidly reoriented to the change in context with a
revised inception report in February 2014 (FAO – revised inception report for AFIS, 2014).
Box 2 captures some of the adaptations AFIS made. This may have been easier because the
AFIS project was still in the early months of implementation, but it also demonstrates the
importance of flexibility in a context as volatile and unpredictable as South Sudan.
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The rapid design of the ELRP and adoption of a programme approach early on are further
examples of FAOSS’s adaptability, as well as its learning from the experience of FAO
Somalia when it scaled up its response to the 2011 famine. This programme approach has
been an important means of facilitating dialogue between FAO and the humanitarian
and donor communities in South Sudan since early 2014.
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To some extent FAO was able to draw upon the knowledge and experience of its national
staff, especially those who had participated in OLS and the emergency responses
implemented after the CPA (although, as described in section 5.3 below, their knowledge
and expertise were only partially utilized). This was more evident in the livestock sector,
where FAO rapidly recognized the potential role of CAHWs and recruited a cold chain
specialist to design appropriate cold chain systems for remote locations, replacing those
that were broken or lost.

Box 2: Examples of appropriate adaptations made by the AFIS project to the change in
context after December 2013
• The project re-oriented to ensure it was able to serve the international humanitarian community
as well as government, with strengthened links to the FSL cluster;
• As well as building the capacity of South Sudanese institutions, the project made provisions to fill
critical gaps by mobilizing the AFIS Project Support Unit (PSU) and State Coordinators, as needed;
• The project placed more emphasis on building the government’s capacity in crisis management
and response planning as a “risk management measure”;
• The project recognized its role in the changed context: providing a “unique coordination
mechanism in the country in the field of information systems able to bring together the different
fragmented channels that lead to the collection, dissemination and analysis of data, avoiding
duplications and building complementarities” (FAO, 2014: 12-13); maintaining the “continuity
of the information system and capacity building work with the response to the crisis”; and
maintaining open channels to reinvigorate partnerships during and after the crisis.
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In terms of delivery mode, FAO observed and acted upon the need for local IPs to
complement international NGOs, in order for wide geographical coverage to be achieved.
FAO also built on good relations with SMARFs developed during the SPCRP project,
formulating LoAs with eight of them. Through the AFIS project and in collaboration
with MLFI, FAO was able to rapidly monitor disease outbreak reports and provide follow
up during 2014 (VSF-Swiss/FAO 2014). Similarly, FAO and MLFI mapped and reported
abnormal livestock movements and provided livestock alerts to update donors and
partners on the increasingly serious livestock situation (FAO 2014 – Livestock Alert).
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FAOSS made good use of the experience and lessons learned from FAO Somalia’s
experience of scaling up rapidly in response to the 2011 famine (e.g. by adopting
a programme approach). The livestock team leader at the outset of the crisis had
considerable experience with emergency livestock operations in Somalia, which
contributed to the rapid formulation of animal health-oriented humanitarian proposals,
also drawing on the results of the inter-agency Initial Rapid Needs Assessments and
existing SIFSIA/AFIS reports on the livestock disease situation.
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Much of FAOSS’s development programming was put on hold or reoriented when
the crisis erupted, as FAO staff became fully engaged in the ELRP. An example of a
development programme being adapted to the emergency context is the Canadian
funded programme for building hafirs, which has been changed to funding emergency
drought-related interventions in Pibor and Eastern Equatoria. This project was recently
reactivated, in this instance demonstrating donor adaptability as well.
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4.3 Relevance of FAO’s interventions and missed opportunities
Key findings
• Direct distribution of crop and vegetable seed is relevant in conflict-affected states
when farmers still have access to land; however, the locations chosen for seed relief
interventions are presently based on food security information, which is not a relevant
indicator of seed security. There have been very limited assessments of seed security
except in Northern Bahr El Ghazal. The implementation of ITFs in Northern Bahr el
Ghazal is well adapted to address the lack of access to seed, which is probably the main
seed security issue in areas less affected by conflict. The implementation of wide-scale
direct seed distribution in these areas should be reassessed.
• Strengthening seed production is relevant. The seed multiplication projects
implemented in 2014 and 2015 had weak links to seed marketing and ITFs, and the
ITFs in Northern Bahr El Ghazal could be better linked to efforts to strengthen the seed
multiplication capacity of local seed vendors.
• Some of the vegetable seed varieties distributed in the ELRP kits were unknown to
farmers and not used in certain cases, especially in the absence of extension support.
• Cassava was mostly neglected despite its importance in parts of South Sudan. The
logistics of providing cassava locally can be addressed (see below).
• FAOSS’s work in the livestock sector, particularly its animal health initiatives, was
very relevant to needs, although the same animal health response was rolled out in
all states and in the Abyei area, whether they were in crisis or not. There have been
significant gaps in strategy and scope. The APFSs have yet to do significant livestock
work. Initiatives should be developed for farmers who have lost their livestock, and
to adequately address the economic opportunities livestock offer. FAO could consider
innovative solutions such as beekeeping and peri-urban livestock, as well as small
ruminants and poultry production.
• FAOSS’s food security information work, through AFIS, has been highly relevant in
providing early warning, informing the humanitarian response, and capturing some
longer-term trends and changes that ultimately affect food security.
Action points
• Seed relief interventions should be based on specific seed security assessments
in addition to food security information, taking into account local conditions. Full
SSSAs can be carried out in accessible areas and more qualitative information can be
collected in less accessible areas. Direct seed distribution of imported seed should
only happen where there are seed availability issues (e.g. crop failure associated with
market disruption, and in areas most affected by the conflict). FAO should not engage
in large-scale seed purchases without a realistic assessment of whether it is possible to
purchase and deliver seed on time. If FAO cannot deliver seed or ITFs on time, it should
consider a range of options including reducing/changing its target or not delivering.
• Introducing new crops and varieties during emergency operations is challenging
and should be carefully considered, especially if adequate extension support is not
available. Building a database of varieties and crops used in different agro-ecological
zones would support planning and preparedness for future interventions.
• Interventions to improve local access to good quality planting material of cassava
should be considered in future interventions, for example through the introduction of
cassava cuttings in ITFs in the Green Belt area to avoid the challenges of transporting
cassava over long distances.
• Ways of supporting livelihoods that take account of wider conflict dynamics should be
explored, for example:
-- there could be greater emphasis on using livestock interventions for conflict
resolution between groups at local level, through the provision of feed, minerals and
water supplies;
-- provide support for peri-urban agriculture, recognize the change in settlement
patterns associated with the conflict, and learn from FAO’s current project on periurban agriculture;
-- support the displaced when they start to leave the Protection of Civilians sites (POCs) and
camps to return home after peace is restored.

35

Evaluation of FAO’s contribution in South Sudan
• Food security information systems could be strengthened and made more relevant
through:
-- Strengthening the monitoring of livestock production, value chains and markets,
fisheries systems and the livelihoods of those dependent on them;
-- Exploring how to integrate seed security assessment into the FSNMS.

4.3.1 Relevance of FAO interventions in conflict-affected states: Greater Upper Nile
111

Many components of the ELRP were highly relevant to the parts of South Sudan and to
communities worst affected by the crisis after December 2013, particularly in Greater Upper
Nile. Direct seed distribution of cereal crops and vegetables was a central component of
the response. The decision to carry out direct seed distribution was mainly based on food
security information, with the objective of targeting 100% of households in IPC4 and 80%
of households in IPC3. Distribution of vegetable seeds featured prominently in 2015 in
conflict-affected states, especially in Unity State (138 000 vegetable kits were delivered
by air and distributed in 2015). These emergency interventions appear to have been
relevant to the conditions in Greater Upper Nile, characterized by massive displacement,
the disruption of markets, wide-scale food insecurity and limited crop production for two
seasons. It is highly likely there was a widespread problem of seed availability.
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The decision to provide vegetable seed to the most affected states seems particularly
appropriate, focusing on short-cycle crops that can be grown close to the homestead
and that could improve nutrition (see also Hackstein, 2016). The limited access to land in
some areas may have resulted in limited seed use, especially for field crops. Beneficiaries
indicated that while the distribution and composition of the livelihood kits were generally
appreciated31, the fishing32 and vegetable kits were welcomed more than the crop kits,
partly because the cereal seeds reached communities too late in relation to the start of
the rainy season. Furthermore, dry spells compromised yields in 2015, and violence and
insecurity limited mobility and cultivation of more distant cereal land.
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The composition of the vegetable seed kits was not entirely appropriate in the 2014 and
2015 ELRPs, as mentioned in the ELRP lessons learned documents (FAO, 2014; FAO, 2015)33.
While some vegetable seeds such as okra were highly appreciated, the PIA describes
how some others, such as eggplant, onion, and watermelon, were unfamiliar in many
of the communities (FAO, 2015: 47). Emergency situations are not an appropriate time
to introduce new varieties and especially new crops, if these activities are not supported
by adequate extension. Such innovations could be considered when there is a training
component in which new varieties/crops can be tested in demonstration plots, or in FFS
by farmers themselves; they are not, however, feasible in the middle of violent conflict.
Technical leaflets on how to grow a specific crop or variety are necessary but not sufficient
to accompany the introduction of new varieties, and even less so for new crops. Future seed
relief interventions should consider this principle. Maintaining a database of varieties and
crops used in the different agro-ecological zones is essential for planning and preparedness
for future interventions.
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The states most affected by the conflict have a large and widespread network of water
courses (OED 2015). Before the crisis, households relied on fishing to compensate for
inadequate agricultural production, or for other shocks affecting their food security. Thus,
fishing became an important source of livelihood and food to many of the worst-affected
households during the conflict. The distribution of fishing kits was therefore highly relevant,
supporting and amplifying this coping strategy and contributing to food security in terms
of both availability and utilization of food by beneficiaries. Surplus fish caught became an
important source of income. In Akobo, for example, caught fish contributed to both direct
household consumption and income from sales.

31 Rapid Post Distribution Monitoring (RPDM) Summary Report, FAO South Sudan, 13 August 2014 and PDM update,
FAO South Sudan, Jan-August 2015.
32 FAO participated to the distribution of a larger critical kit (IOM, WFP, UNICEF and FAO) which occurred in Unity
State in 2015. The kit was mainly composed of fishing equipment (fishing hooks, monofilament and twine, shortcycle okra seeds) as it was the most appreciated.
33 Learning from the 2014 experience, FAOSS abandoned pre-packed vegetable seeds in 2015.
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As described below, animal health interventions were also relevant, as they addressed the
number one constraint to livestock production faced by livestock owners: animal disease.

4.3.2 Relevance of FAO interventions in other states in South Sudan, in a context of
protracted crisis
Crop production sector
116

Seeds and tool distribution has been an annual FAO activity in South Sudan for many years, if
not decades. FAO distributed large quantities of seed during the North-South civil war, during
the relatively peaceful period after the CPA, and even more so since 2014 (Figure 2).

Figure 5: Quantity of crop seed distributed by FAO since 2007
Sources: FAO, WFP, CFSAM reports
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The relevance of emergency seed aid in the context of protracted crisis in South Sudan has
long been questioned (Remington et al., 2002). The comprehensive nationwide seed system
security assessment conducted in South Sudan in 2010 also questioned this intervention
and concluded that “there should be a move away from the emergency focus in agriculture”
(CIAT et al., 2010:116). Although it was carried out during a relatively peaceful period, a similar
assessment carried out in Northern Bahr El Ghazal in mid-2014 concluded that the problem was
access to seed and not an acute problem of lack of seed availability; it therefore recommended
moving away from direct seed distribution (FAO, 2014). In addition, it has long been proven
that there is no direct link between food security and seed security (Sperling 2008; FAO 2010).
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With this knowledge it is therefore surprising that FAOSS embarked on large-scale direct
seed distribution in 2014 and 2015 to states that were not directly conflict-affected in Greater
Equatoria and Greater Bahr El Ghazal34, in which the functioning of seed markets was less
disrupted and the population experienced reduced displacement. Although a seed security
assessment was undertaken only in Northern Bahr El Ghazal (where ITFs were introduced
based on the assessment’s findings, although some households still received crop kits), it is
likely that similar conclusions would have been reached in other states. Direct seed distribution
in these areas, especially in 2015, therefore appears to be much less relevant for field crops.
Instead, wider use of ITFs would better meet seed security needs. The evaluation team notes
that the 2016 programme is moving in this direction, which is a positive development.
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Access to good quality seed and improved varieties is known to be one of the constraints
limiting agricultural productivity in South Sudan. The lessons learned document from the
2014 ELRP (FAO, 2014) mentions the importance of strengthening local seed multiplication,

34 More than one-third of beneficiary HHs were located in Greater Equatoria and Greater Bahr El Ghazal in 2014 and
2015 (Source: Waybills database provided by Phil Fong)
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and the German-funded projects “Seeds for Peace” and “Harvest the Future” (OSRO/SSD/409/
GER and OSRO/SSD/412/GER) are based on a community seed multiplication approach.
This activity does not, however, build on the achievements of previous seed multiplication
projects implemented by FAO in South Sudan in the last 10 years. For example, former seed
projects such as OSRO/SSD/204/FRA, although also carried out over a 12-month period, had
a much more comprehensive approach: a number of small-scale seed grower groups were
strengthened, with training on seed production and marketing, seed cleaning equipment,
and seed storage facilities.
120

The current projects were not designed to strengthen these groups, but instead seemed to
be one-off activities that provided foundation seed to farmers and limited training to seed
growers. They did not consider aspects such as seed storage, seed marketing or seed quality
control. Seeds produced in the project are therefore stored and reused by farmers, sold on
local markets or sometimes recollected by FAO for distribution; in the worst case scenario
they are directly consumed as food35. Projects with a duration of at least one year would be
necessary to address these issues.
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Considering the location of the seed multiplication projects in the Equatoria states, no link
could be created with the ITFs in Northern Bahr El Ghazal, which was a missed opportunity.
Some links have been created through the introduction of seed multiplication activities in
the FFS-supported project GCP/SSD/006/SWI, but to a very limited extent. Visits to Northern
Bahr El Ghazal during the evaluation revealed that a number of seed vendors have provided
seed to ITFs for the last three years – mostly relatively well-off farmers who expanded their
activities to meet the demand from ITFs. This could be an important target group for future
seed multiplication activities, as it is an excellent business opportunity for farmers and traders
(see Hackstein, 2016).

Livestock sector
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FAO’s primary livestock intervention in South Sudan, the provision of community-based animal
health services, is highly relevant to improving food security and livelihoods in the country.
Livestock disease is generally ranked as the largest livestock production constraint faced by
livestock owners in South Sudan (Catley et al. 2005). For this reason, animal health was also the
primary livestock intervention carried out by OLS between 1991 and 2005 (Tunbridge 2004).
Recent participatory research commissioned by FAOSS shows that animal health continues
to be the highest ranked problem, by a significant margin, for livestock keepers both before
and after the December 2013 outbreak of hostilities (Aklilu et al, 2016). Recent ranking of the
actual diseases affecting livestock shows that the vaccines and drugs supplied by FAO and
its implementing partners are highly relevant to needs (Aklilu et al, 2016). FAO made some
effort to ensure the drugs they purchased were those that were already familiar to CAHWs.
The WFP/FAO Crop and Food Security Assessment Mission (CFSAM) reported that livestock
feed availability and livestock body condition was not a major issue until January 2015 (CFSAM
2015).
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The recent livestock assessment confirmed that seasonal movements of livestock do
significantly decrease during conflict situations, and this has negative implications for accessing
feed and water (Aklilu et al, 2016). This research therefore affirms the relevance of FAO’s past
efforts to improve access to water (068/CAN), as well as its plans to improve livestock feed
through agro-pastoral farmer field schools (006/SWI, 002/SP).
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Conflict over natural resources, particularly competition over access to traditional grazing
lands and water rights, remains a fundamental challenge to peace and stability in South Sudan
(Pendle 2014, USAID 2015, RCA 2015). Negotiating fair access to livestock feed and water
between pastoral communities is well recognized as a means of reducing tension between
communities (Nori et al. 2005). Using access to common services, such as animal health
services, is also a well-established means to promote dialogue across conflict lines (IBAR,
2004). FAO’s efforts to build on relations between the Ngok Dinka and Mysseriya pastoralist
communities in Abyei, through the provision of animal health services, has been challenging
but appears to be highly relevant to broader development goals and to longer term peace
(GCP/SSD/012/EC - Improving livelihoods, social peace and stability in the Abyei Area) (FAO

35 From interviews with IPs and FAO staff
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2015 - Abyei Strategy). The provision of livestock services as a conflict mitigation mechanism
has relevance beyond Abyei, particularly in Western Equatoria where conflict between crop
farmers and pastoralists remains a problem. FAO has not yet used livestock services to broker
improved relations in these areas.
Farmer field schools and agro-pastoral field schools
125

Crop production is limited by many factors in South Sudan. One of them is the lack of adoption
of innovative cultivation techniques for land preparation, soil fertility management and
plant protection, all of which could positively impact agricultural productivity and farmers’
resilience. Also, farmers have generally had little exposure to new varieties or quality seed.
There is therefore a dire need to implement a vehicle for technology transfer to farmers in
South Sudan. Based on the implementation of a season-long training, the FFS approach
has shown very good results for technology transfer in Asia and more recently in Africa (e.g.
Davis et al., 2010). FAO started to promote the implementation of FFS in South Sudan under
the SPCRP project, and has continued to do so since, mainly in Northern Bahr El Ghazal and
then Warrap in a three-phase Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC) funded
programme. More recently FFS were promoted through a Spanish-funded project in Lakes
State (OSRO/SSD/002/SPA) focused on Agro-Pastoral Field Schools (APFS).
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Considering MAF’s extremely limited capacity to provide extension services, the FFS approach
that relies on the creation of a network of facilitators is considered highly relevant to South
Sudan and could be an important platform for resilience building. Thus, FFS are a promising
approach to extension promoted in the National Agriculture and Livestock Extension Policy
(MAF, MARF, 2011). Criticisms of the FFS approach, raised in interviews with government and
with FAO staff, mainly relate to overuse of the term for simple demonstration plots, field visits or
one-day farmer training. There should therefore be a review of what are currently termed FFS/
APFS, and what constitutes good practice in FFS. Guidance material should then be produced
with the aim of introducing an element of quality control to the range of interventions currently
termed FFS. This activity can build on the recently released “FAO Farmer Field School Guidance
Document: Planning for Quality Programmes”. The roll out of this document is planned to
include sub-regional and country level trainings of FAO staff and partners.
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Although the first APFS were also established under the SPCRP project, almost no livestock
activities have taken place yet in the APFSs. However, the following livestock activities
suggested for APFSs appear relevant:
• improved milk hygiene is a precursor to milk marketing and relevant to improved public
health;
• slaughter slabs are a precursor to improved meat marketing and public health;
• improved livestock feeding would improve child nutrition, particularly of lactating cows
kept by women and young children near villages during the dry season;
• draught animal power can significantly improve production of crops and fodder.

