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Acronyms

CBO
Community Based Organization
M&E
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oPt
Occupied Palestinian Territories

PPU
Palestinian Peasants Union

WBG
West Bank / Gaza

WFP
UN World Food Program

Executive Summary
Evaluated Action
The evaluated action was the Gaza Fresh Food Emergency Assistance Project.  This action targeted support to two groups, small scale farmers and families vulnerable to food insecurity, to stabilize the situation of each group during the current crisis where many families have lost their livelihood and are selling off assets to survive.  The project purchased fresh vegetables from the farmers at a fair price and distributed it to vulnerable households and individuals in privately run institutions.  
Date of the Evaluation

27 June – 10 July 2007

Consultant’s Name 

Dr. Ken Turk

Purpose & Methodology (5 lines)

This evaluation is an End of Project evaluation to determine the progress, accomplishments and results, as well as the impact of actions on beneficiaries.  The primary methods used were focus group discussions conducted by CARE non-project staff, and telephone interviews with beneficiaries in Gaza, as well as personal key informant interviews with project staff. Data from discussions was analyzed and evaluated by the consultant.
Main Conclusions
All objectives and results of the project, as quantified by the indicators, were met within the time frame of the project.  Both farmers and food recipients reported positive impact on their lives and families, with many reporting increased health and nutrition, ability to pay off debts, ability to send their children to school again, and less need to sell off assets.  Farm families reported that they were saving or investing profits back into their farms in the hopes that markets would open up in the near future.  The project worked closely with local organizations, including a large farmer’s association to organize the farmers to grow needed vegetables, and several local CBOs to distribute the food to beneficiaries. This close relationship, combined with capacity building (hands-on mentoring) provided the organizations with new skills which will expand their potential in future.
Sustainability is difficult to attain in an emergency situation, in particularly with food recipient beneficiaries.  Sustainability with farmers was addressed by encouraging them to invest part of their profit back into their farms and to save some for future needs.  The evaluation survey confirmed that many of the farm families have done just that.  An increased morale and standing in the community was mentioned by many farmers as a positive result of a successful year of farming.  All in all it was an effective and appropriate intervention that built on resources within the communities, and supported the local farmers by purchasing locally rather than importing from outside the community.  In addition, much of the project was managed and implemented by local organizations, building their skills as well as their standing within the communities.
Recommendations

This project was a pilot project to determine if an approach of utilizing local farmers to provide food to vulnerable households would work in the oPt.  In general, the project worked very well, even though at times it was difficult to work within the political framework.  It is recommended that if possible a project with a similar approach should be continued, but with a few changes based on this evaluation and lessons learned.
With a short-term and fast paced project working with perishable products it is critical that a well designed monitoring plan is developed and used to ensure quality, timeliness and accountability in the product and processes.  It should be simple to use as well as providing sufficient accurate information for management decision making.
Documentation, although extensive, needs to be tightened up somewhat, with clearly designed and labeled data formats, and with a more organized method of filing data and documents for easier tracking and verification of progress and activities.  Although the project staff may well have known where the documentation was and how to use it, it would be very difficult for someone new to come in and take over if one or more of the staff left the project.
Sustainability issues should be looked at and future plans should include some well thought out methods to increase sustainability of beneficiaries, in particular the farmer households.  Marketing seems to be a large limiting factor for farmers, and should be addressed by an appropriate analysis of longer term sustainability options, including a thorough and realistic market analysis which includes quality standards and requirements.