Fisheries sector
128

From the desk review of the fisheries interventions, supported by the PIA, the overall feedback
from those interviewed is that the distribution of fishing kits was a life-saving intervention that
provided food quickly and was particularly important where insecurity and climatic conditions
prevented the growing of crops. The interventions were therefore highly relevant. However,
there is also general agreement that the ELRP process has not considered post-harvest fisheries
activities sufficiently, such as handling, processing, storage, distribution and marketing.

4.3.3 Relevance of food security information
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FAO was uniquely placed to increase its analysis of food security to inform the humanitarian
response through the AFIS project, building on the work of SIFSIA. As highlighted in the AFIS
evaluation report (De Matteis and Crosskey/OED, 2015), AFIS was instrumental as an early
warning and decision-making tool for the humanitarian community at large, in terms of
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planning, targeting and resource allocation from resource partners. Appropriately, it included
nutrition in the early implementation stage, although this was missing in the original project
design (ibid, 2015). AFIS has subsequently played a major role in connecting nutrition actors
and food security actors (ibid), although it appears to be prematurely dropping this in 2016. In
2015 AFIS launched two important studies to fill critical gaps in knowledge: a livestock study
(Aklilu et al, 2016) and a trader study, also in 2016.

4.3.4 Opportunities and areas to be strengthened
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Some of the areas where FAO should consider strengthening and/or broadening its work
include:

Urban and peri-urban agriculture
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According to the 2008 census, 17% of the South Sudan’s population resides in urban areas, a
proportion which has probably increased with displacement and migration during the recent
conflict. Currently the majority of vegetable and poultry products for urban consumption
are imported from neighbouring countries (Uganda, Ethiopia and Kenya) (FAO, Project
document, 2015). As a result of the devaluation of the South Sudanese pound (SSP), domestic
food prices (particularly staple cereals and imported commodities) have tripled in Juba since
the same period last year, and compared with the three-year average (CLIMIS, 2015). The IPC
report in September 2015 estimated that at least 20% of the urban population in Juba had
a significant consumption gap, or were only able to meet their minimum food needs with
coping strategies that depleted their asset base (IPC, 2015). Urban pressures are likely to grow
as long as the conflict continues, and with the return of many of the over 400 000 refugees,
many of whom cannot immediately return to their communities and will therefore be landless
with few or no productive assets.
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Despite abundant fertile soils and water supply in Juba, local food production has remained
very low. There is therefore significant potential for the development of urban and peri-urban
agriculture in Juba and the other main towns in South Sudan. With the support of SDC, FAO
has initiated an urban and peri-urban agriculture project in Juba County. The project aims
at supporting 1 000 vulnerable households, organized into groups, with inputs (seed, tools
and treadle pumps) and training on vegetable production and water harvesting. The project
provides the same inputs and support to five public primary schools with access to land. This
type of project is highly relevant and should be one of the areas of expansion for FAOSS in
the coming years. This should also include livestock opportunities in peri-urban areas which,
until recently had been given very little attention; this includes dairy, poultry, pigs, guinea
pigs and rabbits. To be successful, such a programme would require the mobilization of FAO
corporate expertise in urban and peri-urban agriculture to develop a clear strategy for scaling
up, and for integrating other important components such as urban and peri-urban planning
with local authorities, nutrition, post-harvest processing and gender issues. Such a strategy
must address land and water access issues as well as conservation, which are all key to the
sustainable expansion of urban and peri-urban agriculture in Juba, drawing on learning and
experience from the SDC project36.

The livestock sector
Support to farmers who have lost their livestock
133

Whilst the livestock activities promoted by FAO are relevant to livestock keepers in South
Sudan, they are of little relevance to farmers who have lost their livestock through disease or
conflict. Losing livestock is a key reason for households moving to POCs and into urban areas
(USAID 2015). This includes a significant and growing number of people (IPC Report Sept.
2015). FAO appears to have made little attempt to assess or address the needs of the stockless
since 2013. No recent FAO assessment of restocking opportunities has taken place, yet other
organizations have shown that there are opportunities to carry out restocking in conflict areas
(LWR/LWF 2015).

36 Water sources are mainly along the Nile and only those with land along the river can access water. Stream bank
cultivation with no conservation work is in danger of causing environmental degradation.
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Inadequate attention to livestock markets and trade
134

The absence of reliable market facilities emerged as an issue in the recent livestock study
(Aklilu et al, 2016), but FAO has paid insufficient attention to developing livestock marketing
and trade initiatives. One livestock value chain analysis was completed in Eastern Equatoria
(Kinyanjui et al 2014). The analysis proved useful in showing how various value chains (and
how production, marketing and health initiatives) could be linked and groups such as dairy
coops, hides and skins traders and drug stores supported. The assessment resulted in plans for
a large slaughter slab being constructed through the regional project GTFS/RAF/478/ITA. The
slaughter slab initiative seems relevant to needs in the area.

Beekeeping
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South Sudan’s long history of honey gathering and traditional beekeeping has not yet been
developed by FAO. An FAO SIFSIA assessment of three states (Lakes, Western Bahr el Ghazal
and Western Equatoria) revealed that traditional beekeeping and honey gathering could
provide significant earnings from the sale of honey (SIFSIA 2012).

Crop production
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Cassava, a major crop in South Sudan and especially in the Green Belt and some parts of the
ironstone plateau such as Western Bahr El Ghazal, has been ignored in FAO interventions
since 2014. In these areas, this crop is essential for food security. It also has the advantage
of being storable in the ground for a relatively long time (especially for bitter varieties) and
therefore can be used by farmers after short periods of displacement. Finally, this crop faces
phytosanitary issues such as the Cassava Mosaic Disease that can be alleviated by access to
healthy planting material and/or the introduction of resistant varieties. FAO should therefore
consider including cassava in its interventions in these areas.

The fisheries sector
137

Activities in this sector focused largely on distributing fishing equipment to existing and
new fisher-folk. The intention was to promote improvements in post-harvest practices and
marketing through the provision of appropriate knowledge and equipment; however, the
evidence suggests that relatively little attention has been given to this and there is scope to
do more37. High post-harvest losses were reported due to a lack of post-harvest technology
and knowledge (OED, 2015). These losses may have increased due to higher landings of fish
(due to the provision of fishing gear) and the lack of market access. Fulfilling the objective of
providing support to post-harvest activities would help to include more women among the
beneficiaries.

Food security information
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Food security data collection for livestock remains weak, despite being identified as a gap in
the final SIFSIA evaluation (Nicholson et al, 2012). The AFIS project focused on disease early
warning, but could have provided a broader livelihood-oriented assessment of the livestock
sector earlier in the crisis (De Matteis and Crosskey, 2015).

4.4 Coverage of FAO’s interventions – development and humanitarian
Key findings
• In the livestock sector, FAO has focused its efforts on the provision of emergency delivery of
animal health services, with less attention to broader livestock work activities that are more
development-oriented.
37 Based on interviews with key informants, while recognizing that FAOSS did provide some training to partners on
reducing post-harvest losses, and some materials such as tarpaulin to protect fish from insect infestation and dust,
and mesh wire for drying fish
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• For some development activities, such as seed multiplication, FAO should target more
progressive and entrepreneurial farmers who have the capacity to turn this activity into
a business.
• Fishing equipment was targeted to households that could use it most effectively, rather
than the most vulnerable. This practice raised questions about whether the most
vulnerable were effectively supported with other interventions, such as WFP vouchers.
• FAO’s targeting of its emergency interventions is mainly based on analysis and
recommendations derived from the IPC, which appropriately encourages geographical
targeting of conflict areas. However this information is too aggregated for targeting at
district, household or intra-household levels. FAO has not developed specific targeting
criteria or guidance for its IPs. As a result, targeting practices vary by agency. Evidence
to demonstrate that the targeting was effective is not collected, and there is little
disaggregated data from IPs on their beneficiaries.
Action points
• FAOSS should develop clearer guidance on targeting of its emergency interventions at
community level, in close collaboration with its IPs, drawing on their best practices and
learning from mistakes that have been made. (Identifying good practice in targeting
could also be explored through the FSL cluster). Ways of communicating targeting
criteria transparently at community level should be promoted collaboratively with
IPs, accompanied by feedback and redress mechanisms for those who feel they have
wrongly been excluded.
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This section reviews both the geographical coverage of FAOSS’s humanitarian and
development interventions, and the targeting of its interventions (emergency and
development).

Development versus humanitarian
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Most of FAO’s livestock development activities have been on hold since 2013. Those that
took place were related to animal health, for example the establishment of a disease
monitoring and reporting network and the facilitation of transboundary harmonization
meetings38. Now is the time for broader development activities to be carried out by the
APFS39. The livestock humanitarian response focused on community-based animal health
delivery of vaccines and treatments, and had very broad coverage across most of the
country. An analysis of vaccination and treatment figures showed that, appropriately,
slightly more vaccination and significantly more drug treatments occurred in the conflict
affected states of Unity, Upper Nile, Jonglei and Lakes (relative to those in Bahr el Ghazal,
Warrap and the Equatoria where some veterinary drug stores are still functioning).
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As explained in section 4.3 above, emergency direct seed distribution was widely
implemented in both non-conflict states and conflict states. However, the appropriateness
in non-conflict states is questionable, and is inappropriately based on food security
assessments rather than seed security assessments.

Targeting of development interventions
142

Targeting the poorest households is not necessarily appropriate for all of FAO’s
development interventions. In the seed multiplication projects, for example, FAO targets
mainly smallholder farmers. But despite FAO’s continuous support, there is little evidence
of sustainable results, such as the establishment of sustainable seed production groups
that can be run as businesses. Seed production activities require a reasonable cash flow,
as seed production expenses (inputs, labour) are made in one cropping season and
seeds are only sold at the beginning of the following cropping season. Bridging this gap

38 This included training 30 people on risk-analysis and transboundary animal disease control, from all livestock check points,
including the Nimule-Uganda border and Juba International Airport (FAO 2015 – South Sudan Livestock Crisis Aug. 2015).
Proposed activities for 2016 include a strong component of support to CAHWs (006/SWI, 002/SP and ZEAT-BEAD EC/009).
39 For example, in 002/SP, output 3 (livestock production and health) and output 4 (on diversifications such as milk
marketing) are only scheduled to start once the APFS groups are running and core issues identified through the
community-managed disaster risk reduction (CMDRR) planning process.
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therefore requires a financial capacity that groups of small farmers rarely have. For seed
multiplication, where the primary objective is to set up a sustainable seed production
system rather than directly addressing poverty issues, it is therefore more appropriate to
target relatively well-off farmers who will have the capacity to handle seed production
as a business. The group of seed vendors that has emerged in Northern Bahr El Ghazal to
supply the ITFs could be a more relevant target group to ensure a sustainable impact. This
principle of targeting more progressive farmers and entrepreneurs with the potential to
succeed may also be appropriate to the ZEAT-BEAD project.
Targeting of emergency interventions
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Targeting at state and county levels was done according to AFIS analysis and validated
through the IPC. The LoA signed with partners stated that “The number of households
targeted by FAO for the 2015 campaign is 470 000, consisting of food insecure populations
in IPC Phases 4 (emergency) and 3 (crisis), and 12 percent in Phase 2 (stressed)”. These are
generic criteria of inclusion based on general definitions of limited access to food and
agricultural inputs, and depletion of physical assets for agricultural activities.
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Targeting at payam (district) and especially boma (village) level has been left to IPs with
varying results, bearing in mind that IPs were selected according to their presence on
the ground rather than their capacity to do assessments. Generally IPs have adopted
a participative targeting approach, liaising with formal leadership (e.g. payam/county
administrator, Relief & Rehabilitation Commission staff) and with traditional leadership.
In some cases, IPs have created a dedicated body, a “payam management committee”,
to identify the most vulnerable households. Some partners carried out a survey before
selecting beneficiaries, often with their church/parish network or other interest groups
such as women’s groups or youth associations. Vulnerable categories usually include
internally displaced persons (IDPs), returnees, female- or child-headed households, elderly,
disabled and widows. In the majority of cases, vulnerability was then coupled with the
capacity of recipient households (skills-based targeting) to carry out an activity (for
example fishing or agriculture), or in the case of IDPs their access to land, in order to draw
up the final beneficiary list. See Box 3 for an illustration of the limitations of this method in
targeting fishing kits. Interviews with IPs confirmed that not all of them targeted the most
vulnerable. According to one NGO staff member, “we succeeded to support large farmers
with the FAO seeds. One of them is cultivating more than 100 feddans”.
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In terms of targeting drug treatments for livestock, IPs used many of the vulnerability
criteria mentioned above (e.g. IDPs, elderly, female-headed households), but generally
did not disaggregate in their monitoring and reporting, and the success of their targeting
strategy was not verified in post-distribution monitoring (PDM) reports.

Box 3: Targeting challenges for fishing kit distributions
According to FAO, “we are not one hundred percent sure whether the most vulnerable were reached
as there are a number of different biases. The fishing kits partners told us they were looking at not
only vulnerability but also the ability of beneficiaries to use the fishing equipment. In other words,
the fishing equipment was often given to those who could use it effectively. Although this seemed
to work, deciding on vulnerability and ability was not so easy for the partners to do.” In some cases
the involvement of local leaders in the selection process resulted in a lack of transparency; more
positively, their involvement helped to identify households that had benefited from seed and fishing
kits distributed by other NGOs, thus promoting some sense of equity and avoiding duplication
(OED 2015). Fishing is considered a dangerous activity and is therefore carried out mainly by male
members of the household, especially canoe fishing. Shoreline fishing may be done by women and
youth. Fishing kits appear to have been targeted at more privileged households already involved in
fishing activities, or households with male members able to fish. While this increased the likelihood
that the kits would be used effectively by recipient households, and may indirectly have increased
availability of food for the rest of the community, there is a real risk that the most vulnerable
households have been excluded, although some of these households do seem to have been able to
find relatives to use their fishing kits in exchange for part of the catch (ibid). Sharing a gillnet among
five households, as per the original distribution plan, was found to be problematic and created
conflict among beneficiary households. This has since been taken into account in planning for the
ELRP in 2016 (FAO 2015, Post Distribution Assessment Report).
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The targeting of seeds and tools distribution followed the criteria described above: IPC
classification at the state and county level, and reliance on IPs for the identification of
households, prioritizing displaced people and women. However, there were no particular
criteria related to seed availability. The distribution of vegetable seed was rightly targeted
mainly at women. The post-planting assessment reports provide some indication of the
characteristics of beneficiary households: in 2014, 59% were resident households, 24%
were returnees and 16% were IDPs. The assessment did not indicate the percentage of
female-headed households, despite this being a priority target group for FAO. In 2015,
73% were resident households, 16% were returnees and 10% were IDPs. 41% were femaleheaded households. This indicates that displaced people were a relatively small proportion,
especially in 2015. Efforts were made to target female-headed households, but the target
of 60% was not being reached.
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Without clearer criteria and guidance on targeting from FAOSS or guidance from the FSL
cluster, and in the absence of independent verification, reliance on IPs and local authorities
for selection of beneficiaries can lead to the potential exclusion of vulnerable or inclusion of
less vulnerable households, in a way that goes unreported and unnoticed. In some instances
the instruction to target IDPs versus host communities caused problems for IPs at field
level, where there were vulnerable members of the host community as well. Moreover, the
capacity of a household to carry out an activity can lead to effective utilization of the inputs
received, but is not a guarantee that the targeted person is among the most vulnerable.
This is appropriate as long as the vulnerable are reached with other forms of support, such
as food aid and cash transfers, and as long as it is clear in reporting that FAO may not be
reaching the most vulnerable.
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Targeting of livestock vaccinations was generally based upon access to herds, as the target
was to vaccinate as many animals as possible. FAO attempted to match the quantity of
vaccine supplied with local reports of the livestock population. Vaccination coverage
appears to have been significantly reduced by accessibility issues linked to starting
vaccination campaigns during the rainy season.

4.5 Effectiveness of FAO’s interventions
Key findings
• The large-scale distribution of livelihood kits in 2014 and 2015 was impressive, with some
highly effective examples, including the distribution of fishing kits and ITFs.
• Effectiveness was undermined at times due to delays in implementation, particularly for
crop seed distributions and ITFs. Although this improved in 2015 with the launch of the
air operation, further improvement is required (e.g. the timely signing of LoAs).

4.5.1 Effectiveness of ELRP interventions
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Over a two-year period since the crisis in December 2013, FAO reports that it reached more
than 3.85 million people (around 637 700 households) with the distribution of livelihood
kits, including CAHW kits. This was a significant achievement in the challenging logistical
context of South Sudan, which was achieved through partnerships with about 60 IPs in
2014 and 71 in 2015.

Effectiveness of input distribution for crop production
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The effectiveness of input distribution for crop production is determined by two main
factors: timeliness of distribution and quality of inputs. As most crop production in South
Sudan is rainfed, the timing of distribution must relate to the timing of rainy seasons which
is either unimodal (for most of South Sudan) or bimodal (for the Green Belt and hills) (Table
1)).
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In 2014, seed distribution was very late. According to the FAO post-planting assessment
of 2014, 65.4% of beneficiaries said that seed distribution was late or too late (FAO, Postplanting assessment 2014). In the PIA, some farmers said that they did not plant the seeds
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distributed because, according to their judgment, they received them too late. Other
described how late planting increased the vulnerability of the plants to floods, pests and
wild birds. The CFSAM reported that “At the time of the planting assessment missions
ending in May, no distributions of seeds had occurred” (FAO/WFP, 2015:23). This had
serious negative consequences for the effectiveness of the intervention. Planting delays
directly affect crop yields and can lead to harvest failure. In addition, farmers who were
informed that seed aid is coming may not have procured seed on their own, waiting for the
free distribution which, if late, results in worse production than without the intervention.
Ensuring timely delivery of seed is therefore a necessary condition for the effectiveness of
any seed relief activity. This condition can be much less strict for vegetable seed that has a
much shorter cycle and can even be cultivated in the dry season with irrigation.

Table 2: Seasonal calendar for crop cultivation (WFP/FAO, 2013)
Mar
Rainfall
Unimodal
rainfall

Dry

May

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Dry
Growing

Harvest

Planting
Growing

Rainfall

Dry

First Crop

Planting

Second
Crop

Jun

Wet

Main Crop
Long-cycle
Crop

Bimodal
rainfall

Apr

Harvest

Wet

Dry
Growing

Harvest
Planting

Growing

Harvest
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Some of the reasons for the delays in 2014 were beyond FAO’s control: stores had been
looted, staff only returned in the first months of 2014, and funds started to arrive at the
same time. Consequently procurement of seed started very late: “FAO was left to start
the procurement process in March 2014 when funds became available from a depleted
base. This was nearly six months after the dry season procurement process normally would
commence (i.e. October 2013)” (FAO, Lessons learned of ELRP 2014, 2014: 5). The context
and pre-conditions therefore made it impossible to distribute seed on time for the first
rainy season, and FAO should have acknowledged this (Table 1 above).
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Huge efforts were made in 2015 to improve the timeliness of input delivery, including
to areas that are difficult to access. Cognizant of the constraints faced in 2014 with the
limited capacity of the United Nations Humanitarian Air Service and Logistics Cluster, FAO
contracted and coordinated a separate airplane operation, described as a “game changer”
by one donor representative, to deliver livelihood kits to areas inaccessible by road in
Greater Upper Nile. Over 1 100 tonnes of livelihood inputs were delivered to 23 locations
using 578 flights during the eight-week operation, which began in May 2015. Moreover,
within the framework of the rapid response mechanism during the 2015 rainy season,
FAOSS decided to activate its own air transportation with a helicopter called “Harold”.
From August to October 2015, FAO distributed two types of kits: fishing kits and vegetable
kits with seven varieties of seeds. Tools (about 500 grams) were removed from the kit.
Carefully selected through coordination with partners, agencies and other stakeholders,
the targeted locations in the three conflict affected States of Greater Upper Nile (Unity,
Jonglei and Upper Nile) had experienced renewed fighting and high levels of displacement
in 2015. The Harold Operation succeeded in reaching 28 locations (see the map), delivering
more than 138 000 livelihoods kits to 127 934 households. This initiative contributed to
improved timeliness of seed distribution.
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Figure 6: Harold Geographical Coverage – Map
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Despite this significant effort, 31% of farmers still reported that seed arrived late (FAO, PostDistribution Monitoring, 2015). The average date of seed delivery is presented in Table 2.
Except for the Equatoria States, seeds arrived one to two months late for the rainy season,
again negatively impacting the effectiveness of this intervention.

Table 3: Average date of delivery of seed per state in 2015
State
CEQ
EEQ
Jonglei
Lakes
Northern Bahr-el-Ghazal (NBEG)
Unity
UpperNile
Warrap

Average date of seed delivery in 2015
04/05/2015
08/05/2015
28/06/2015
25/06/2015
08/06/2015
10/06/2015
06/06/2015
15/06/2015

Source: Post Distribution Monitoring database 2015, to calculate the average date at which surveyed households
received their seed.
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The post-planting assessment of 2015 (FAO, 2015) confirms this late delivery of seed: only
33% of beneficiaries reported timely delivery, 56% reported late delivery and 11% ‘too
late’ delivery.
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The main reasons for continued late delivery, other than the ones determined by the
difficult context and operating environment, were:
• Late signing of the LoAs: Nearly 45% of IP respondents to the online survey stated
that the LoA was signed too late to carry out all of the activities before the rainy season
in 2015. See Figures 3 and 4;
• The lengthy procurement process for the livelihood kits: even though the tender
for 2015 was launched in October 2014, internal FAO problems 40 and the blockage of
approval to import seeds from the Ministry of Agriculture for six weeks contributed to
significant delays;
• Late delivery of inputs to IPs: Inputs could not be delivered to the partners all at
once, creating further problems for communities 41. 60.5% of IPs said that inputs were
delivered late in 2015 in our online survey.
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Thus, despite the huge and unprecedented efforts made by FAO to deliver large quantities
of seed on time, part of it still arrived late even in 2015, compromising effectiveness.
This raised a question about what FAO should change in order to meet planting season
deadlines for such a large-scale intervention in the challenging environment of a complex
and protracted crisis, and whether FAO accurately assesses its capacity. Indeed, the same
issue of late delivery of seed has emerged in other L3 crises such as the Central African
Republic. FAO performed extremely well, however, in the completely different context of
the Level 3 Haiyan response in the Philippines (OED, 2016). FAO’s partners in South Sudan
expressed considerable frustration about this, some recommending that FAO should
only purchase local seeds, or that they procure seeds themselves with technical guidance
from FAO. If the organization could compare its experiences across different contexts, it
could use the aggregate learning and develop more specific and targeted guidance for
this area of response in protracted and complex conflict crises 42.

158

On a more positive note, the quality of seed provided was generally satisfactory, with
limited problems of seed germination according to the post-planting assessment. The
PDM data of 2015 shows that only four out of 832 farmers said they had received low
quality seed.
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The aim was also to provide “no harm tools” in the livelihood kits (FAO, PIA, 2015) to
ensure that farmers could effectively use the seed provided, as many displaced persons
had lost their tools. In 2014, the plan was to provide one hoe per beneficiary household.
The post-planting assessment of 2014 (FAO, PPAR, 2014) reports that 74% of beneficiary
households received one hoe and that 94% considered it good quality. This indicates
the operation was generally effective. In 2015, the plan was to provide one hoe and one
maloda with the crop kits, and one sickle, one rake and one bucket with the vegetable
kits. The quality of the tools provided was generally considered good by more than 80%
of respondents in the post-planting assessment reports (PPAR) 2015. There were minor
issues with the hoes, which were considered heavier than the hoes normally used (45%
of respondents), and 17% said the water buckets were poor quality. However, only 57%
of respondents said they had received at least one tool (FAO, PPAR, 2015).
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Seventeen animal health LoAs were signed between May and July 2014. The first major
shipments of vaccines to the field occurred between July and September 2014. These
2014 vaccine shipments were also hindered by delays in establishing an effective cold

40 Including errors from CSAP on international seed procurement, delays in inspection results from the supervisory
company
41 FAO procured different kits from different suppliers with different dates of delivery, but handed over the kits to
IPs as they were supplied to the warehouse. This meant that partners had to organize the collection of the kits at
warehouse level and transport the kits to the field several times, and also had to mobilize communities several
times for distribution, sometimes creating frustration at community level because of the disconnect between what
the partner said they would distribute and what actually happened.
42 As evident in Recommendations A1, A.2, A.3 and A.4 of the Evaluation of the Level 3 Response in CAR (OED 2016)
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chain in conflict areas. This meant that vaccine did not arrive before the onset of the rains,
which made it slow and difficult for implementing partners to access CAHWs and livestock.
The timeliness of the 2015 vaccination campaign and cold chain facilities was significantly
improved.

Figure 7: Month of signature of the letters of agreement in 2014

Figure 8: Month of signature of the letters of agreement in 2015

Effectiveness of ITFs
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ITFs were generally considered a successful and effective part of FAO’s programme.
Beneficiaries of ITFs were mostly satisfied with seed quality43, and the programme injected
a total of 4.9 million South Sudanese pound (SSP) into the local economy. Interviews with
vendors, who were mainly progressive farmers, revealed that they are very satisfied with
the ITFs, which provide them with a guaranteed market. All vendors met during fieldwork
for the evaluation have substantially increased their production capacity. For example, one
female seed vendor increased her area of cultivation under sesame from six to 25 feddans
in order to supply the fair.
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The overall results have been positive. Several factors negatively impacted the effectiveness
of the ITFs and should now be addressed:
• The main issue was the late signing of LoAs with IPs, around mid-May 2015, which meant
that fairs were organized in June and farmers received their seed one to two months
after the beginning of the rainy season. This has the same negative consequences as
delays in free seed distribution, as described above.

43 From interviews with beneficiaries
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• Second, because seed fairs were organized during the rainy season, many locations that
had been initially identified to carry out ITFs were not accessible by road, so ITFs had
to be organized in central locations with two consequences: farmers had to walk long
distances to reach the fairs, and the number of beneficiaries per fair was much higher,
which caused delays in farmers’ procuring their seed.
• Third, vendors needed cash to hire labour to produce seed in 2015 for the 2016 fairs.
Because of the seed fair delays in 2015, they did not have adequate funds to initiate
seed production at the beginning of the rainy season and therefore had to limit their
production.
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Some aspects of the organization of the ITFs were unanimously considered problematic,
including the complexity of the vouchers, large denominations, late delivery of vouchers
to IPs, and the fact that registration of one beneficiary could take up to 15 minutes.
Combined, this resulted in extremely lengthy fairs, up to seven days but frequently up to
three days. The procedure for the reconciliation of vouchers was also very complicated for
seed vendors who are often illiterate, resulting in long delays before vendors were paid by
the financial service providers.
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Farmers were generally satisfied with the quality of the seed procured during the fair,
although both beneficiaries and vendors suggested that FAO should increase the diversity
of crops brought to the fair beyond groundnut, sesame and sorghum, and to include
different varieties, depending on the locality. Maize was the most commonly requested
crop. One of the advantages of seed fairs is that farmers freely choose the seeds they want
and this feature should be sustained. See Hackstein, 2016 for a more detailed evaluation
of the ITFs.

Effectiveness of the livestock vaccination programme
Key finding
• The effectiveness of FAO’s animal health interventions may have been partially
undermined by low herd immunity levels and the irregular supply of small quantities of
drugs.
Action point
• Livestock vaccination and drug supply interventions should be based on epidemiological
principles of building herd immunity and outbreak response. Interventions should reflect
more detailed assessments of livestock ownership, livestock movement and density,
local disease profiles and immunity levels, as well as ensuring the capacity to provide a
minimum quality of service over a period of time. This may require more focused animal
health inputs over several seasons in specific geographical areas whilst building publicprivate partnerships with CAHWs.
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FAO recognized that vaccination would not be effective without an efficient cold chain
and has invested over USD 1 million in bringing new storage facilities to MLFI Juba, as
well as making mobile fridges and freezers available for 2015 vaccinations using new
technologies (solar instead of kerosene). The new facilities were accompanied by training
on management of the new equipment, but it is still too early to determine how it will
perform.
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Vaccination is most effective when it achieves herd immunity thresholds. These thresholds
vary between diseases and can be calculated using the basic reproduction number for
the disease (the average number of new infections caused by each case in an entirely
susceptible population that is well-mixed). Spread of a contagious disease through a
herd will be greatly affected by herd immunity levels. Individual immunity can be gained
through recovering from a natural infection or through artificial means such as vaccination.
When a critical proportion of the population becomes immune, called the ‘herd immunity
threshold’, the disease may no longer persist in the population. Generally, as a greater
proportion of animals in a herd becomes immune, the probability that those which are not
immune will come into contact with an infectious individual becomes smaller. Outbreaks
become less likely and smaller in size.
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Unfortunately the vaccination figures kept by FAO and supplied to the evaluation team do
not allow an assessment of the effectiveness of the vaccination programme to be made,
in terms of achieving herd immunity thresholds. Vaccination results as presented to the
evaluation team lacked clarity on the numbers of vaccine doses injected by the IP versus
numbers of animals that have become immune to which diseases. This ambiguity was
further complicated as certain diseases, such as hemorrhagic septicemia and black quarter,
require two injections of the vaccine one month apart to achieve immunity44. Ideally the
figures should have revealed how many cattle or shoats have been provided with immunity
relative to herd size, for which diseases and in which locations. It could then be possible to
extrapolate herd immunity levels by disease. It is also possible, when conditions are stable
enough, to test achievement of immunity by taking blood samples from the herds.
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Vaccination could have been made more effective by ensuring each animal was vaccinated
against all the target diseases at one time. This would have meant four injections one after
the other. Moreover, multiple vaccinations are extremely difficult to do consistently in cattle
without a cattle race to handle the animals, or sufficient vaccinators and owners to restrain
the animals. Multiple injections require high levels of vaccination team organization,
supervision and community mobilization. FAO and its implementing partners did carry out
community mobilization, but not to ensure multiple vaccination through the use of cattle
races.
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The evaluation found that vaccination and treatments may have been more effective if
fewer animals were vaccinated against more diseases, and if more regular supplies of drugs
were provided across a smaller geographical area. This more focused approach, as practiced
by ICRC, would allow CAHWs to be thoroughly trained and supervised in both vaccination
and treatments as a precursor to either linking the CAHWs to private pharmacies, forming
CAHW associations or even training the CAHWs for other extension work. It would have
been useful for FAO to at least compare such an approach with the strategy they have
taken, which was to vaccinate as many animals as possible as widely as possible45. Such a
broad approach risks leaving herds susceptible to disease if herd immunity remains low and
drug supply is inadequate.
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Vaccination figures suggest that perhaps one in three or fewer livestock are receiving
vaccination. It is difficult to assess this when livestock population figures remain rough
estimates. FAO livestock population estimates used by MLFI, and considered conservative
by some key stakeholders, put the national herd in 2013 at 11.7 million head of cattle, 12.5
million goats and 12.1 million sheep (CAMP 2015, FAO/WFP 2013). Using these figures
CFSAM estimated just 6% of the livestock population had received vaccination coverage
between January 2014 and January 2015 (CFSAM 2015). The evaluation notes that the
CFSAM calculation has not accounted for increased livestock mortality in some areas since
the December 2013 civil conflict.
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Other factors that reduced the effectiveness of livestock vaccinations include:
• 42% percent of 204 CAHWs interviewed by field monitors in 2015 complained that drugs
were missing or insufficient. Most CAHWs were only supplied with two drug kits.
• Implementing partners reported that FAO inputs arrived in batches in 2014. This made
logistics and management of inputs less efficient, particularly if CAHWs had to travel
long distances to pick up drug kits and treat livestock. Although the situation appears to
have improved in 2015, CAHWs are still reporting missing drugs from their kits.
• Analysis of vaccine deliveries using FAO waybills shows a significant amount of vaccine
being distributed during the rainy season, when vaccination becomes extremely difficult
due to access problems (see Figure 5). Many implementing partners complained about
these access issues. The optimal time for vaccination varies by area but is generally just
before or just after the rains when large herds can be accessed.

44 The double vaccination was carried out under OLS
45 While it is a hard decision to focus on a smaller geographical area, it is ultimately a technical decision. Covering the
whole country risks not achieving sufficient level of herd immunity while focusing on smaller areas in greatest need
means a more thorough and effective job can be done.
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Figure 9: Delivery of vaccines by month
4.5.2 Effectiveness of other more developmental activities
Key findings
• FAOSS has built a strong FFS programme. The cascade of training to master trainers,
facilitators and farmers has been undertaken according to FFS principles and should
be maintained as a strong building block for future FFS interventions. Interviews with
beneficiaries indicate FFS have positively impacted knowledge and agricultural practices.
• FFS are currently supported with one season of learning which is not sufficient to test
and adopt farming practices that may have an impact on farmers’ resilience, such as
conservation agriculture.
• Considering the high cost of FFS in South Sudan, the diffusion of knowledge to nonbeneficiaries is an important issue to address.
• The effectiveness of APFS for livestock activities requires further assessment in South Sudan.
Action point
• While FAO is seen as a leader in Farmer and Agro-Pastoral Field Schools (FFS/APFS), there
is a need for more critical review and implementation of FFS/APFS in the context of South
Sudan. Specifically:
-- There should be a review of what are currently termed FFS/APFS, and what constitutes
good practice in FFS/APFS, so that guidance materials can be produced, building on
FAO’s recently-published FFS guide, with the aim of introducing an element of quality
control to the variety of interventions currently termed FFS/APFS in South Sudan;
-- Developing more sustained engagement through the FFS/APFS should be explored, such
as providing training for a minimum of two years/ seasons, exploring ways to maintain
facilitators’ activities over time (e.g. CAHWs) and developing networks of FFS/APFS;
-- FAOSS should develop a programmatic approach, in collaboration with partners and
the government, on how to promote and institutionalize FFS/APFS in South Sudan over
the next five years.
Effectiveness of FFS
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FFS activities were implemented mainly through the SDC-funded programme that started
in Northern Bahr El Ghazal in 2009, and is now in its third phase in Northern Bahr El Ghazal
and Warrap States46. In 2013 an agro-pastoralist community resilience project began in
Lakes State with a strong focus on FFS and APFS.

46 30 new FFS have been created in the project GCP/SSD/006/SWI (FAO, Project annual report GCP/SSD/006/SWI, 2015).
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Evidence gathered for the 2015 review of the SDC-funded programme (FAO, GOSS, SDC,
2015) and during fieldwork for this evaluation suggests that the FAO programme has been
quite successful. The programme has created building blocks for a wider APFS programme
in the future, especially through the training programme. As a result of two master trainings
held in Uganda (the second more focused on APFS), a pool of master trainers has been
mobilized to train facilitators in the field47. Because of the limited capacity of the ministry
extension services, facilitators have been identified among IP staff and progressive farmers.
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FFS usually gather about 30 farmers (both men and women) for a season-long training,
getting together once or twice per week with facilitators to test and discuss new agriculture
techniques48. Interviews carried out with communities and the SDC project review
team revealed a good understanding of the FFS principles and adoption of agriculture
innovations. The more recent project (OSRO/SSD/002/SPA) includes a Community
Managed Disaster Risk Reduction (CMDRR) approach that allows targeted agro-pastoral
communities to formulate priorities for preparedness and response to crisis.
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FAO has adequate human resources to implement the programme with two FFS experts
based in the two states, one expert based in Juba and another staff working on other
topics who sporadically supports the implementation of the programme. Thanks to this
solid foundation and to the available expertise of FAO in the sub-region, FFS can become a
strong component of the FAO programme in the future.
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The following issues should be further addressed to improve the effectiveness of the FFS/
APFS programme:
• Support to FFS is limited to one season of learning and focuses mainly on basic agronomic
practices such as row planting vs line planting. In order to use FFS as a platform for
resilience and address more elaborate agriculture production innovations, such as
conservation agriculture, learning activities should continue for at least a second year.
• The pool of master trainers is still limited and not yet sufficient to manage the training of
facilitators. Future projects should therefore continue to build a growing pool of master
trainers and ensure that they are directly involved in the training of facilitators and in
support to FFS. The capacity of facilitators is also very limited and requires continued
training in the future.
• For this activity, IPs again mentioned that LoAs were signed too late to start FFS activities
at the beginning of the planting season. The SDC review mission recommended that
future LoAs should be signed three months before the beginning of the cropping
season. Longer duration of LoAs (presently a maximum 18 months) would also facilitate
sustained support to FFS by IPs.
• Implementation of one FFS costs USD 6 000/year in South Sudan, three times more than
in neighbouring countries, especially due to the lack of government extension agents and
to the South Sudanese pound (SSP) exchange rate issue49. This raises questions of valuefor-money. The issue of transferring practices to non-FFS beneficiaries, which is a general
challenge for FFS, is therefore an even greater challenge in South Sudan which needs to
be addressed in current and future projects. The CMDRR approach which ensures the
APFS curriculum is based on community priorities may facilitate adoption of innovative
practices by the rest of the community. If the results are positive, this approach should be
replicated in future.
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It is also worth noting that the effectiveness of the APFS in supporting broader livestock
initiatives remains largely untested in South Sudan. The two projects concerned – 006/SWI
and OO2/SP – have yet to implement any significant livestock work.