Lessons Learned

An area for improvement frequently mentioned by all three target groups is the limited variety of fresh vegetables allowed by the project for farmers to grow, and to be distributed to the food recipients.  The crop types, for logistical reasons, were selected based on their popularity as a cash crop, rather than nutritional considerations.  A wider selection should be provided in future projects of this type.
Data was not collected that allows analysis of gender relations or issues within the project locations and target groups.  This somewhat relates to the section above concerning documentation recommendations.  A plan for data collected should be reviewed by others within CARE WBG to identify other areas of need that may be overlooked by project staff.
1.  Intro and Structure of the Report
The ongoing crisis in the Gaza Strip has placed many households in poverty, and significantly reducing their ability to secure their basic needs of food, health and water.  Many households in the villages targeted by this project have lost their main sources of income as a result of the closures and movement restrictions on Palestinian labour working in Israel and the WBG.  Palestinian households have reverted to various coping strategies to live through these difficult times, in hopes of better days to come. These strategies are becoming less effective with the prolongation of the crisis.  As time passes, households have depleted their assets and have become dependant on social welfare, thus weakening the community social and economic safety net.  Food in many households has become very limited, in particular for fresh vegetables and fruits, an important source of vitamins and other nutrients.  The plight of the farmers is not much better; with less people working there is less cash for families to purchase fresh vegetables in the markets.  This results in less demand in the markets for produce grown by farmers.  Without a market, many farm families either have stopped farming and abandoned or sold their land, or are considering doing so.  This project targeted two groups of families living in Gaza; 1) small scale farmers, and 2) vulnerable households as well as residents of various institutions who did not have access to food in general and fresh produce in particular.
1.1 Principal Project Objective:

Support to income/food insecure small farmers who have lost access to the export market while mitigating the food security risk of targeted poor households and social/health institutions.
1.2 Specific Project Objective:

Ensure that vulnerable small farmers targeted in the operation are able to sustain their livelihoods while targeted poor households and needy institutions receive a significant part of their fresh food requirement on a regular basis.

Result 1: 1,800 farmers have received income from selling part of their vegetables produced for the export market and have covered their productions costs.
Result 2: During the harvesting season from October to May, 8,550 households and 1,883 people living in 11 social/health institutions are provided with their average weekly vegetable consumption.
This is an End of Project final evaluation to determine the progress, accomplishments and results of activities, as well as the impact of actions on beneficiaries.  It will also identify problem encountered, constraints, and lessons learned so as to improve future actions similar to this one.  This evaluation report follows the ECHO format as provided in the Toolkit for Final Evaluations.

2.  Methodology Used
The methods used for this evaluation were chosen to best gather representative information that would provide unbiased views of the activities, results and impact of project actions, and to identify weaknesses and make recommendations for future similar actions.  Due to security reasons, and the takeover of Gaza by Hamas, the evaluator was not able to travel to Gaza to view project activities and interview beneficiaries and project staff first-hand.
An alternative plan was followed that provided the needed information and documents.  The project Team Leader was able to come to Jerusalem for two days of discussion, and brought many project documents with him for review.  Several telephone conference calls with project staff in Gaza provided an opportunity to talk directly with the staff and ask questions.  CARE staff (not part of this project) conducted focus group discussions with beneficiaries from each target area of the project.  The Field Operations Manager/FF Project Manager, based in the Jenin was available in Jerusalem and able to provide much input as well.  In addition, the consultant met with the ECHO Expert – Palestine Territories in Jerusalem, and the CARE WBG Finance Manager and the Contracts and Purchasing Manager in the Jerusalem office.  In general, efficiency and effectiveness were determined from project documents, discussions with project and other CARE staff, project reports, participating non-CARE organizations, and beneficiaries.  Impact was primarily determined from focus group discussions with the beneficiaries.  The evaluator was assisted by Maisa Shquier – CARE WBG M&E Assistant throughout the evaluation, and in particular she conducted telephone interviews with institution representatives and translated many documents into English.  Each of the method will be described in more detail:
2.1 Review of Documents
The following documents were available for review:

· Project proposal, log frame and budget
· Single Form Reports to ECHO (11 Jan 07, 4 Jun 07)

· Sep-Dec 2006 Progress Report to CARE Austria

· Jan – Mar 2007 Progress Report to CARE Austria

· Many project documents from project Team Leader (record keeping and tracking progress) included the following with selected documents included in the appendix.
· Map of locations
· Lists of associations and health social centres, with contact information
· Weekly vegetable purchase and distribution data sheet