47 6 senior staff from state ministries in Northern Bahr-el-Ghazal (NBEG) and Warrap and from central government
took part in the first master training in Uganda. About 60 facilitators have been trained by the Master Trainers and
by FAO staff with a large experience in FFS, and are in charge of facilitating FFS in the communities (FAO, Project
annual report GCP/SSD/006/SWI, 2015)
48 New agriculture techniques include vegetable production, line planting instead of broadcasting and some
Integrated Pest Management techniques. In the second year, groups are encouraged to undertake activities in
common such as crop production on a common field.
49 From interviews with FAO staff
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4.6 Capacity development
Key finding
• FAO has started to play an important role in building the technical capacity of national
NGOs in South Sudan, so far mostly in relation to delivering the ELRP. Although this
support was widely appreciated, through the end of 2015 the benefits accrued mainly
to staff based in Juba, with very little effect on frontline staff at state-level. There was
also little evidence of knowledge transfer reaching communities and beneficiaries.
Action point
• FAOSS should develop a more strategic approach to the capacity development of its
IPs. As far as possible, this approach should be based on capacity assessments and
extend beyond training individuals to strengthening organizations (in line with FAO’s
capacity development model). FAO should explore bringing in INGOs to contribute to
capacity development, for example Mercy Corps on e-vouchers and cash transfers.
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As described in section 3.4 above, FAO’s investment in capacity development of the
central government has declined since December 2013, apart from a few key activities
such as training of MLFI staff for the cold chain and disease surveillance in 2015, and some
limited AFIS training. Instead, capacity development of government staff has focused
more at state level, for livestock vaccination, training of veterinary staff on disease
surveillance, IPC and market monitoring training, as well as FFS/ APFS master training of
SMARF, national MLFI and SMAF staff.
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Since December 2013 and the launching of the ELRP, FAOSS has invested more in capacity
development of its implementing partners. This has mostly been technical training, much
of which was provided through the FSL cluster. According to the results of the online
survey of FAO’s IPs, more than 80% of the LoAs included a training component50 and
85% of IPs said they provided training. Until 2016, most training took place at Juba level,
and appears to have been appreciated by most partners who participated. Partners view
FAO as the UN agency with particular technical expertise. Several interviewees described
how their organizations (both national NGOs and INGOs) had ‘grown up’ through these
trainings, acquiring enough technical knowledge to implement other food securityrelated projects. Through their partnership with FAO, these NGOs developed a higher
level of experience and improved operational capacity. For some this resulted in grants
from institutional donors. This is indicative of the positive contribution that FAO has
made in supporting national NGOs within South Sudan, although FAO does not seem to
have maintained linkages with its IPs beyond its own LoAs. As a result, there may have
been missed opportunities to engage with other food security projects. As a result of
the short duration of the LoAs (generally three months), training was limited to specific
technical knowledge transfer to individual staff, and did not address other aspects that
would strengthen the operational and programming capacity of FAO’s partners in the
longer term. Thus, the training focused on technical capacity, but not on ‘functional
capacity’, such as management’s capacity to implement, nor on the wider organizational
dimension51.

180

Most training has taken place at the Juba level52. Despite positive reporting against the
LoAs, field visits by the evaluation team and the PIA results revealed that the staff of IPs
in the field, and ultimately the beneficiaries at community level, have benefitted little
from this transfer of knowledge. For example, new plants and varieties of crops and
vegetables were introduced through the ELRP without systematic training on how to
cultivate them53. Furthermore, it is not clear whether fisher folk and extension agents
received appropriate and adequate training in relation to the distribution of fishing
kits. With few exceptions, there was little evidence of the training FAO was expecting at
beneficiary level. Indeed, there appears to have been little consistency among partner

50 These trainings were for 60% focusing on seeds and tools, 25% on animal health (CAHWs) and 14% was a mix.
51 See FAO’s Corporate Strategy on Capacity Development for FAO’s ‘Capacity Development Framework’
52 In early 2016 FAOSS took some of its trainings to state level.
53 The exception was areas where agricultural extension workers were present, for example in Bor where farmers
were able to successfully cultivate new varieties and to adopt some improved agricultural techniques, such as
intercropping, garden planning or efficient sowing techniques (OED, 2015).
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organizations on the type, duration and coverage of their capacity development activities
at community level (OED, 2015).
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Through the FSL cluster, FAO has coordinated some other, more generic, capacitybuilding events for its partners, such as those focused on gender, accountability to
affected people (AAP) and monitoring and evaluation (M&E).
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The AFIS project has also broadened its capacity development approach to include NGOs
in a number of its training activities, for example on IPC analysis, market information
systems, and as enumerators for the FSNMS.
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In view of the increasingly important role that national NGOs are playing in emergency
interventions and in food security analysis in South Sudan, and the low levels of
education and capacity that currently exist in the country’s civil society organizations,
FAO has an important contribution to make, in developing both technical capacity and
broader organizational capacity. So far most training has taken place on an ‘as-needed’
basis to support FAO’s partners in delivering against their LoAs. It is important to move
from this somewhat ad hoc approach of training to a more strategic approach of capacity
development, which reaches well beyond Juba.

4.7 Impact
Key findings
• FAOSS’ M&E data cover the delivery but not the impact of FAO’s main interventions,
including direct seed distributions, emergency animal health interventions and FFS.
• Qualitative data collection carried out for this evaluation indicates that FAO’s
emergency interventions, such as the distribution of fishing kits and the distribution
of vegetable seeds and nutrition vouchers, have contributed to positive impacts at
household level.
Action points
• Over the next one to two years, FAOSS should conduct thorough and independent
impact assessments of the following two long-running interventions in South Sudan.
The assessments should test the programme assumptions on which the interventions
were based as well as their impact over time (positive and negative, intended and
unintended).
-- Free seed and tool distributions;
-- Farmer Field Schools and Agro-Pastoral Field Schools, paying particular attention to
evidence of sustainability, and value-for-money in view of the higher costs of FFS in
South Sudan compared with elsewhere.
• Building on the livestock and livelihoods assessment FAO, needs to identify participatory
methodologies for assessing the impact of livestock activities. Independent impact
assessments should then be carried out at regular intervals to inform programme
design.
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Most of the data collected by FAOSS’s monitoring and evaluation team, for both
development and humanitarian programming, are based on process indicators. These
include the number of livelihood kits distributed, timeliness of distribution, numbers
of livestock treated and vaccinated, and numbers of livestock dependent households
reached with extension messages on disease control and production. For the ELRP, much
of the data are collected through PDM surveys.
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There were remarkably little impact data, even for interventions such as direct seed
distribution which have been implemented year-after-year for more than 15 years.
The main impact data came from the PPAR of 2014 and 2015 (FAO, PPAR, 2014, 2015).
However, considering that these assessments took place before harvest time, real impact
data were very limited. The most reliable data are the proportion of seed received that
was planted, as presented in Table 4.
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Table 4: Percentage of seed distributed that was planted in 2014 and 2015
% of seed quantity planted in 2014

% of seed quantity planted in 2015

Sorghum

93

92

Maize

80

88

Groundnuts

86

84

Cowpeas

95

86

Sesame

90

88

Vegetable

75

99

Source: FAO, PPAR, 2014 and 2015
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Considering the delays in seed distribution, these results were positive. More than 80%
of the seeds that were distributed were used by farmers for production. The only seed
type that was less used was vegetable seed in 2014, but this increased from 2014 to 2015.
Distributed seed represented 54% of the overall quantity of seed planted by farmers in
2014, and 57% of seed planted in 2015, which also indicates the prominent role of seed aid
for beneficiary farmers. These positive results on seed aid use may require further analysis
considering the late delivery of seed. There are two possible hypotheses: either farmers
really did not have anything else to plant and planted the seeds even if they arrived late,
or farmers tended to overstate their seed use in order to be sure to get seed the following
year. Unfortunately there are no other information sources to cross-check.
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There are no reliable data on resulting yields in the assessments, only farmers’ qualitative
estimates. The main difference is that in 2014 rainfall patterns were normal, whereas in
2015 there were prolonged dry spells that affected yield. It is therefore not clear how
much delays in seed delivery affected farmers’ yields. The key information that is lacking
is a comparison between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries (acreage planted, quantity
harvested) that would make it possible to quantify the impact of the seed aid.
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Regarding FFS, which are becoming one of the main elements of FAO’s resilience
strategy in South Sudan, the evidence collected so far remains mainly anecdotal, such
as the information collected during the SDC project review (FAO, GOSS, SDC, 2015). The
FFS approach was challenged by some donors and by government, and is very costly to
implement in South Sudan. Therefore, FAO should make quantifying the impact of FFS (and
APFS when they start) a priority, for example using a scientific approach as applied by Davis
et al. (2010). This would also indicate whether and how FFS/ APFS should be advocated as
the main extension approach at national level.

189

When impact or baseline data are available with which to assess impact, it is often highly
questionable. The ELRP of 2015-16, for example, includes the following livestock indicator
at the outcome level: “10-15% decrease in livestock mortality rate (baseline: 25-40% in
young, 20-25% in adults”. However, the evaluation team felt that it was not possible with
current data to verify the baseline level suggested. Although the assertion that one in five
(20%) adult cattle in South Sudan die of disease was stated in a number of documents (e.g.
the RCA 2015) and the figure is attributed to FAO, the baseline data for this figure are elusive.
A MARF/SNV value chain study estimated mature herd mortality of 10-15 percent (MARF/
SNV 2010). Experience suggests that livestock mortality rates due to disease vary greatly
between seasons and locations, and significant further research on the livelihoods impact
of livestock losses, as well as more accurate population estimates would be needed before
reduced livestock mortality and morbidity could become a proxy for project impact. The
recent livestock and livelihoods assessment recommends setting up a Livestock Information
System within AFIS to inform stakeholders, check baselines and provide early warning. This
assessment could find no link between reports of reduced disease outbreaks and FAO’s
vaccination and treatment activities, and makes a number of detailed recommendations
that are aligned to the findings of this evaluation (Aklilu et al, 2016).
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This analysis is not to say that FAO’s interventions are not having a positive impact –
qualitative feedback from farmers and IPs suggest that FAO’s vaccination and treatment
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activities are appreciated locally – but rather that FAO should be much more rigorous in
its impact monitoring, and refrain from making ambitious claims that may help funding
proposals but do not stand up to scrutiny. This is especially important in view of FAO’s
technical leadership role, which means that the figures FAO produces are likely to be
quoted repeatedly by other actors, such as donors and IPs. (The IAHE similarly concluded
that lack of data made it hard to discern the early impact of livelihoods interventions
[Clarke et al, 2015]).
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The PIA’s qualitative methods of data collection were more revealing of impact, and
demonstrate how such qualitative methods can be used. They were insightful in terms
of the impact of the fishing and seed kits distributed through the ELRP. (The PIA did not
cover livestock). In areas where there are many water courses, local people reported a
remarkable increase in the amount of fish in their daily meals, and the surplus fish they
caught was an important source of income to cover other needs or to barter for other food
items. In Akobo, increased availability of fish and the limited amount of cash circulating
brought down local fish prices, thus increasing access to fish even for the poorest
households. Sharing surplus fish with relatives, friends and neighbours was observed
in all areas of Akobo, thus extending this source of food to non-beneficiary households.
In Bor the same trends were observed: increased fishing and increased access to fish,
although the presence of a functioning market meant higher prices for traded fish.
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These changes cannot be entirely attributed to FAO’s distribution of fishing kits, as local
people in areas such as Bor and Akobo had adapted their livelihood strategies to the
conflict context. Consequently, fishing became a more important source of food for many
than milk, their principal source of food pre-conflict, as they had lost their animals and
many had become displaced far from their villages. But FAO’s distribution of fishing kits
appears to have contributed to fishing becoming an important source of food security,
for both direct consumption and income generation (OED, 2015). One of the issues that
needs addressing is the indirect negative consequence associated with the surge in
fishing: there has been a perceived increase in post-harvest losses, as families were not
able to consume all the fresh fish they caught and the market was not able to absorb the
entire daily surplus.

193

Through the PIA and consultations with affected communities for the cash transfer
case study, beneficiaries provided positive feedback about the nutritional benefits of
vegetables, whether from vegetable seed or the nutrition vouchers. In both assessments
people commented on the nutritional benefits of more vegetables in their diet (OED,
2015 and Hackstein, 2016). Beneficiaries noted the new source of income derived from
growing vegetables, and some mentioned the protection benefits of cultivating close
to the homestead and thereby avoiding travel to more distant and insecure agricultural
areas travel to more distant and insecure agricultural areas.

4.8 Sustainability of FAO’s interventions
Key findings
• Although the prospects for sustainability of FFS and seed multiplication activities in the
current context are poor, there is potential as demonstrated through the ITFs.
• The sustainability of FAO’s animal health initiatives in more stable states has been
undermined by lack of investigation and clear guidance on cost recovery mechanisms.
This included the possible use of vouchers.
Action points
• While free relief distribution may be needed and appropriate in acute emergency
contexts, in less acute contexts ways of involving the private sector (and building its
capacity) in the provision and distribution of agricultural and fisheries inputs and
services should be explored. Working with the private sector would help to ensure
greater sustainability, building on the achievements and lessons learned by FAO and
its partners in the last 10 years. This should include exploring ways of developing cost
recovery approaches, including:
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-- for animal health interventions, through private veterinary pharmacies, and CAHWs,
use of animal health vouchers and drawing on the OLS experience and learning;
-- within FFS by maintaining facilitators’ activities through a cost recovery system;
-- promoting ITFs and developing seed multiplication and distribution within the
country with a longer term perspective; this will increase farmers’ access to quality
seed and improved varieties in a more sustainable way, linking with FFS to introduce
and test improved varieties;
-- developing partnerships with private fish trading companies to improve market
access for remote communities/producers.
• Before additional fishing kits are distributed, a review should be undertaken of any
additional fishing interventions, in line with the fisheries management principles in the
FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (and adopted in the South Sudan draft
Fisheries Policy). As no fish stock assessments for South Sudan have been completed,
all statistics are rough estimates which implies the need for a precautionary approach
to ensure the sustainability of South Sudan’s fisheries resources.
• Involving NGOs to a greater degree in food security monitoring and analysis, beyond
the IPC, is important to ensure greater sustainability of food security information
systems.
194

Although sustainability is not an appropriate criterion against which to evaluate the
provision of humanitarian relief to those worst-affected by conflict in Greater Upper Nile,
it is a relevant criterion for evaluating ELRP interventions in other states.

195

As described in section 3.4 above, government capacity, which was already low when the
December 2013 crisis erupted, has been substantially weakened by the crisis. This raises
serious questions about the sustainability of agricultural services provided by national and
state-level ministries. In such a context, the role of the private sector deserves particular
attention, although this tool is extremely challenging when market functionality is
limited and conditioned by unbalanced terms of trade and conflict/insecurity (Mosel and
Henderson 2015). Cost recovery could be the basis for future privatization, for example
of veterinary services.

196

FAO has had no clear policy on cost recovery for vaccines and medicines since December
2013 despite the other key actor in this domain, ICRC, having a clear policy of charging
cost recovery for all drugs where possible. Indeed, the sustainability of FAO’s communitybased animal health services have not received the serious attention they deserved since
the onset of the December 2013 civil conflict. Although MLFI did have a clear policy
that CAHWs should operate on a cost recovery basis, it lacked the resources to engage
with SMARFs and implementing partners at field level to work out suitable cost recovery
mechanisms. FAO has experience of CAHW cost recovery in conflict-affected areas
through its recent work in Abyei, and a voucher scheme in Bor County in 2013. However
its strategy since 2014 has been to leave payment decisions to local authorities and IPs,
and this has caused uncertainty. Although there was in most places a nominal charge
for vaccination, FAO drugs have generally been free in both conflict-affected and more
stable areas. Less experienced IPs reported that they had no issue with free vaccines and
treatments. More experienced IPs recognized that free drugs undermine the remaining
private sector drug suppliers, and indeed some of the animal health specialist IPs had
previously supported the privatization of drug supply systems in South Sudan.
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The OLS programme had shown that cost recovery, albeit at a subsidized rate, could
be achieved in similar situations of insecurity, currency weakness, inflation and access
constraints (Tunbridge 2005). Recent assessments in conflict areas advocate for cost
recovery and linking CAHWs to the few remaining private pharmacies (LWR/LWF 2015);
FAO’s recent analysis of the impact of conflict on the livestock sector (Aklilu et al. 2016)
provides a detailed analysis of its recent animal health work and recommends greater
effort to support veterinary privatization. This includes the formation of a working
group chaired by MLFI with FAO providing technical support. To adequately fulfil such
a role, FAO should investigate the use of mechanisms such as vouchers in areas where
local private drug supply businesses might have been supported to supply CAHWs, and
through them beneficiaries of the animal health projects.
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On the crop production side, FAO appears to have given some consideration to issues
of sustainability through FFS and its seed multiplication activities. While the FFS have
potential, the experience of the SPCRP is not encouraging: 378 FFS were created but few
survived (Majoor et al, 2013). One of the lessons learned is that maintenance of a network
of facilitators is essential. So far, facilitators have been chosen from among the staff of
IPs or among progressive farmers, with supervision from SMAF extension agents, which
is a good approach in the context of South Sudan. There are two options to ensure the
sustainability of this network of facilitators: (i) the institutionalization of the FFS approach
within MAF; and (ii) the development of a private sector approach. In terms of the first
option, the SPCRP evaluation warns that “there is limited scope for sustainability of FFS
mainly due to the lack of support at the federal level” (Majoor et al, 2013:29), and the
prospects have deteriorated since this assessment. The ZEAT-BEAD project is pursuing
the private sector approach, in which facilitators are directly paid by farmers through
village savings and loan associations. This approach is similar to the one used for CAHW,
and seems to be a better option at this stage. Ensuring the support and endorsement of
the FFS approach by MAF, at least at state level, is fundamental to the long-term success
of FFS.
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Seed multiplication activities in the last two years in South Sudan have not been driven
by attention to sustainability, for example targeting small-holder farmers as described in
section 4.5 above. A more sustainable approach to improving farmers’ access to quality
seed and improved varieties would require a fully-fledged seed sector development
programme that would entail inter alia: variety development; early generation seed
multiplication; support to small-scale seed enterprises; and seed quality control. A
strategy for the development of the seed sector was defined in 2010, and other initiatives
such as AGRA had initiated the promotion of national seed enterprises. South Sudan
is not conducive for the implementation of such a programme in the current political
conditions. The best option appears to be to limit the potential negative side-effects
of direct seed distribution on the existing private seed sector by privileging the local
procurement of seed in seed aid interventions. In areas that are relatively peaceful,
there should be simultaneous efforts to raise demand for local seed through ITFs or
VSLs (as in the ZEAT-BEAD project), and to strengthen the capacities of small-scale seed
entrepreneurs, such as the ones currently supplying ITFs in Northern Bahr El Ghazal.
Introducing and testing new varieties and early generation multiplication will remain
complicated until the state is able to revive research on its state farms. FFS, however, can
be used to test varieties which already have been introduced in the country but are still
new to farmers in certain areas.
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The nutrition voucher programme was erroneously designed as a short-term and oneoff relief intervention. This missed an opportunity for more sustainable results if it had
included an ITF for vegetable seeds, horticultural training and capacity building in
food preservation for beneficiaries, which could have built human capital in relation to
agricultural knowledge (Hackstein, 2016).

201

FAO’s fisheries intervention, namely the large-scale distribution of fishing kits, raises
rather different issues of sustainability, how to ensure the sustainability of South Sudan’s
fisheries resource. To all intents and purposes, the fishery in South Sudan is an open
access one, with no controls on numbers of fishers or entry. This is generally regarded
as an undesirable management regime that leads eventually to overfishing and the
collapse of fish stocks54. Decisions about which counties to target with fishing kits and
the quantities of kits to be distributed was made at the Juba level by the FAO office and
the FSL cluster according to the IPC analysis55. While it was an appropriate emergency
intervention, it does not seem to have taken account of the ‘precautionary approach’ to
fisheries management, mandated by the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries
(CCRF), which is echoed by the draft fisheries policy for South Sudan. Using available data
from FA0 to calculate the potential catch from the fishing kits that have been distributed
so far, up to 1.8 million tonnes of fish could be harvested per annum, although these are
currently guesstimates56. But the estimated maximum sustainable yield (MSY) for South

54 See Cardno (2012) and Pomeroy (2011)
55 Key officers from the Ministry had left the country
56 This is based on the potential catch per unit effort of 80 kg of fish per fishing kit per fishing trip, and the kits being
used three times per week, as stated in FAOSS’s ELRP Fishing Kits Post-distribution report of October 2015 (FAO,
2015). Another FAOSS report states that 67% of fisherfolk surveyed fish on a daily basis.
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Sudan fisheries is stated as being up to 300,000 tonnes per annum57. Hence the potential
catch with the fishing gear distributed could be up to six times the recommended
maximum catch. If this is the case then it is worth reflecting on the implications of
continuous distribution of fishing gear to the long-term sustainability of the fishery
resource, and it would be prudent in 2016 to carry out a more accurate overall annual
catch calculation for the emergency kits, especially in view of the lack of sufficient data
on fishery resources in the country.
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As mentioned in section 3.4 above, the food security information system supported
within government is unlikely to be sustained in the current context without external
resources. Yet it is important that government has some data collection and analysis
capacity. It is, however, also important to diversify food security information sources, for
example by ensuring that national NGOs also have some capacity.

4.9 Coherence of FAO’s overall programming
Key findings
• There has been a dual approach in more stable states between the ‘free relief
distribution’ associated with the ELRP and development projects aimed at strengthening
the private sector, with the former potentially undermining the latter.
Action points
• Coherence in programming could be improved by differentiating between areas that
are directly conflict-affected and those that are more stable, adapting and nuancing
the ELRP approach accordingly to ensure greater coherence between relief and
development programming.
• FAOSS should make greater use of AFIS data and analysis in its programming.
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Sectorally, there are strong potential linkages between crop production and livestock
activities which have not yet been fully realized. The APFS provide an opportunity for
greater synergy, for example through fodder production for milking cows. The 2015
livestock and livelihoods analysis found livestock feed to be a key constraint in South
Sudan and made detailed recommendations for improving fodder and feed production
(Aklilu et al 2016). To date there have been some positive programming synergies within
certain geographical areas. For example, FFS members in Northern Bahr El Ghazal were
also beneficiaries of ITFs. This enabled them to cultivate common fields together, and
some FFS members became seed providers in the ITFs.
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The evaluation found that coherence could be improved further, most notably through
addressing the contradiction between the free distribution of inputs and services ranging
from seeds to livestock vaccines and drugs in more stable states, and development
projects like the ZEAT-BEAD project (009/EC) which advocate support for private drug
supply mechanisms and CAHWs in Bahr el Ghazal58. The implication is that the ZEATBEAD project will have to work harder to build up private businesses that have been
damaged by free drug distributions, and to support CAHWs who have been paid daily
salaries rather than a proportion of sales. A broader range of market-based activities
could have been implemented in more stable areas, including cost recovery mechanisms
linked to CAHW incentives and their supply through private veterinary pharmacies or
agricultural supply stores, possibly using vouchers.
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AFIS information is not currently being used to its full potential by FAOSS. The main AFIS
output used is the IPC analysis for broad geographical targeting. There is scope to make
greater use of other AFIS outputs, for example AFIS market information and analysis for
private sector development, and to promote trade and markets including in the livestock
sector (see Aklilu et al, 2016).

57 See (FAO, 1989) and (GIZ, 2010)
58 It is noted that the EC has requested that no free delivery be undertaken in ZEAT-BEAD project area.
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4.10 Cross-cutting issues: gender
Key findings
• With the support of dedicated gender officers, FAOSS has made steady progress in
considering gender in the planning and implementation of the ELRP. There is a good
foundation to build upon.
• FAOSS should move forward from projects and programming that target women, to
projects and programming that would actually advance gender equality.
Action points
• FAO needs to assess gender roles in more detail, for example in the livestock and
fisheries sectors, by determining how female livestock owners and female-headed
households might be better supported.
• FAO should promote and ensure greater gender disaggregation of its data and analysis,
from food security information to M&E.
• FAOSS should aspire to reach the gender marker ‘2’ in its programming, which means
mainstreaming gender to contribute significantly to gender equality (2a), and targeted
action to enhance gender equality (2b).
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The design and implementation of the ELRP seems to have taken gender considerations
into account. The fuel-efficient stoves programme, implemented in Unity State, is one
example where women are specifically targeted and the objectives of the programme
are both environmental and for protection: to reduce the pressure on women to venture
outside PoCs and camps for firewood, where they are at risk of attack and sexual
violence, and to relieve their work burden. Distribution of livelihood kits took account
of women’s capacity to carry them and return home in daylight; pregnant women and
female headed-households were given priority in distribution. FAO has also made efforts
to promote gender sensitivity amongst its IPs: a commitment to gender mainstreaming
is one of the criteria for selecting IPs, and FAO carried out training of over 80 IP staff in
2014 and part of 2015 (almost 30 women and 60 men) in gender awareness. LoAs state
that “every effort will be made to ensure that both male and female farmers are targeted
by the interventions, and that women as well as men have access to input packages,
reaching a minimum of 60-70 percent female and child beneficiaries”. 60 to 70% appears
to be a somewhat arbitrary target, and several partners stated they also had to take the
realities of gender division of labour into account, for example in distributing fishing kits,
although the majority of IDPs in South Sudan are women and children. Partners have been
asked to disaggregate data by sex and by age in their reporting back to FAO. A country
gender assessment is also being planned, which should inform future programming.
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This indicates that many of the right measures to promote gender sensitive humanitarian
programming have been put in place, although the record in practice is more mixed.
In animal health interventions, for example, beneficiary criteria included gender
considerations such as targeting female-headed households and widows. However,
consolidated IP reports on vaccination and treatments do not disaggregate results
by sex. Although FAO advocated for the training of female CAHWs and a minority of
CAHWs trained by IPs were female, there appears to have been little consideration of
gender roles and responsibilities in the CAHW training curriculum. Evaluation of previous
CAHW work in South Sudan showed that there was a strong preference for male CAHWs
by both women and men due to the need for CAHWs to be able to move freely and to
be physically strong enough to help restrain cattle for treatment (Leyland et al 2014).
This preference overlooks the role women play in the care and management of small
ruminants and suckling calves. Furthermore female CAHWs could handle cattle if cattle
races were utilized.
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Our review of the fishing kits programme indicates the need for more in-depth analysis of
the gender inequalities associated with fisheries, and the implications for the distribution
of fishing kits. It is mainly men who engage in fishing. Where female-headed households
were recipients of the fishing kits, in some cases they shared the kits with male relatives
and neighbours and received a portion of the catch, but in some cases they did not, and
did not know how to use the kits (OED, 2015). This has raised concerns about whether
vulnerable women were exposed to exploitation and the practice of ‘sex for fish’
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(although this does not appear to have been verified), and whether some of those more
vulnerable groups were reached with this part of the ELRP. Support for post-harvest
activities would make it easier to include more women as beneficiaries, as processing
and marketing involves more women.
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In food security information and analysis, the final SIFSIA evaluation commented that
“real opportunities to incorporate a ‘gender lens’ in the information and analysis of food
security in South Sudan have not been taken up” (Nicholson et al, 2012:8), and that there
was little gender disaggregation of data. The recent evaluation of AFIS identifies the
same weakness: lack of gender-disaggregated data, which is of particular concern as AFIS
outputs have become so influential in guiding much of the international humanitarian
response in South Sudan (De Matteis and Crosskey, 2015).
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In summary, although the evaluation team scored the FAO South Sudan programme
as ‘1’ on the gender marker scale, it has potential to contribute in some limited way to
gender equality. FAOSS should be aiming for 2 on the scale:
• 2a, which would be evidence of gender mainstreaming, and the potential to contribute
significantly to gender equality; and
• 2b which would be evidence of targeted action to enhance gender equality.
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Ways of advancing gender equality could include engaging men and women on an equal
footing in FFS, and raising gender awareness through the FFS, drawing on learning from
elsewhere59. This could also include supporting the organization of women, for example
in fish processing and other aspects of agricultural marketing.
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FAOSS has benefited from having dedicated gender officers to promote gender awareness;
there was an international gender officer until mid-2015, and then a national officer. They
have played a valuable role, for example in reviewing project proposals and in training
FAO and IP staff, although there is a danger of gender being seen as the responsibility of
the gender officer rather than everyone’s responsibility. To avoid this, and to really make
progress in gender mainstreaming requires strong commitment from senior leadership in
the Juba office, allocating dedicated funds for gender-responsive activities and trainings,
encouraging staff to be more gender-sensitive in their programming, and holding staff
and teams to account, for example to carry out gender analysis systematically as part of
planning, programming and monitoring.

4.11 Cross-cutting issues: AAP
Key findings
• Although FAOSS made significant efforts to build AAP into its response, it could
improve communication with, and accountability to, affected people. This could be
accomplished in partnership with IPs who have a strong track record in this respect.
Action points
• AAP could be further strengthened in a number of ways, including:
-- Greater investment in needs assessments and consultation with affected people to
inform programme design;
-- Speeding up FAOSS’s responsiveness to feedback from affected people (e.g. through
Post-Distribution Monitoring);
-- Learning from FAOSS’s IPs in South Sudan which have developed strong AAP practices
and organizational cultures, in order to replicate those practices;
-- Developing AAP approaches that are contextually appropriate to South Sudan and to
a population with low literacy levels (e.g. help desks at distribution points rather than
investment in telephone hotlines).

59 See, for example, http://www.interesjournals.org/jrpgd/february-2012-vol-2-issue-2/-less-noise-in-thehousehold-the-impact-of-farmer-field-schools-on-gender-relations
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FAO has made a corporate commitment to place “accountability to people affected by
disaster and conflict at the core of its emergency policy and practice”60, as part of the
IASC ‘Transformative Agenda”. FAOSS made efforts to honour this commitment in the
ELRP, mainly through its Post-Distribution Monitoring when it sought feedback from
beneficiaries on its emergency programme (both in terms of what they got and how),
and also through the provision of training in AAP to its IPs. There was generally limited
consultation of affected people in needs assessments, and in neither 2014 nor 2015 was
there evidence of community consultation taking place before formulation of the ELRP.
Some simple AAP approaches do not appear to have been implemented, such as making
sure there is a staffed help desk on-site during each distribution to support beneficiaries
and capture their concerns.
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When there was feedback to be acted upon, it often took a year to take action. In other
words, the feedback influenced the planning of the following year’s ELRP but did not result
in any immediate remedial action. An example of this was feedback through the PDM in
2015, which noted that one fishing net for five households was not working and could
trigger conflict between households. The following year, in 2016, FAO changed its delivery
approach so that each household received a fishing kit, but no immediate remedial action
was taken. FAOSS currently does not have a functioning feedback mechanism. This was
acknowledged in one of its trainings: “Feedback is seldom two-way, organizations collect
feedback from beneficiaries using various tools (during assessments, monitoring and
evaluation) but no response is provided to beneficiaries. In fact communities are fatigued
with information being solicited from them with no feedback from the partners” (FAO
Gender and AAP training report, 2015: 7).
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Some IPs reported that the short duration of the activities did not allow them to engage
properly with communities beyond distribution and monitoring-related activities, although
they did try to communicate with affected people about the selection process (through local
and traditional authorities), and the distribution method and modalities (place and date).
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FAO’s overall record in AAP is in line with the overall findings of the IAHE, that “the general
level of AAP was disappointing” in the South Sudan emergency response, with a few
exceptions (Clarke et al, 2015: 6). The main reason for FAO’s AAP performance appears to
have been poor resourcing: AAP was the responsibility of the already overstretched M&E
team (see section 5.4 below), and was an additional role given to the gender officer. There
was also limited backstopping support on AAP from the regional offices or from HQ.
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Some IPs have more experience and a stronger track record in AAP than FAO, for example
the International Rescue Committee (IRC) which has embedded AAP into its project cycle
and developed mechanisms to record complaints and build recommendations into their
programming. At the end of a project, IRC organizes a “community humanitarian forum”
as a sort of closing dialogue. Beneficiaries and authorities participate, first in small groups
and then in a larger gathering to ensure all groups are heard. The complaints, if any, are
integrated into the next activity. This suggests that FAOSS could learn from some of its IPs’
good practice as well as from other L3 responses where AAP has been better integrated
and more effective, in particular the Typhoon Haiyan response in the Philippines61.

4.12 Towards resilience
Key finding
• Although FAO has the foundations of a more resilience-oriented programme, the
Organization should improve coherence between emergency and development
programming, and reorient some of its programming with a longer term perspective.
Action points
• FAO needs to broaden its livestock programme and develop a strategy for building
resilience for the livestock sector that is aligned to CAMP, the draft FAO resilience
60 See FAO in Emergencies Guidance Note on ‘Accountability to Affected Populations’
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See Who’s Listening; Accountability to Affected people in the Haiyan response; Buchanan-Smith et al, (2015)
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strategy for South Sudan, and the CPP. This strategy needs to take account of the results
and recommendations of the recent assessment of livestock, conflict and livelihoods and
assess how the APFS will be supported to carry out livestock activities (Aklilu et al, 2016).
• The next steps in terms of integrating resilience into FAOSS’s programming should be
developed by the staff, and possibly facilitated by an external facilitator. Moving towards
a more resilience-oriented programme will require skills development of FAOSS staff.
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FAO South Sudan has resilience embedded in the CPF under Outcome Three: “Increased
resilience of livelihoods to threats and crisis”. This echoes FAO’s global resilience agenda
under Strategic Objective 5. Since the first draft of this evaluation report was written,
FAOSS has drafted a resilience strategy for 2016 to 2018.
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The FAO South Sudan office is thus still at an early stage of integrating resilience into
programme design and implementation. Some aspects of FAO’s programme in South
Sudan have the seeds of being ‘resilience-oriented’ (e.g. FFS), especially if subject to a critical
review to identify good practices, ensure greater quality control, and implement over a
longer time period. Further emphasis should also be placed on ITFs and seed multiplication,
rather than importing large quantities of seed. Some other areas of the programme require
reorientation and rethinking to be more resilience-oriented, for example reintroducing cost
recovery into animal health interventions in all but the worst conflict-affected states, and
providing more development-oriented support to the livestock sector. Resilience thinking
is more evident in the 2016 ELRP than in the earlier ELRPs in 2014 and 2015.
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FAOSS’s new resilience strategy should:
• be based on strengthening the private sector and its engagement at community level,
for example through the FFS and APFS which are potentially important platforms for
building resilience through innovation and entrepreneurialism, as well as cooperation
and networking of farmers and agro-pastoralists;
• seek to develop greater coherence between development and humanitarian
programming, for example exploring how seed multiplication in-country could supply
seed for conflict-affected communities and locations;
• cover a range of risk factors, including national and local conflict risks to natural/
climatic hazards and animal diseases, while also considering their interrelation and the
prioritization of risk factors at the local, county and national levels;
• build flexibility into development programming so it is better adapted to the volatile
context of South Sudan;
• ensure alignment with the resilience strategies of other UN agencies and with
government, building on the IDDRSI strategy and the multi-actor Resilience Context
Analysis;
• include plans to build the capacity and skills of FAOSS staff.
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5. Enabling factors
5.1

L3 declaration: what difference did it make?

Key findings
• The L3 declaration (and importantly the ‘L3 in readiness’ designation early on)
substantially and rapidly increased FAO’s capacity in South Sudan, possibly to a greater
extent than has been apparent for other UN agencies62.
• The early high-level support from Rome was particularly important in enabling FAO’s
rapid adaptation and scaling-up in response to the crisis. The contribution of some of the
other surge missions in 2014 may have been compromised by their short duration and
inexperienced staff. Missions of two to three months, including tasks related to capacity
building of national staff, would be more appropriate.
Action points
• With support from Rome, FAOSS must develop a realistic plan for taking over the
responsibilities and administrative tasks currently handled by HQ, thus working towards
an exit strategy.
• The L3 experience in South Sudan showed that FAO can respond rapidly and speed up
its procedures when it has to. What can be learned from this to speed up FAO’s ‘normal’
ways of doing business, and to ensure it continues to accelerate its procedures in the
ongoing conflict?
• FAO should develop a regional network of experts within the Africa Region, available
at short notice to provide surge capacity, without seriously depleting capacity in the
country offices from which staff are drawn. FAO should also clarify the role of the regional
and sub-regional offices in an L3 response, while acknowledging that the scale and type
of support needed in a major crisis like South Sudan’s implies that some centralized
emergency surge capacity must be retained at HQ level.
• Surge missions in response to L3s should include a component of capacity building of
national staff to ensure a smooth post-L3 transition period.
• FAO should consolidate its L3 learning from South Sudan (and elsewhere) for future
responses, and should feed its experience into current IASC discussions about the
appropriate duration of an L3 declaration63.
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The IASC categorizes a Level-3 (L3) emergency as a system-wide humanitarian emergency,
an “exceptional measure ... only to be applied for exceptional circumstances where the
gravity justifies mobilization beyond normally expected levels”.64. In May 2013 FAO set
out its own internal processes for an L3, to align with the IASC’s Transformative Agenda65.
This defines L3 as: “the capacities of a country, sub-regional and regional offices are
overwhelmed, thus requiring full FAO corporate support”.
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The announcement of South Sudan as an L3 was not made internationally until 11 February
2014. In the meantime, on 8 January 2014 FAO’s Deputy Director General - Operations
declared South Sudan to be ‘Level 3 in Readiness’, the first time such a designation had
been used. This enabled:
• fast track procedures to be activated, giving a greater degree of authority to the country
office;
• the country office to procure goods for up to USD 500 000 and services for USD 200 000,
without approval from a higher level;