· List of recipient households and documentation for receipt of food

· List of farmers and receipt of vegetables from each

· Series of spreadsheets tracking and summarizing purchase and distribution of fresh food

· Profit/loss calculations for each crop type – Case studies

· Daily market and project prices for each vegetable type

· Letters of appreciation from beneficiaries

· Financial documents and Contract forms

2.2 Meetings and Interviews
ECHO Expert – Palestine Territories

Beatriz Suso

Personal

CARE Field Operations Manager - WB
Hesham Sawaftah
Personal

Fresh Food Project Team Leader

Mohammed Alwan
Personal and Telephone

Field Operations Manager – Gaza

Yusef Abu Eljedian
Telephone

Fresh Food Project Field Rep


Ola Najem

Telephone

Fresh Food Project Field Rep


Osamah Qudaih
Telephone

CARE Agric. Engineer – Gaza

Eid Seyam

Telephone

Field Rep CARE Food Security Proj.

Jamal Nawajha
Telephone
Agronomist Food Security Proj.

Anas Mouslum
Telephone

CARE WBG Contracts & Procurement Mgr
Ranya Karam

Personal
CARE WBG Finance Manger

Basem El Aref

Personal
2.3 Focus Group Discussions with Questionnaire Format

A questionnaire type format was developed for the group discussions that focused primarily on the perceptions of the beneficiaries (farmers, HH recipients, and institutions) on the impact of the project and how it affected their lives, as well as how they viewed the activities and methods.  The questionnaire was developed by the evaluator and reviewed by project staff and the evaluation team.  It was modified as necessary to make the questions clearer and more appropriate for the target audience.  The M&E Assistant conducted telephone interviews with representatives of 6 of the 11 institutions that had received fresh food from the project, and used the questionnaire form for questions and answers.  CARE staff that worked on other non-Fresh Food projects led the focus group discussions with farmers and food recipient households so as to have an unbiased approach.
The focus groups for Farmers and HH recipients were conducted over three days (30 Jun – 2 July) by CARE WBG Gaza staff as listed below:

Name


CARE Position


Function in the Focus Groups

Jamal Nawajha
Field Rep Food Security Project
Facilitator
Anas Mouslum
Agronomist Food Security Project
Recorder
Mohammad Alwan
Fresh Food Project Team Leader
Organizer and Introduction

The focus group team was assisted by the Fresh Food project staff (Ola Najem, Osama Qudeh, and Aead Syam) in arranging meetings and taking notes.

The focus groups were conducted in four locations for farmers, and the same four locations for HH recipients.  The locations are shown on the project map (Appendix 1).  The four groups covered the seven target areas.

Group 1
Kaa el Qureen & El Manar – Target Loc 4



Elfukharia – Target Loc 5



Recipient Group size of 22, 15 men & 7 women

 

Farmer Group size of 40, 36 men & 4 women
Group 2
Gaza City & Surroundings – Target Loc 1


Goher El Deek & Wadi Gaza – Target Loc 2


Recipient Group size of 20, 16 men & 4 women


Farmer Group size of 20, 14 men & 6 women

Group 3
Kharabt Elaadas & Elnasser – Target Loc 6



Al Shouka – Target Loc 7



Recipient Group size of 21, 0 men & 21 women


Farmer Group size of 18, 18 men & 0 women

Group 4
Dier Al Balah – Target Loc 3



Recipient Group size of 14, 10 men & 4 women


Farmer Group size of 17, 17 men & 0 women

Because of the security situation and resultant time constraints requiring a deviation from the original plan, the sample size was relatively small for the size of the beneficiary groups (n=77 for recipients, n=95 for farmers).  As the groups and discussion participants were evenly distributed over the entire target area, the sample size will give a representative view of the entire target area. 
The following procedure was followed for the focus group discussions:  The numbers of men and women participants were recorded.  The facilitator discussed each question to ensure that everyone understood what was being asked, and wrote each question on a flip chart.  The attendees provided responses which were also written on the flip chart.  The attendees were then asked to raise their hands for each answer that was applicable for them, and the numbers were recorded.  Raw data and notes from staff were sent to the evaluator in Jerusalem and translated by the M&E Assistant.
3.  Description of the Humanitarian Operation Evaluated
The Fresh Food project provided assistance to two target groups to address the needs described in Section 1: 1) Small-scale farmers growing fresh vegetables, and 2) Households and other institutions that were food vulnerable and could not access sufficient fresh food for their daily needs.  The project contracted with a large farmer’s organization, the Palestinian Peasants Union (PPU) with a membership of farmers from throughout Gaza, to purchase fresh vegetables from 1,800 farmers.  The fresh vegetables were then distributed to 8,427 households and 11 institutions that were food vulnerable.  This was a pilot project to evaluate how this type of approach would work to encourage farming activity, while at the same time, help alleviate the food vulnerability of at-risk community members.  A flow diagram of the fresh vegetables from the farmers to the recipients is presented in Table 1.
Table 1:  Flow of fresh vegetables and documentation of movement
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The four packing centers were managed by the PPU farmer’s organization.  Food was picked up weekly by trucks under contract with CARE and was taken to the closest packing center for sorting and packing.  Generally, food received from the farmers was sent to distribution centers the following day, where someone from each household would pick up their food basket at the distribution centers managed by local CBOs.  The pickup and delivery system worked 6 days per week, Saturday through Thursday.  In addition to the individual households, the project provided food baskets to 1,883 individuals in 11 institutions.  
For the project run smoothly and ensure delivery of fresh vegetables on a regular schedule to more than 8,000 households and 11 institutions, it was necessary to have a close and effective working relationship between all players in the pickup and distribution system.
The CARE team built a good relationship with two key organizations, the PPU who identified farmer members within their organization that met the criteria for target beneficiary farmers, and local CBOs with experience in food delivery.
Selection of farmers (1,800) – The PPU selected participating farmers from their membership.  The PPU represents most farmers in Gaza and has a widespread membership throughout all the target areas of this project.  The criteria for farmers were not written down but was discussed by CARE and PPU, and included:
· Small scale farmers with less than 2 dunums of land in production
· Can either own or rent or share the land

· Both women and men were eligible, with an emphasis on female-headed households

· Must be farming in the target areas

· Must be registered with PPU 

CARE reviewed a proposed list of farmers provided by the PPU, and after rejecting some the remainders were verbally approved.  The main reason for rejecting some farmers was that their farms were too large to be considered small-scale farmers.
Selection of CBO distributors (18) – The project team leader initially identified and selected 15 CBOs located throughout the target areas (Appendix 2), and later added three more when the number of recipients was increased at approximately mid-project.  The criteria were that the CBO would be non-governmental, was working in rural areas, had experience in food delivery, had storage and place to distribute the food from, could cover large areas, and had the capacity to do the job.
Selections of food recipient beneficiaries (8,427) – The food recipients were selected by the CBOs in their areas, with consultation with village leaders and Ministry of Social Affairs.  The CARE project manager reviewed each list with the CBOs, and approved or rejected each family.  The criteria were: large families with 6 or more members, female headed households were preferred, unemployed head of household, handicapped parents or children.  
Selection of recipient institutions (11) - The project manager identified and selected the initial 9 institutions, which were later increased to 11 due to funds remaining in the budget. These are listed in Appendix 2.  A total of 1,883 people in all institutions, including all residents and staff, received food each day they were at the institution.  The institutions were all non-governmental, and included private hospitals, orphanages, charitable societies, and walk-in food distribution centers for older and disabled persons.
4.  Relevance
CARE conducted a needs assessment in Gaza as part of the project planning and proposal development process.  The assessment included women’s focus group discussions, key informant interviews with heads of village councils and local CBOs and the Ministry of Agriculture, and household visits and observations.  The results indicated that the ongoing crisis in Gaza has affected Palestinians in many ways, but that increasing food insecurity and the growing instability of farming activities and households are both a major threat to household and livelihood security, both now and in the future.