62 According to the IAHE, ‘Declaration of the L3 Emergency raised the profile of the Response and had a major impact
on fund-raising. Other aspects of the Transformative Agenda, such as the Humanitarian Programme Cycle and the
Inter-Agency Rapid Response Mechanism (‘surge capacity’), had less impact’ Clarke et al, 2015: 20
63 The IASC is currently reviewing this point (See note: https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/files/iasctransformative-agenda-what-does-iasc-humanitarian-system-wide-level-3-emergency-response
64 IASC Transformative Agenda Reference Document, 2012, as quoted in the IAHE evaluation report
65 See Director-General’s bulletin of 7 May 2013 (DGB 2013/32)
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• the deployment of international staff within 24 hours, and of national officers working in
neighbouring countries who can be released for up to six months;
• technical clearance of concept notes and specifications, within 24 hours of receipt;
• corporate priority to press releases related to the L3 Emergency Response.
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A temporary chain of command was established for all activities related to the crisis in
South Sudan: a Designated Responsible Official, the FAOR, for the overall FAO programme;
an Emergency Response Manager for the day-to-day management of the Emergency
Response; and a Surge Support Team Coordinator for the liaison and coordination of
support units in HQ and the regional office.
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Senior managers and others interviewed in the FAO Juba office were widely appreciative
of the difference that the L3 declaration had made, and especially the ‘L3 in readiness’
announcement. By the end of 2013 the emergency portfolio of FAO in South Sudan was
shrinking66 and there were relatively few international staff. With the eruption of violent
conflict in December 2013 most of the international staff were evacuated, some national
staff fled Juba, and FAO’s offices in Bor, Bentiu and Malakal were looted or destroyed.
In short, capacity of the country office was severely weakened. The ‘L3 in readiness’
declaration triggered a number of surge missions, beginning with the Emergency and
Rehabilitation Division (TCE) Director in January 2014 (again returning in March 2014 and
in January 2015).67 This high-level visit in January 2014 provided the FAOR with muchneeded support on staff security and tracing all staff, and in thinking through how FAO
should respond to the crisis and in developing the ELRP. This also helped to raise the
profile of the South Sudan crisis and the needs of the FAO Juba office at corporate level.
FAO Senior Management in Juba commented on the benefits of this rapid and high-level
support, which helped the country office adapt quickly and innovatively, but also raised
concerns about the support being too ‘personality-dependent and not systemically
corporate’68.
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Subsequent surge missions covered all operational and programme areas. Most of this
support came from HQ. Although the sub-regional office (SFE) provided technical support
on the fishing emergency response and some specific support was also provided by the
regional offices (Regional Office for Africa, RAF and Regional Resilience, Emergency and
Rehabilitation Office for West Africa/Sahel, REOWA), generally these decentralized offices
did not have the technical capacity and resources that were needed by the FAO office in
South Sudan. Some experienced emergency staff were transferred temporarily from other
countries in the region, including Somalia and Burundi. This reinforced the opportunity for
FAO South Sudan to learn from the Somalia experience of rapidly scaling up its humanitarian
programming in 2011/12. (There are indications that these secondments weakened the
country office they were drawn from, implying that a more regionally strategic approach
to redeployment from one country to another may be needed, although it has not been
possible to pursue this line of inquiry in any depth).
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During the first months of the response there were a high number of surge missions of
short duration (on average six weeks) until the senior positions of Emergency Response
Manager and Deputy FAOR were recruited four to five months after the L3 declaration.
Some of these surge missions were reported by FAO staff in Juba to have been carried
out by staff with inadequate experience in this kind of crisis. The high turnover of shortterm staff can be disruptive, weaken institutional memory and be demanding in terms
of administrative and logistical support. The same analysis was made in one of the other
L3 responses, to Typhoon Haiyan in the Philippines. Moreover, the high number of surge
missions did not include a strong component of capacity building of national staff. In
order to improve the country office capacities at an early stage of the response, as well
as prepare for a smooth transition when the L3 declaration ends, the terms of reference
of the staff deployed during the crisis response should include this capacity building
component.

66 By the end of 2013, the FAO South Sudan programme was about USD 11.6 million of which USD 1.7 million were
development projects and USD 9.8 emergency projects. Most of the latter were ending in 2013 or in the first
quarter of 2014.
67 The same frequency of visits was recorded in South Sudan as for other L3 emergencies, eg Central African Republic
68 Key Informant Interview
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Unusually for an L3, initially declared for 90 days, the L3 status of the South Sudan response
continued for 22 months, reflecting how it had become a protracted conflict crisis. As the
ending of the L3 designation loomed, when the evaluation team was carrying out its field
work in South Sudan it became apparent that FAO had no exit strategy in place to prepare
for the withdrawal of the surge support team in Rome; and an increased role would be
required from the regional office, a similar situation to CAR. However, efforts were being
made to build the administrative capacity of the Juba office and to hand over some of the
administrative tasks from Rome, although the extent to which this could be achieved was
limited by the constraints of internet connectivity in Juba as well as staff capacity levels69.
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On 18 January 2016, recognizing the volatility of the situation and evidence of the
intensifying emergency in South Sudan’s conflict-affected states, the Deputy Director
General - Operations called for continued corporate support to the South Sudan office and
announced that the provisions associated with the L3 would remain in place until June
2016 (even though officially no longer an L3 response), at which time the situation would
be reassessed. However, the ending of the L3 would not trigger any withdrawals of staff
from the Juba office, as none are dependent on the L3 declaration, reflecting how the
South Sudan response has transitioned from short-term to protracted crisis.

5.2 Leadership within FAO South Sudan
Key findings
• Effective leadership was essential to the adaptation of FAO’s programme to the crisis,
and to the strategic role it has played in the wider international humanitarian response.
Action points
• A large country programme in a complex context such as South Sudan requires a range
of leadership skills, best provided through a leadership team:
-- Skills of political analysis and diplomacy, to manage and foster relationships with both
government and donors in a context that could become increasingly hostile and polarized;
-- Analytical skills to maintain FAO’s ‘analytical edge’;
-- Advocacy and communication skills;
-- Strong operational management skills and experience of managing a large programme
in an insecure context.
• FAO should develop an advocacy strategy and increase its advocacy and communications
skills at all levels (within South Sudan, regionally and internationally at HQ level) as the
food security situation deteriorates in parts of the country, possibly descending into
famine conditions. Improved advocacy will help to keep the international spotlight on
the humanitarian crisis in South Sudan, and to ensure adequate humanitarian resources
are mobilized in a world in which there are many competing priorities.
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The strong and effective leadership of FAOSS was vital to the influential and strategic
leadership FAO provided to the international humanitarian response in South Sudan, as
described in section 3.5 above.
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Key leadership skills required by FAO in the South Sudan context include:
• Skills of diplomacy and relationship-building, to maintain good working relations with
Government of South Sudan and with donors, in a context where relations between the
two have become more distant, even hard-line
• Analytical skills to ensure FAO has the ‘analytical edge’ needed to stay on top of the
dynamic context in South Sudan, especially in terms of how the political context is
impacting on livelihoods and humanitarian needs
• Strong advocacy and communication skills, so that FAO is able to maintain its strategic
leadership in influencing the narrative
• Strong operational management skills and experience of managing a large programme
in an insecure context

69 Increased bandwidth was planned for early 2016 and should, in theory, solve the technical problem.
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All of these skills must be underpinned by shrewd political acumen. And if the political crisis
and conflict should deepen and the food security situation deteriorate further, some of
these skills will be even more acutely needed. Advocacy and communication skills will be
especially critical to champion the IPC findings, to manage relations with government and
to ensure the international spotlight (and funding) remains on South Sudan despite many
other competing crises. As it is unrealistic to expect an individual to embody all these skills,
the senior ‘leadership team’ within FAOSS must have this combination of skills, and work
closely together.
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‘Rapid response mode’ has, understandably, dominated the FAOSS programme in the last
couple of years, and enabled it to deliver a large-scale emergency programme. However, it
is important to balance this, now, with a more analytical approach to programming that is
better nuanced to the particular context of different states and different livelihood groups.
The recently completed livestock study (Aklilu et al, 2016) is an example of how more indepth research and analysis can contribute to confirming, or challenging programming
assumptions, ultimately resulting in more effective livelihoods work at both programme and
policy levels.

5.3 Management issues
Key findings
• FAO made good use of its longer term programme staff in the ELRP early in the crisis,
but could have made better use of its institutional memory of past programming in the
humanitarian response.
• FAO’s operations during the humanitarian response have become quite heavily centralized
in Juba, where different units and teams tend to operate without much communication or
linkage between them.
Action points
• Establishing and developing a more systematic approach to capturing knowledge and
experience over time, including investing in the contractual continuity and responsibilities
of national staff, to foster institutional memory and learning;
• Shifting the centre of gravity in decision-making to be less Juba-centric so that staff at
state-level have more input, and developing greater responsiveness and accountability in
Juba/state relationships;
• Ensuring the important role of fisheries to livelihoods and food security is better reflected
within the technical capacity of FAOSS (e.g. through recruitment of additional fisheries
staff, upskilling existing staff in technical and programme management issues, and
development of a fisheries programme plan);
• Strengthening communication and relations laterally across FAOSS’s different units and
teams to ensure greater programming coherence and to avoid developing a silo mentality.
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Overall, the FAOSS office has demonstrated high levels of dedication and a willingness to
listen to feedback, learn lessons and adapt. At the beginning of the crisis the country office
drew on its programme staff to develop and implement the ELRP. This was an appropriate
and positive step. Nevertheless there were, somewhat surprisingly, a number of instances in
which FAO lacked institutional memory in the way it implemented its emergency programme
since 2014 (and some aspects of its more developmental programming), including:
• the design of the seed multiplication project, which apparently did not take into account
achievements of previous seed sector development projects carried out by FAO in the last
10 years, and particularly the support for groups to build seed warehouses;
• failure to draw on the OLS experience of cost recovery approaches to emergency animal
health interventions;
• inadequate reflection and learning from previous fisheries projects, for example in terms
of post-harvest storage and marketing in the ELRP.
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This contributed to a certain incoherence across the programme, for example in how FAO
has or has not used and promoted the private sector in its emergency and development
programming.
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There was an overall sense that the expertise and experience of national staff was not
adequately utilized in decision making processes. For example, in the livestock team
national staff had received some earlier ‘training as trainers’ in LEGS, but this had not
been utilized and the evaluation noted tension within the team between international
and local staff. Furthermore, there was no system in place to capture achievements
and knowledge linked to implementation of FAO activities in South Sudan. When staff,
especially international staff, leave the organization they generally leave with their
experience. Ways of more systematically collecting good practices and lessons learned
in-country must be sought, and knowledge and experience should be shared regionally.
In the fisheries sector, a review of the numerous past fisheries projects in South Sudan/
Sudan would help to “reinstate” an institutional memory and learning process, and there
may be other regional initiatives and projects that could inform the development of
fisheries programming in South Sudan.
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Since December 2013, when the focus has been rapid delivery of livelihoods kits and
coordination of the humanitarian response has been strongly rooted in Juba, the FAO
operation has tended to be Juba-centric. Two years later, by early 2016, there is a need
for FAO to decentralize out of Juba in terms of shifting the centre of gravity for decisionmaking, posting more experienced staff outside the capital and ensuring that Jubabased staff, especially programme staff, spend more time in the field.
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There is also a need for different units and teams working in the capital and at state
level to be more strongly linked, and to communicate more effectively with each other.
This should contribute to greater coherence across the programme and to stronger
cross-sectoral linkages, both of which are important components of a more-resilienceoriented programme and will help to avoid a ‘silo mentality’. The evaluation noted that
FAO’s livestock-related activities are often not embedded into the rest of the programme
(e.g. not included in the Magic system70), and given less coverage in M&E, partly due to
limited capacity. This should be revised in order to ensure that all livestock projects and
components are completely integrated in the overall FAO programme management.
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There is also scope to streamline how FAO communicates with and manages its
relationships with partners. Many implementing partners commented on the challenges
of liaising with FAO because of the range of different people with whom they must
communicate. Different FAO staff are following the LoAs which makes it complicated
for partners and contributes to a weak internal accountability system. At Juba level, any
single report from an IP is viewed by at least operations, programming, information
management and M&E units. An internal review of the clearance process would help to
streamline accountability and could assign designated focal points for IPs.

5.4 Monitoring and evaluation
Key findings
• Despite efforts to scale up M&E with the launch of the ELRP, this function is still underresourced. This limits the effectiveness of M&E, as well as its ability to influence and
inform programme teams.
Action points:
• FAO South Sudan needs to strengthen its M&E function as follows:
-- Additional staff are needed;
-- Shift from process-oriented monitoring to results-oriented monitoring, ensuring that
intended outcomes and their indicators are clearly articulated in logframes, and that
consultation with affected people is at the heart of results monitoring, in line with
AAP commitments;
-- Collaborate on joint post-distribution monitoring of nutrition-related programmes in
areas where WFP is also working, for example in IDP camps.

70 FAO tracking system for emergency operations, from warehouses to beneficiaries.
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When the December 2013 crisis erupted, FAOSS did not have an M&E team in place. HQ
provided a first support mission in March 2014, after which an M&E officer was rapidly
deployed as part of the L3 scale-up, initially using the Standby Partnership arrangement
with the Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC). Subsequently FAO recruited the same M&E
officer directly. The M&E team currently comprises one international officer, one assistant
based in Juba and one field monitor per state except in Malakal. This is a small team for
the scale and ambitions of the programme.

240

In collaboration with partners, the M&E approach has focused principally on PDM. For
example, a questionnaire survey was used with the livelihood kits to verify whether
inputs have reached beneficiaries and their satisfaction levels soon after distribution.
After approximately two months, a post-distribution assessment is carried out, with
questions tailored to the particular kit distributed, to find out if beneficiaries are using the
inputs for the intended purpose. The M&E team has made good use of mobile apps, and
specifically Epicollect, where possible71. But this has not been possible in SPLM-IO areas
where monitors are not allowed to use phones and data must be recorded on paper. The
evaluation team has noted some limitations of the PDM approach that deserve attention,
including:
• The sampling of the PDM seems unbalanced, with about half of the farmer interviews
being carried out in Jonglei state72. A review of the sampling procedure is needed to
better cover other geographical areas;
• Some of the PDMs are producing questionable findings related to the timeliness
of input distribution and the timing of ITFs. Despite the known and in many cases
significant delays in distribution, raised in interviews with the evaluation team, the
ELRP of 2015 stated that 88% of beneficiaries were satisfied with the timeliness of
input delivery in 2014 and 82% in the PDM update of August 2015. The ways in which
questions are asked, and answered, should be reviewed to explore the extent to which
the answers provided are intended to please the interviewers. Involving a neutral third
party for data collection should be considered to improve the quality of data collection
and analysis, and ultimately to improve FAO’s learning and adaptation to the feedback
received73.
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In mid-2014, a system called ‘MAGIC’ was created to track most of the livelihood kits
(except the livestock inputs) along the supply chain, from FAO warehouses to partners and
finally to beneficiaries. This has contributed to improved transparency and accountability
for delivery, and thus for reporting to donors. However, it is not yet a sustainable system as
there are no official links with the FAO Global Resource Management System and a series
of manual entries are required. The evaluation team has some concerns about the process
for consolidating data on the livestock programme. These appear to be convoluted, with
a lack of clarity on respective roles and management of information. As a result, it took
some time for FAO staff to compile supply data and vaccination/treatment results for the
evaluation. This lack of clear reporting pathways undermines accountability, as well as
effectiveness and efficiency, as the response time to address problems and to interpret
results is delayed. The evaluation welcomes the recommendation by Alkilu et al (2016) to
establish a livestock working group in AFIS to manage livestock sector data.
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Overall, the M&E system is process-oriented rather than results-oriented, with most
efforts concentrated on collecting information related to delivery and beneficiary
selection. Very little information is collected on impact. For example, no post-harvest
monitoring is carried out, nor has there been any impact assessment in the livestock
sector. The recent livestock and livelihoods study, however, is a step in the right direction
by providing new information on the importance of animal health activities (Aklilu et al,
2016). The cash transfer case study raised concerns about the lack of outcome indicators
in the logframes guiding this part of the ELRP, which was a further disincentive for staff
to monitor against results rather than outputs. As noted in Section 4.11 above, there is a
need and scope for greater gender-disaggregation of data.

71 ‘EpiCollect’ is a web and mobile app for data collection which includes GPS record and picture.
72 As indicated by the FAO PDM database
73 There is learning on this from some donors, for example DfID, who have used this approach in Somalia, carrying
out random M&E activities to better inform future programming. It is worth FAOSS exploring whether such an
approach would work in South Sudan, for example signing an LoA with an M&E-oriented service provider to
triangulate information received internally.
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While an M&E framework has been developed for the ELRP and others are being
created for FAOSS’s development projects, the M&E unit remains clearly understaffed for
its workload. In the field, the same monitors that are working for the M&E unit are also
working for the FSNMS and other assessments. Three out of eleven monitors who received
training and field experience have left FAO for other organizations, further weakening
FAO’s overall M&E capacity. The international M&E officer spends a large part of his time
reviewing partners’ reports (about 240 reports in total in 2015), which is not the best
strategic use of his time. Moreover, there appears to be limited transfer of information
between the M&E team and technical programme teams. This is a missed opportunity, as a
wealth of information is available on the database but the technical teams are not trained
how to use it. Thus a strategic review of the M&E function and the deployment of its limited
resources could help FAOSS improve its M&E activities to be more strategic and resultsoriented, and strengthen links with programme staff to ensure they are using and acting
upon the data and analysis available.

5.5 Decentralization and technical support
Key finding
• FAOSS’s experience shows that FAO’s decentralized structure is still bedding down
at regional and sub-regional levels and does not yet have the capacity to provide
technical support and oversight to a country programme that is responding to a major
humanitarian crisis.
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Since FAO has decentralized, technical oversight and support for the FAO South Sudan
programme should come from the sub-regional office for Africa in Addis Ababa (SFE). In
practice, however, this has rarely occurred due to limited staff capacity. In the livestock
sector, for example, the single livestock officer in the sub-regional office covers eight
countries and has not been able to visit the South Sudan programmem so has limited
knowledge of the challenges and strategy of the livestock team in Juba. Instead, in both the
livestock and crop production sectors, technical support has been provided mainly by FAO
HQ in Rome, with the exception of support for FFS which has come from the regional FAO
resilience team in Nairobi, and support for the fisheries component of the ELRP where the
sub-regional fisheries officer in Addis Ababa has provided strong technical backstopping
for FAOSS since December 2013. Although FAO South Sudan needs (and is seeking)
support for its resilience strategy, the regional team in Nairobi has limited capacity and
there appears to be some confusion between the roles and responsibilities of the regional
team in Nairobi and staff working on resilience from Rome.
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The declaration of the L3 in South Sudan really strengthened the link between FAOSS and
FAO in Rome, as much of the surge and technical support were provided from HQ. Indeed,
this may have weakened the link with FAO’s regional and sub-regional offices: staff in those
offices spoke of the need to be more involved and to feel a greater sense of engagement
with the L3. As capacity of the FAO South Sudan programme has strengthened, in many
sectors the country office now has greater capacity than the SFE and the Sub regional
Emergency Office for Eastern and Central Africa (REOA), as happened in the FAO Somalia
programme when it scaled up to respond to the 2011 famine74. As mentioned above, FAO
South Sudan has benefitted from technical expertise in other country offices in the region,
and in particular from FAO Somalia. This has been a generally positive experience and, as
described in section 5.1 above, should be built upon with a more strategic and planned
approach.