Border closures and loss of export markets in the Gaza Strip and Israel have resulted in drastic reduction of markets and drops in fresh vegetable prices, thus the costs of production are higher than market prices, and farmers are not able to cover the production costs.  Many farmers have, and more are considering abandoning their fields as it is too expensive to continue farming at a loss.  
On the other hand, many families have lost their jobs, and thus their ability to buy food for their families.  The families have generally had to reduce expenses for food, and one of the first food items to go has been fresh vegetables, with the resulting reduction of vitamin intake.
The project proposed a unique way to address both problems, and benefit both target groups, with a simple approach that provided short-term assistance to food-vulnerable households and individuals and at the same time enabled small farmers to continue their farming activities and invest some of their profit back into their farming operations.  This intervention provided both groups with a much needed buffer against selling off family assets, and in many cases supplemented basic food items provided by WFP and UNRWA with fresh vegetables of higher nutrient content.  The approach is an investment in the future and contributed to countering the fall of many families into even deeper poverty, with the hope that the political and economic situation will improve in the foreseeable future.
Role of local authorities and beneficiaries – At the beginning of the project CARE and local partners formed a project committee in each of the targeted villages.  These committees recommended a list of food recipient beneficiaries and participating farmers, which was reviewed, finalized and approved by the committees.  The project team conducted a monthly workshop in each target community to discuss the progress with farmers, food recipients and participating organizations.  The purpose of the workshop was to get feedback to help the project managers monitor progress and make decisions.  
Capacity building of partners – The project worked closely with the partner organizations (PPU farmer’s association and CBOs) to ensure that the project met its objectives.  CARE and its partners worked closely with its partners at all stages of the project, from planning to delivery, monitoring, record keeping, and reporting, quality control and conducting workshops.  This close working relationship, as well as the participatory approach, was intended to build the capacity of the partner organizations in planning and managing projects.  
Timing – The use of local partners contributed greatly to meeting timelines in a fast-paced program where delays could mean large losses from spoiled fresh vegetables.  One strength of the local partners was that they knew the area and how to get things done quickly.  
5.  Effectiveness

The indicators for specific objectives and results, as well as the quantities completed for each indicator, and the document where the data is found, are listed in Table 2.
Table 2:  Project Indicators

	
	Original Plan
	Revised Plan
	Actual Completed
	Document

	Number of Farmers selling to project
	1,500
	1,800
	1,800
	App 5


	Tons of Food purchased and distributed
	3,435
	3,435
	3,899
	App 3

	Number of Food Types
	5
	5
	5
	App 3

	Number of Recipient Families
	6,500
	8,550
	8,427
	App 4, Single Form Report states 8,500

	Number of Recipient Individuals in Institutions
	1,616
	1,883
	1,883
	Single Form Report 4 Jun 07

	Number of Institutions
	9
	11
	11
	Single Form Report 4 Jun 07

	Number of Weeks of Project
	25
	28
	27
	App 3


Table 3:  Project Indicators

	Vegetable Type
	Tons Planned
	Tons Actual

	Tomato
	1,173
	1,411

	Potato
	838
	1,020

	Cucumber
	503
	523

	Eggplant
	503
	476

	Squash
	418
	469

	Total Vegetables
	3,435
	3,899


For all indicators the actual completed exceeds the original plan.  Approximately half way through the project, CARE requested to increase the number of farmers and recipient beneficiaries, this due to funds remaining in the budget.  These changes were approved by the donor.
Of the five vegetable types, in all except one (eggplant) the actual tons delivered exceeded the plan.  At some times during the project, one or more types of vegetables were not available in quantities large enough to meet the needs of the project.  At these times the distributed food baskets were not complete, as other food types were not added to substitute for missing types.  This issue came up in the focus group discussions for this evaluation, and will be discussed in more detail later.
As a result of the shortage of some vegetable types during the first half of the project, the total amount of food distributed was slightly lower than planned at the project mid-point (Figure 1).