246

The sub-regional office has played more of a role in managing regional projects than in
providing technical support to FAOSS. In the livestock sector, the two regional projects
designed to support commercialization of livestock production in South Sudan appear to
have been managed well.

74 See the 2012 evaluation of FAO Somalia (Buchanan-Smith et al, 2012)
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5.6 FAO’s partnerships
5.6.1 With UN agencies
Key finding
• FAO has a strong collaborative relationship with other UN agencies responding to the
humanitarian crisis in South Sudan, especially in the area of food security information.
There are some opportunities for FAO to work more closely with WFP, to the ultimate
benefit of the intended beneficiaries.
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One of the strongest and most impressive examples of FAO’s collaboration with other
UN agencies relates to food security information, under the umbrella of the FSIN. This
has brought together WFP, FAO and UNICEF. All three agencies are partners in the FSNMS
and the relationship was described as ‘vibrant’ by one of the key players. WFP contributed
funding to the AFIS project, and FAO and WFP work together closely in carrying out the
CFSAM. All three agencies were involved in the IPC process, led by FAO.
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Other positive examples include collaboration around survival kits for some of the
hardest-to-reach areas, involving UNICEF, WHO, WFP and FAO, which provided vegetable
seeds.
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Generally, FAO appeared to have a good working relationship with WFP at the time of
the evaluation. Although there have been some points of tension in the last couple of
years, particularly around FAO’s decision to launch its own air operation, these appear to
have passed. WFP and FAO recently agreed to have only one cluster coordinator for the
FSL cluster (provided by FAO), and WFP and FAO were about to work together in a single
programme, BRACE 2, funded by the United Kingdom Department for International
Development in 2016. The latter is an opportunity for both agencies to work to their
respective comparative advantage, whereby WFP implements its ‘food for assets’
intervention and FAO provides technical advice. The different speeds and procedural
requirements of each agency will require careful management to ensure the success of
this arrangement and of this programme. There is scope for closer collaboration with WFP
in FAO’s nutrition voucher programme, particularly for joint post-distribution monitoring
(see Hackstein, 2016).

5.6.2 With FAO’s implementing partners
Key findings
• FAO has been working with a good mix of national and international NGOs; the
selection process for IPs improved in 2015, as compared with 2014. FAO’s partners
generally appreciate their relationship with FAO, especially the learning aspect,
although they also note a range of challenges. The contractual arrangement between
FAO and IPs (LoA), presents many difficulties for the IPs and does not contribute to a
genuine partnership relationship. Instead it is oriented more towards service provision.
Action points
• FAOSS should identify which of its IPs to develop a more strategic partnership with,
beyond service provision. These partnerships should reflect a more equal and less
contractual form of partnership, draw on the knowledge and comparative advantage
of each organization, and recognize the ongoing security and access constraints faced
by UN agencies.
• FAOSS should improve the efficiency and effectiveness of its partnership agreements,
revising and adjusting LoA mechanisms and provisions, including:
-- Reviewing what it can learn from LoAs implemented by other UN agencies in South
Sudan (e.g. WFP and UNICEF, which appear to work more efficiently);
-- Extending the time period of FAOSS’s LoAs;
-- Speeding up negotiation and signing of its LoAs.
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Figure 10: How IPs describe their relationship with FAO in 2015, from the online survey
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FAO has a good balance between international and national partner NGOs. According
to the results of the online survey, 55% have been FAO IPs for more than three years. In
2014, the selection of partners was mainly based on their geographical location, and
carried out through a call for expressions of interest launched through the FSL cluster.
Selection of IPs for 2015 started in January with a registration process which created a list
of partners operating at state and county levels. This list was shared with the FAO state
coordinators for review. Where there was more than one partner present in a county,
selection was based on their performance record for the previous year.
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As Figure 6 demonstrates, nearly 87% of respondents to the online survey described their
relationship with FAO in 2015 as ‘good’ or ‘excellent’. Partners appreciate the support
received by the FAO country office and the high quality technical support FAO is able to
provide. But there is also a strong sense that this is a contractual relationship of service
provision rather than a genuine partnership. For example, there is no sharing of work
plans or ideas before the contractual relationship is established through the LoA. As
described by one IP: “FAO takes the lead in the partnership – but the partnership needs
to be balanced. We have partnered with FAO and there has never been any focus from
FAO on our programming – it has been all about FAO programmes ‘fitting’ into our
programmes”75. It is also striking that partners must always visit FAO in its office in Juba,
or during FSL cluster meetings; FAO staff very rarely go to partners’ offices, in Juba or
at state-level, which serves to reinforce the unequal power dynamic of contractor and
service provider.
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A large number of respondents to the survey (81%) described the challenges in working
with FAO. The most frequently mentioned challenges were:
• coping with FAO’s bureaucracy and lengthy procurement processes;
• too many different people to deal with in FAO;
• delays in signing LoAs and/or transferring funds, and delays in the final clearance of
reports;
• untimely delivery of inputs.
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Most of these challenges were reported to FAO in 2014, and this led to some improvements
in 2015, for example improved timing of the signing of the LoAs and distribution of
inputs (although many were still late), improved communication and greater flexibility.
Nevertheless, a number of challenges remain. First, there are often delays of up to two
weeks in transferring the first tranche of funding to partners after signing the LoA. This
hampers rapid implementation, as small national NGOs are unable to act until they receive
the funds. Key informants have acknowledged that this delay was due to FAO’s internal
problems of registering the NGO as a vendor. However, the consequences of losing two
weeks out of a three-month time period during an L3 crisis is unacceptable. FAO should
review its vendor recording mechanisms so they are appropriate to an L3 crisis.

75 From KII with an FAO IP
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Second, the LoAs used in South Sudan are only for three months, which is often too little
time to cover a partner’s actual costs of operation. The rationale for short-term LoAs with
low budgets is the expectation that partners are carrying out other activities and the
work they are doing for FAO is just a part of their overall portfolio. However, in 2014 many
partners lost their assets and now have difficulty operating on these terms. Indeed, some
NGOs refused to partner with FAO because of the LoA budget, which was small relative
to FAO’s expectations for the quality and quantity of delivery. Partners interviewed have
often compared FAO’s contracts unfavourably with the 12-month contracts they have
signed with UNICEF, which provide broader budget support including general operating
expenses. These partners have recommended that FAO move in this direction. Although
FAO may in turn be constrained by the type and length of funding it has received from
donors, three-month LoAs are too short for much of the work that IPs are being asked
to do.
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The Sudan country evaluation (OED 2010) recommended in 2010 that FAO shift to more
strategic partnerships with its IPs, recognizing that FAO had been working with the
majority of them for more than three years. This has not yet happened. In the current
context, the large number of partners and contracts signed does not allow FAO time to
build a more equal partnership based on each partner’s comparative advantage. Despite
these challenges, FAO should attempt such a strategic partnership with a small number
of partners, based on their strong technical expertise and other skills that complement
FAO’s; at the same time, FAO should maintain its range of service delivery-oriented
partnerships in order to respond and scale up quickly, as needed in the volatile context
of South Sudan. FAO’s revised approach to select one partner per county for the ELRP in
2016 is moving in the right direction.
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6. Conclusions and recommendations
6.1

Conclusions
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The events of December 2013 triggered a new phase of violent conflict and political instability
in South Sudan, and were a poignant reminder that the optimism following the CPA and
South Sudan’s independence was somewhat misplaced. The context for development and
aid programming changed dramatically due to the onset of a major humanitarian crisis,
and to many donor governments reassessing their support for the government in Juba.
Some donors withdrew direct funding from the government at national level. The already
challenging operating conditions worsened as security deteriorated with limited access to
the worst-affected areas.
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This turn of events had two major implications for FAO in South Sudan. First, how should
FAO adapt its positioning and programming to respond to the deepening humanitarian
crisis, and second, how should it maintain or adapt its relationship with the government
in Juba?
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In response to the first challenge, FAO has performed well, rapidly and effectively
reorienting its programme to the dramatically changed circumstances. The L3 declaration,
and the earlier ‘L3 in readiness’ provisions, played a major role, rapidly increasing FAOSS’s
capacity through surge support and speeding up FAO procedures. FAOSS quickly provided
an updated analysis of the implications of the crisis for food security through the IPC,
thus establishing the IPC as the dominant process and narrative for continued analysis
of the humanitarian crisis. It has invested in other important analytical exercises, such as
the 2015 study on the ‘Impact of conflict on the livestock sector’. Overall, FAO has played
an exceptional and important strategic leadership role in the international humanitarian
response. The successful launch of the ELRP placed livelihoods support centre stage in the
response.
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FAO South Sudan rapidly and appropriately scaled up its programming and its contracting
of IPs. Co-coordinating the FSL cluster has bolstered FAO’s strategic leadership position,
although there has not been a sufficiently clear distinction between the neutral brokering
role of cluster coordination, FAO’s organizational priorities and its contracting of
international and national agencies. FAO could also provide stronger leadership in the
agricultural sector, particularly in relation to longer term strategic interventions (e.g. cost
recovery for animal health interventions) and in relation to seed security and seed sector
development. These gaps mirror weaknesses in FAO’s own programming. If they are
addressed, not only will this strengthen FAO’s programme, it will also put FAO in a stronger
leadership position on resilience in South Sudan, where there is a need for a shift from
analysis to implementation strategies that will actually build resilience.

6.2 Recommendations
Recommendation 1. FAOSS should ensure it continues to play a strategic leadership role in the
humanitarian response to the South Sudan crisis and in the agricultural sector more broadly,
maintaining its ‘analytical edge’, specifically:
a. providing high quality analysis of food security and livelihoods (and the impact of conflict)
through the IPC and other studies that capture longer-term trends in livelihoods, including
playing a leadership role in strengthening seed security assessment methodologies and
building consensus on appropriate seed relief interventions
b. developing an effective advocacy and communications strategy, especially focused on
triggering a response to early warning and indications of deteriorating food security, and
mobilization of resources
c. over the next two years, investing in robust impact assessments of FAO’s central and
flagship programmes: free seeds & tools distribution, livestock vaccination, FFS & APFS
d. based on c), developing guidance material on FFS/APFS that can also play a quality
control function
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e. playing a neutral brokering role in coordination of the FSL cluster, promoting inclusive
decision-making into which state-level clusters can input
Recommendation 2. As FAOSS develops its resilience strategy, it should ensure greater synergy
between humanitarian and development programming, specifically:
a. developing a strategy for strengthening the private sector provision of agricultural and
fisheries services and inputs
b. developing a policy on cost recovery for agricultural and fisheries services and inputs
to areas where this is feasible
c. ensuring alignment with the resilience strategies of other UN agencies and with
government, building on the IDDRSI strategy and reflecting the current and likely
threats and risks to livelihoods
d. building the capacity and skills of FAOSS staff in understanding the concept of resilience
and how to programme accordingly eg testing assumptions, building on evidence and
developing cross-sectoral links
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In response to the second challenge, FAO created some distance in its relationship with
government, consciously in some cases (e.g. in its food security information work) and less
consciously in others, such as livestock and crop production programming in which there
has been less face-to-face interaction and exchange of information since December 2013.
This challenging political environment could undermine FAO’s comparative advantage
(as stated in the CPF, and in FAO’s recent evaluation of its contribution to crisis-related
transition) in providing information and technical advice to the government on issues
pertaining to food security and nutrition; in providing advisory services to government
on policies, investment plans, strategies and regulatory frameworks which impact food
security in the country; and in contributing to the technical capacity development of
government. Although there are many challenges in working with government in the
current context, FAO’s relationship with national ministries should be strengthened
at the technical level and informed by ongoing and quality political economy analysis.
FAO’s relationship with ministries at state level is stronger, facilitated by the presence and
work of the state coordinators.

Recommendation 3. FAO Representatives and their senior management teams working in
protracted conflict contexts must be supported and guided by FAO headquarters (and, where
appropriate, by regional offices) in managing and maintaining an appropriate relationship with
government, especially with technical counterparts, in contexts of protracted conflict, where
government is one of the actors, drawing on FAO’s experience in other contexts of protracted
conflict. This must be underpinned by good quality political economy analysis.
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Most of FAO’s livelihood interventions were highly relevant to the areas worst affected
by the humanitarian crisis, for example direct seed distribution for crops and vegetables,
animal health interventions and distribution of fishing kits. The same approach to
relief distribution was used in states not directly affected by the crisis. This was less
appropriate, as exemplified by FAO’s free seed distribution when the constraining factor
appears to have been access to seed rather than seed availability. Efforts to strengthen
seed production capacity were, therefore, much more appropriate in these contexts.
As livestock disease is a major constraint to livestock production, the provision of drugs
and vaccines was very relevant. However, the approach did not sufficiently build on cost
recovery principles in more stable areas, despite the strong record of cost recovery in
South Sudan dating back to OLS. Moving forward, FAO should seek a more sustainable
approach to animal health interventions, making more use of the private sector, including
private veterinary pharmacies and CAHWs and voucher schemes.
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Moving forward, there are a number of areas that FAOSS should now give more attention,
reflecting the changing settlement pattern and changing livelihood patterns in South
Sudan. These include urban and peri-urban agriculture, support to livestock herders who
have lost their animals, and greater emphasis on using livestock interventions such as
feed and water supplies for conflict resolution. There is also a need for FAOSS to engage
more in supporting trade and markets, for livestock by, promoting cross-border trade,
and in the fisheries sector by, supporting post-harvest practices and marketing.
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Recommendation 4. Strengthen the relevance of its programming, specifically:
a. Expanding its work in the livestock sector beyond animal health, to achieve sustainable
increases in livestock production, finding ways to rebuild the livelihoods of those who
have lost their livestock, and using livestock interventions for conflict resolution
b. basing seed relief interventions on the findings of seed security assessments (instead
of food security assessments), only implementing free seed distribution where
seed availability is the main constraining factor and promoting other interventions
elsewhere, such as ITFs linked with seed multiplication, to strengthen farmers’ access
to good quality seed over the next 5 years
c. developing a programmatic approach, in collaboration with partners and the
government, on how to promote and institutionalize FFS/APFS
d. carrying out a review of current fisheries interventions against the estimated maximum
sustainable yield of fisheries in South Sudan, in line with FAO’s Code of Conduct for
Responsible Fisheries, and paying attention to post-harvest fisheries activities
e. expanding support to peri-urban agriculture, recognizing the change in settlement
pattern in South Sudan associated with the conflict
f. strengthening food security information systems through greater monitoring of
livelihoods dependent on livestock production and fisheries, and of seed security.
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Geographical targeting has been based predominantly on the IPC analysis. This has
appropriately encouraged targeting of the conflict-affected states; however, its
usefulness for other forms of targeting are more limited. For example, food insecurity
does not necessarily equate with seed insecurity for seed-related interventions, and it
cannot guide targeting below district level or according to social criteria such as gender
and age. FAO has relied heavily on IPs to develop their own targeting methods with
limited guidance. In 2016, FAO and its IPs should collaborate closely to develop more
nuanced targeting guidance, drawing on best practices.
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Some of FAO’s emergency interventions have been highly effective, such as distributing
fishing kits in conflict-affected states and introducing ITFs. The main factor undermining
effectiveness has usually been delays in delivery and programming which must now
be addressed with some urgency (e.g. through more timely signing of LoAs with IPs).
Simplifying FAO’s voucher system would also improve the effectiveness of its cash
transfers. More detailed assessments of livestock ownership, livestock movement and
density, and local disease profiles and immunity levels would all contribute to greater
effectiveness of FAO’s animal health interventions. On the development side, FAO has
built a strong FFS programme and is poised to extend this into APFS. As a leader in FFS
and APFS, FAOSS now has a responsibility to conduct a more critical review of FFS/APFS
in South Sudan, to identify and capture good practices for quality control purposes, and
to develop guidance materials.

Recommendation 5. FAOSS can strengthen the effectiveness of its programming, specifically
through:
a. engaging in large-scale seed purchase and delivery only where it is possible to do
this on time, with the donors’ cooperation, according to the agricultural season and
planting dates
b. basing emergency animal health interventions on epidemiological principles of
building herd immunity and outbreak response
c. developing guidance on targeting its emergency interventions, in collaboration with
its IPs, drawing on their best practices and experience
d. exploring how an expanded programme of cash transfers can address underlying
causes of vulnerability, also piloting electronic vouchers and considering phasing out
paper vouchers
265

76

While there is evidence of the positive impact of some of FAO’s interventions (e.g.
nutrition vouchers to promote better diets (from the cash voucher case study), and fishing
kits to improve livelihoods (from the PIA)), generally impact data are limited. FAO’s M&E
function has been focused mainly on process monitoring, and has been understaffed
for a programme of this scale. M&E capacity should now be increased and reoriented
to become more results-focused. The priority in the next couple of years should be
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conducting impact assessments of FAO’s long-running interventions to inform future
investment. These could include free seed and tool distributions as well as FFS, in which
considerable resources have been invested.
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FAOSS has made steady progress in considering gender in the planning and
implementation of the ELRP, but there are still knowledge gaps, for example about
gender roles in the livestock and fisheries sectors. It should move to the next level, from
projects and programming that target women to projects and programming that would
advance gender equality. FAOSS made important efforts to build AAP into its response,
but this has been poorly resourced, there has been limited consultation of affected
people in needs assessments, and slow responsiveness to feedback received.

Recommendation 6. FAOSS should move towards mainstreaming of gender in its
programming, and strengthening its AAP practices, specifically:
a. assessing gender roles in the livestock and fisheries sectors to inform programme
design to enhance gender equality, through greater gender awareness ensuring it is
seen as the responsibility of all staff (supported by a dedicated gender officer), and
gender disaggregation of data and analysis.
b. greater investment in needs assessments and consultation with affected people
to inform programme design, developing AAP approaches that are contextually
appropriate to South Sudan, learning from IP best practice, and speeding up the
responsiveness of FAO and its IPs to feedback from affected people.
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Effective leadership was the main enabling factor contributing to the successful
scaling up of FAO’s programme in South Sudan (apart from the L3 surge support),
and to its strategic positioning. As the food security situation deteriorates in parts of
the country (and in case the political context becomes more polarized and/or hostile),
those leadership skills must be fostered and reinforced with a strong advocacy strategy
focused on rapid response delivery. Furthermore, FAOSS’s operations have tended to be
Juba-centric and efforts should now be made to shift the centre of gravity to state-level,
with programme staff spending more time in the field. There is also a need to strengthen
communications and linkages across FAOSS’s different units and teams, in the interests
of greater programming coherence and to avoid a silo mentality. Ways of strengthening
institutional memory and learning also need to be found to ensure FAOSS is constantly
building on past knowledge and experience.