Figure 1:  Food distribution – Actual vs. Planned 
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At this time the project team decided to increase the number of farmers that they were buying from, as well as to increase the number of food recipient beneficiaries who could be provided from the balance of food in the original budget that had not been distributed due to shortages, as well as additional funds available from lower overall expenses than budgeted.  
Project staff did a cost of production/profit and loss study (Appendix 4) for the 5 crop types included in the project.  The income was calculated from both sales to the CARE project as well as to the local market.  The profit per dunum ranged from $467 for potatoes up to $2,550 for cucumbers.
Overall, the prices paid by the project were higher than the market price (Appendix 5), but for the first few weeks the market prices were frequently higher than the pre-agreed price by CARE.  After about 2 months the market prices remained steadily below the CARE prices, likely due to over-production by farmers in the hopes that CARE would buy more from them.

6.  Efficiency

6.1 Organization – Logistics – Partners

As detailed in the previous section, the project met and, in most cases, exceeded the outputs agreed to in the proposal and log frame, and in a timely manner.  This would not have been possible without excellent planning, management, and cooperation with partner organizations.  The three main partners were the CARE team in Gaza with much support from the Jerusalem office, the PPU farmer’s association (purchasing and packing vegetables at four packing centers), and the 15 CBOs (later increased to 18) responsible for distribution of the vegetables to beneficiary recipients.  The project purchased and delivered almost 3,900 tons of vegetables in about 6 months to more than 8,000 beneficiary families and 11 institutions.  And all with a small CARE WBG Gaza staff of 5 full time local staff on site, and support staff in the Jerusalem and Jenin offices.  The partners worked many long hours to ensure the flow of vegetables continued on time, and the food was delivered when needed and expected.  Management, in most cases, had the authority in Gaza to make changes quickly when necessary to remedy logistical and operational problems when they arose.  Telephone access to senior staff was most always available.
Figure 1:  Flow chart of project activities
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6.2 Monitoring and Evaluation, Documentation

There was no formal monitoring plan developed or followed for this project.  There was however, much documentation recorded and collected as the fresh food moved through the system.  This information was used by project management to monitor activities, but since the documentation doesn’t necessarily follow a defined plan, and was not well organized or presented in an organized manner to the evaluator, it was difficult to follow the flow of numbers to track progress, and in preparing summary sheets.  Data sheets were not labeled clearly, and it would be difficult for someone to take over the management of the project if for some reason the Team Leader left the project during its implementation.  The team did, however, collect and use the information to manage the project in a manner that it met the objectives, and to be quite sure that all products were accounted for.  
6.3 Finance and Record Keeping

The evaluator reviewed the financial forms and procedures, and met with the CARE WBG finance manager to discuss any financial issues.  The documentation appears to be complete and sufficient to track purchase and delivery of vegetables, and other contracts like delivery truck rental.  Receipts as well as signed lists were filled out at each step of the flow of vegetables from the farmers to the recipients (Fig 1), and all are on file either in the CARE Jerusalem office or the CARE Gaza office.  The CARE WBG finance dept. expressed only one concern about the procedure.  The system as followed was that CARE WBG contracted with the PPU farmer’s association to purchase vegetables from farmers.  CARE would then pay the PPU either through a money transfer or a check, who would then pay their farmer members on a bi-weekly basis.  CARE finance dept. would prefer to pay each farmer directly, but recognizes that it would be logistically quite difficult to pay up to 1,800 individual farmers every two weeks.  Also as the contract is with the PPU, and the CARE project staff verifies that the quantity and value of food was delivered, there should be no problem with paying PPU directly, and letting them distribute the payments to their members.  One reason, in addition to financial security, why this issue came up is that some farmers were complaining that it took too long for them to receive their payments, but it is likely that it would take even longer if CARE were to pay each one directly.
7.  Impact
7.1 Focus Group and Interview Results
The impact of the action on beneficiaries, and their perceptions of the project, was primarily determined by interviews and focus group discussions with beneficiaries.  These were conducted by CARE WBG staff as the evaluator was not able to travel to Gaza due to security reasons.  A questionnaire format was developed by the evaluation team (Appendix 6) with several questions for each group.  Separate questions were used for farmers, farmer associations (packing shed leaders), and food recipients, and were used in focus group discussions facilitated by CARE staff that were not part of the project.  The focus groups were conducted in four areas.  The CARE M&E assistant conducted telephone interviews with representatives from the institutions that received food.  The M&E assistant also translated responses from Arabic to English.  The results of the responses are summarized for the Farmers (Appendix 7), Food recipients (Appendix 8), and Institutions (Appendix 9).  The data is presented in the format of each question asked, a list of all the responses, the number of people in the focus group, the number that answered positive to each response, and the percent of people answering positive.  General trends emerge from within all three groups.
7.2 Farmers