Recommendation 7. FAOSS should strengthen a number of ‘enabling factors’ that contribute
to relevant, timely and effective programming, specifically:
a. fostering the leadership skills FAOSS requires to run and manage a large-scale
humanitarian and development programme in a challenging context of protracted
conflict, and to provide strategic leadership to the wider humanitarian sector
b. finding ways of maintaining institutional memory and ensuring that decision-making
builds on learning from past programming
c. shifting the centre of gravity in decision-making so that it is less Juba-centric and there
is greater input from staff at state-level
d. strengthening communication and relations across FAOSS’s different units and teams
to ensure greater programming coherence
e. strengthening the M&E function so it has the capacity to become more resultsoriented
f. maintaining FAOSS’s efforts to strengthen its logistics capacity and the traceability of aid
7

FAO has been working with, and dependent upon, a wide range of national and
international NGOs in delivery of the ELRP. The relationship is primarily a contractual one
oriented to service delivery. Although partners appreciate aspects of this relationship,
such as the technical learning support provided by FAO, they have struggled with
some of the more bureaucratic dimensions. FAOSS should continue building on recent
improvements to its IP relationships, including extending the duration of LoAs and
exploring how the partnerships can become more equal. In particular, FAOSS should
identify several IPs with which to develop a more strategic and longer term partnership.
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Recommendation 8. FAOSS should strengthen its approach and strategy to partnership,
specifically:
a. developing a number of strategic partnerships with carefully selected IPs, that go
beyond service provision and that draw on the comparative advantage of FAO and the
IP respectively
b. extending the time period of FAO’s LoAs, and speeding up negotiating and signing of
LoAs
c. developing a strategic approach to capacity development of its partners
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The way FAOSS has adapted its programme and responded to the humanitarian crisis since
2013 provides valuable learning. Some of this learning can inform its strategy for South
Sudan for the coming years. Indeed, some of the action points and recommendations from
this evaluation are already being acted upon. Some of the learning, especially from the
successes of the programme, can usefully inform FAO’s work in other protracted crises.

270 Recommendation 9. FAOSS should make some revisions to its strategic plans (both the
thinking and the documentation i.e. the CPF), to capture learning from the last two years,
specifically:
a. to better reflect the ongoing volatility of the context, building greater flexibility into
programming, including more realistic risk assessments in development programming
and adaptability to shifting conflict dynamics and in case security deteriorates
b. to strengthen preparedness for sudden and unexpected crises
c. to clarify FAO’s engagement and/or alignment with key government policies in the
agricultural sector, including the CAMP
270

L3 planning, protocols and practice should be developed to include:
a. developing a clear exit strategy for the ending of the L3 declaration
b. expediting protocols related to the management of LoAs in an L3 crisis
c. developing a regional network of experts available at short notice to support surge
capacity
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Sharing learning about how FAOSS responded to the conflict since December 2013 with
other country offices (especially those working in protracted crisis contexts), including how
it adapted its programme, how it scaled up logistically and took on an air operation, and
how it provided strategic leadership to the overall humanitarian response.
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Appendices
Appendix 1: People consulted
Name

Surname

Designation / Position

Organization/Department

1

Mathew

Abang

Crop Protection Officer

FAO Subregional Office for
Eastern Africa (SFE)

2

Ruben

Abbal

DG Research

Minstry of Livestock and
Fisheries Industry

3

Abakar

Abdalla
Monium

Livestock Officer

FAO South Sudan

4

Shaif

Abdullah

AFIS Livestock Officer

FAO South Sudan

5

Bashir

Abdulrahman

FSL Cluster Coordinator, Wau

FAO South Sudan

6

Christina

Abina

Representing the organization Danish Church Aid
at the FSL

7

Bulus

Abraham

Agro-met focal point

Inspectorate of Planning, Wau

8

Mary

Abuk Deng

CAHW

Wun Long

9

Emily

Addonizio

Field liaison operations officer

FAO South Sudan

10

Edwin

Adenya

Programme officer

FAO South Sudan

11

Marwo

Adhumo

12

Augustino

Agust Lueth

Acting DG Lvestock

SMLFI, Awiel

13

Peter

Akany

Logistics Officer

FAO South Sudan

14

Michael

Akile

Acting Director of Planning

Inspectorate of Planning, Wau

15

Yacob

Aklilu

Livestock Consultant

FAO South Sudan

16

Matur

Alembany

Director General

State Ministry of Animal
Resources and Fisheries

17

Charles

Alio

Executive Officer

Chamber of Commerce,
Industry & Agriculture, Wau

18

Naimat

Amily Solomon

Programme Director

Caritas Juba

19

Paul

Andrea Ujang

Market monitoring - livestock

Inspectorate of Planning, Wau

20

Ray

Anthony

Head of Sub-office

WFP, Wau

21

Jennifer

Aoko

Representing the organization Christian Mission for
at the FSL
Development

22

Grace

Apayi Peter

Operations Associate

FAO South Sudan

23

Aluma

Araba

Veterinary Director

Ministry of Livestock and
Fisheries Industry, Juba

24

Raffea

Arif

Humanitarian Officer

Norwegian Embassy

25

Abuk

Arou Arou

CAHW

Mangor Tong

26

Thembo

Asuman

27

Sidonia

Athil

Seed Vendor

28

Augustino

Attilio

Director General Extension

Minstry of Livestock and
Fisheries Industry

29

John

Auler Akot

CAHW

Malual Bai

IRCOFSADO

KUCDA
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Name

Surname

Designation / Position

Organization/Department

30

Tito

Awuel

Seed Vendor

31

Wudu

Ayalew

Cold Chain Specialist

FAO South Sudan

32

Nehru

B. Essomba

Project Manager - ZEAT-BEAD

FAO South Sudan

33

Louis

Bagare

Agro-pastoralist officer

FAO South Sudan

34

Karim

Bah

Deputy FAOR Representative
a.i./Emergency Response
Manager

FAO South Sudan

35

Paul

Barnaba

Market monitoring - crops

Inspectorate of Planning, Wau

36

Richard

Batali

Agriculture Field Assistant

FAO South Sudan

37

Michael

Beeman

Representing the organization Tearfund
at the FSL

38

Gezu

Bekele

Livestock Consultant

FAO South Sudan

39

Philippe

Besson

Director of Cooperation Office

Swiss Development
Cooperation, S. Sudan

40

Edward

Billi

DG Fisheries

Minstry of Livestock and
Fisheries Industry

41

Francesca

Birtley

Operations Consultant

FAO South Sudan

42

Garang

Bol

Seed Vendor

43

John

Bosco Wale

Program Manager South
Sudan

Veterinaires Sans Frontieres
- Canada

44

Cheryl

Boudre

Agricultural Officer

USAID

45

Filippo

Brasesco

Associated Professional
Officer

FAO-SFE

46

James

Bwirani

Technical Officer, AFIS

FAO South Sudan

47

Jessica

Carlson

Livelihood officer

Danish Refugee Council

48

James

Chan Mou

CAHW

Mading Awiel Communitybased Animal Health Workers
Association (MACAHWA)

49

Annie

Chapados

Livelihoods Adviser

Department of International
Development, UKAID

50

Lomena

Charles Keri

M&E Officer - ZEAT-BEAD

FAO South Sudan

51

Edwin

Chemajwo

Project Coordinator

Diar for Rehabilitation and
Development Association

52

Paul

Chol Madut

Director planning

SMLFI, Awiel

53

Barnabe

Chol Maksi

Director of Mechanization

Ministry of Agriculture - Lake
State

54

Simon

Chuchu

Country Director

VSF-Swiss

55

Daniel

Combomi

Agronomist

CARITAS

56

Jacques

Conforti

RAF resilience /programme
and operations officer

FAO Regional Office for Africa
(RAF)

57

Rados

Cvetic

Head of Operations

FAO South Sudan

58

Achiek

Daniel

Food Security and Livelihood
Officer

Oxfam
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Surname

Designation / Position

Organization/Department

59

Marco

De Gaetano

Project Manager

FAO Field Office Abyei South
Sudan

60

Samuel

Deng

Project Coordinator

Norwegian People’s aid

61

Simon

Deng

Seed Vendor

62

Mayen

Deng Akbok

CAHW

Malual Bai

63

Oumar

Diall

Livestock Officer

FAO Subregional Office for
Eastern Africa (SFE)

64

Archangelo

Dit

Director

SMLFI, Awiel

65

Antazio

Drabe Kenyi

Assistant National Technical
Manager

FEWSNet

66

Deborah

Duveskog

Community Adaptation and
Resilience Officer

FAO-Resilience Team for
Eastern Africa

67

Deborah

Duveskog

Resilience/Farmer Field School FAO Resilience Team for
Officer **
Eastern Africa, Nairobi

68

Daniel

Dwong

Seed Vendor

69

Felix

Dzvurumi

Agriculture Officer

FAO South Sudan

70

Yasir

Elias

Project Coordinator

CARITAS

71

Rizig

Elisama

Director

Marial Lou Training Institute

72

Malenje

Evaristo

Project Coordinator

Rural Community Action for
Peace and Development

73

Ann

Felix

Director General Animal
Production and Range
Management

Minstry of Livestock and
Fisheries Industry

74

Phil

Fong

Information Manager

FAO South Sudan

75

Duku

Francis Sebit

Nutrition officer

Plan International

76

John

Friday

Logistics Officer

Support for Peace and
Education Development
Program

77

Tinega

G. Ong ‘ondi

Country Director

Veterinaires Sans Frontieres Germany

78

Santino

Garang

Director extension services

SMLFI, Awiel

79

James

Garang Atak

CAHW

Mading Awiel Communitybased Animal Health Workers
Association (MACAHWA)

80

John

Garang Atak

CAHW

Mangor Tong

81

Yacob

Gebreyes

Consultant

FAO South Sudan

82

George

Geng Malony

83

Gabriel

Ghai Moses

Food For Assets food monitor

Plan International

84

Paolo

Girlando

Programme Manager
European Union

EU

85

Carina

Hansen

Emergency Programme
Director

Norwegian Refugee Council

86

Shaun

Hughes

Head of Programme

WFP

VSF Suisse
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Name

Surname

Designation / Position

Organization/Department

87

Likare

Ignatious

Livestock Officer

Christian Mission for
Development

88

Vijuri

Isaac Kenyi

Programme Officer

Swiss Development
Cooperation, S. Sudan

89

Vucuri

Isaac Kenyi

National Programme Officer

Veterinaires Sans Frontieres
- Suisse

90

Omac

James

Field Monitor

FAO Awiel Office

91

Makur

James Achnoth

State Coordinator, Wau

FAO South Sudan

92

Hassan

Jireec

Community Focal Person &
Field Monitor

Plan International

93

Peter

Jok Dit

Director animal health
services

SMLFI, Awiel

94

Joyce

Jore Tiberio

Coordinator

FSTS

95

Olivia

Kalis

Humanitarian Adviser

Department of International
Development, UKAID

96

John

Kanisio

Secretary General

Food Security Council, GoSS

97

Mary

Karanja

Co-chair of FSL Cluster (NGO)

NRC

98

Jacob

Karok

Director Veterinary Services

Ministry of Livestock and
Fisheries Industry, Juba

99

Ezana

Kassa

State Coordinator

FAO South Sudan

100 Henock

Kewendbelay

Program Officer

OFDA

101

Edward

Kilawe

Forestry Officer

FAO Subregional Office for
Eastern Africa (SFE)

102

Barack

Kinanga

Economic Recovery and
Development Coordinator

International Rescue
Committee

103

Isaac

Korkon

Deputy Director

Relief and Rehabilitation
Commission

104 Patric

Kormawa

Sub-Regional Coordinator

FAO Subregional Office for
Eastern Africa (SFE)

105

Lautze

Former FAO-R, Deputy HC

FAO South Sudan

106 Martin

Lawrence
Ndenya

IPC Focal Point

Inspectorate of Planning, Wau

107

Marko

Lesukat

Emergency Response
Manager

Cordaid

108 Maku

Lexson

Country Director

Afro-Canadian Evangelical
Mission

109 Jackson

Lita

Project manager Northern
Bahr-el-Ghazal

FAO South Sudan

110

Julius

Lonyong

Livestock Officer

FAO South Sudan

111

Jose

Lopez

Resilience Coordinator

FAO Resilience Team for
Eastern Africa, Nairobi

112

Garang

Lual Luol

CAHW

Wun Long

113

Andrew

Lucas

Food for Peace Officer

OFDA

114

Salome

Lukorito

Country Director

Rural Community Action for
Peace and Development
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115

Douglas

Machuchu

Team Leader

VFS - Swiss, Marial Bai

116

Paulino

Mading

Director of Research and
Training

Ministry of Agriculture - Lake
State

117

James

Madit Matueny

Project Manager

Association of Christian
Resource Organizations
Serving Sudan

118

Luka

Majok Ajam

CAHW

Mangor Tong

119

Alfred

Makur

State Coordinator

Smile Again Africa
Development Organization

120

James

Makur

Acting D-G

Ministry of Agriculture, Wau

121

Evaristo

Malenje

Livestock Officer

Rural Community Action for
Peace and Development

122

Makuei

Malual

Under Secretary

Ministry of Livestock and
Fisheries Industry, Juba

123

Berlin

Mangok

124

Arop

Mano Arol

CAHW

125

William

Manud

Seed Vendor

126

Kiir

Mayen

Agiculture consultant

FAO-Aweil

127

Rita

Mazzocchi

Head of Programme

Plan International

128

Sileshi

Mekonnen

Livetock team Leader

FAO South Sudan

129

Wudu

Melaku

Cold Chain Officer

FAO South Sudan

130

FSLC

Members

FSLC

Various

131

Clement

Metaloro

Executive Director

Agriculture Advisory
Organization

132

Soro

Mike Hakim

Chief Executive Officer

Support for Peace and
Education Development
Program

133

Nimaya

Mogga

Livestock Officer

FAO South Sudan

134

Abdal

Monium Osman

Programme Director

FAO South Sudan

135

Cheryl

Morgan

Head of Programmes

CRS

136

Peter

Mundruku

Food Security and Livelihood
Officer

Oxfam

137

Cephas

Munjeri

Country Director

United Methodist Committee
on Relief

138

Tom

Musceere

Livestock Officer

Aid Support Commuinity
Organisation

139

Joseph

Musibulo

Livestock Officer

Humaine Aid for Community
Organisation

140 Titus

Mutinda

Senior FFS/APFS Coordinator

FAO South Sudan

141

Costa

Mwale

Agriculture Production
Specialist

FARM project

142

Elijah

Mwangi

Livestock Officer

National Action for Relief and
Development

143

Rhodes

Ndlovu

Food Security and Livelihood
Advisor

CARE South Sudan

HERRY
Malual Bai
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Surname

Designation / Position

Organization/Department

144 Pie

Njinginya

Consultant

FAO South Sudan

145

Nouh

Director

Chamber of Commerce,
Industry & Agriculture, Wau

146 Kennedy

Odhiambo

Representing the organization South Sudan Development
at the FSL
Agency

147

Okeny

State Coordinator Northern
Bahr-el-Ghazal

FAO South Sudan

148 James

Okoth

Farmer Field School Expert

FAO Malawi

149

Silvester

Okoth

Veterinary Officer

Veterinaires Sans Frontieres Germany

150

Kennedy

Onyango Nanga

Econometrician - Markets &
resilience, AFIS

FAO South Sudan

151

Abdal

Osman

Head of Programme

FAO South Sudan

152

Etsuko

Osumi

Project Formulation Advisor

Japan International
Cooperation Agency (JICA),
South Sudan

153

Killen

Otieno

Food Security and Livelihoods
Cluster Co-coordinator

FSL Cluster

154

Lawrence

Otika

Agriculture consultant

FAO South Sudan

155

Bernard

Owadi

Head of VAM

WFP

156

John

Pankech

157

Henry

Pith Achuel

Senior Livestock Inspector

SMLFI, Awiel

158

Mezbanur

Rahman

Letter of Agreement Manager

FAO South Sudan

159

Anthony

Riwa

DG for States and Special
Projects Coordination

Minstry of Livestock and
Fisheries Industry

160 Deda

Rose

National Gender Officer

FAO South Sudan

161

Esteban

Sacco

Deputy Head

OCHA

162

Islam

Seraju

Regional Coordinator
Agriculture

BRAC

163

Md.

Serajul Islam

Regional Co-ordinator
Agriculture

BRAC South Sudan

164 Riccardo

Suppo

Food Security and Livelihoods
Cluster Co-coordinator

FSL Cluster

165

Riccardo

Suppo

FAO Cluster Co-coordinator

Food Security and Livelihoods
Cluster

166

James

Swokiri

National project manager

FAO South Sudan

167

Thomas

Taban

Veterinary Officer

ICRC

168 Wakweya

Tamiru

Monitoring and Evaluation
Officer

FAO South Sudan

169

Samson

Teka

Programme Officer, Food For
Assets consultant

World Food Programme (WFP)

170

Daniel

Thon

Director

Ministry of Agriculture - Lake
State

171

Nyabeni

Tipo

Ass. FAO R

FAO South Sudan

Ahmed

Johnny

Ministry of Agriculture
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Name

Surname

Designation / Position
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172

Serge

Tissot

FAO Representative a.i./
Designated Responsible
Officer

FAO South Sudan

173

Serge

Tissot

FAO-R

FAO South Sudan

174

Serge

Tissot

FAO-R

FAO South Sudan

175

Chirsta

Utiger

Ecosec Coordinator

ICRC

176

Gina

Vorderstrasse

Program Officer

OFDA

177

John

Vuga

Representative

FEWSNet

178

Abigail

Wathome

Project Officer- ZEAT-BEAD

FAO South Sudan

179

Abigail

Wathome

Former Gender Officer

FAO South Sudan

180

Rosalind

Watson

Representing the organization Mercy Corps
at the FSL

181

Rosalind

Watson

Humanitarian Officer

Mercy Corps

182

Jonas

Wiahl

Country Director

Welt Hunger Hilfe (German
Agro-Action)

183

Ines

Wieldemann

Programme Officer

German Cooperation (GiZ)

184 Santino

Wol Atak

State Minister of Agriculture
and Forestry

SMAF

185

Mohamed

Zahidur Rahman Program Manager Livelihood

BRAC South Sudan

186

Mario

Zappacosta

Economist - Crop and Food
Security Assessment Mission
(CFSAM)

FAO South Sudan

187

Mario

Zappacosta

CFSAM

FAO South Sudan

Zimudzi

Emergency and Rehabilitation
Coordinator

FAO Regional Office for Africa
(RAF)

Francesca

Consultant - land tenure

FAO South Sudan

190 Abraham

Senior project officer for
extension services

Norwegian People’s aid

191

Kur

Monitoring and Evaluation
Field Monitor

FAO South Sudan

192

Yaser

Project Coordinator

Caritas Juba

Under Secretary of Agriculture

MAF

188 Farayi
189

193
194

Nyabenyi

Deputy FAO-R

FAO South Sudan

195

Erminio

AFIS

FAO South Sudan

196

Wakweya

M&E Officer

FAO South Sudan

197

Margaret**

Director-General

National Bureau of Statistics

198

Gunvor

**

Norwegian Embassy

199

Sarah

Consultant to FAO on
resilience strategy

FAO South Sudan

200 Karim

**

FAO South Sudan

201

AFIS

FAO South Sudan

Nutritionist

UNICEF

Erminio

202 Ismail
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