The responses to questions 1 (benefit to farmers) and 2 (impact on farmers) were similar, with most farmers (94 % in question 1 & 100 % in question 2) recognizing some positive benefits from the project.  The benefits mentioned included expanded markets, able to expand farming activities, improve farming methods, increased income, able to pay back debts and maintain their home, and improved morale.  The impacts mentioned included improved quality of crops, assured market and transportation, improved economic and food situation, improved health, able to pay school fees for children, improved social situation (could marry their sons) and increased morale. A total of 98% of farmers said that they made a profit and sold crops at prices which covered their production costs.  All farmers responded that they saved at least some of their income to re-invest in their farms.  90% of the farmers said that they would have been worse off if the project didn’t buy from them.  There were several things that were mentioned as working well in the project, improvement to farmer’s association, good organization, good types and amounts of vegetables, assured prices, good timing, accurate weights, and a good payment process.  Things that didn’t work well and should be changed are; project should buy more from each farmer, should have more types of vegetables, and need a longer time for the project, sometimes prices were low in comparison to the local market prices and payment took too long.  The things listed that didn’t work well should be analyzed and considered for a new or continuation project. 
7.3 Food Recipient Households

The benefits and impact were similar for food recipients.  They focused around the benefits of having fresh vegetables for better health and nutrition, increased self-sufficiency and food security, able to buy other basic needs for the home, able to pay school fees and transportation, improved social situation in family and community and reduces stress.  The quantity was sufficient for 65% of the families, and insufficient for 35% of the families (generally the ones with larger families).  39% of recipient families received food from UNRWA (United Nation Relief and Work Agency) and 50% received food from WFP (World Food Program), while an additional 4% received from undisclosed sources.  Only 7% did not receive any basic food items from any organizations.  The responses to questions about additional food sources were sometimes contradictory within the same group.  It is not unusual that beneficiaries may sometimes not want to disclose their full situation to others in their community or to outsiders asking questions, and this should be looked into in more detail in the future.   But the main point to be made here is that other relief food is generally in the form of basic dry or liquid food items, while the fresh food provided by this project does not replace the basic food items, but rather compliments those items with fresh vegetables as a source of vitamins and nutrients.  Most families were happy with the types and quality of food.  The majority of families (94%) said that the quality of their meals increased, while 14% said that the number of meals increased.  The comments about what was good about the project were similar to the benefits and impact responses.  The comments about what was not good included increased types of food, more recipients, larger quantities of food for larger families, and that the project should continue.
7.4 Representatives from Institutions that Received Food

The responses given by the representatives from the institutions were in line with the answers by the farmers and household recipients.  The benefits and impact included saved money and helped financial problems, having fresh vegetables and improved health, improved morale and classroom concentration, and using saved money to buy other needed things and pay for medical costs.  67% of the institutions received additional food from other organizations (WFP, UNRWA, Islamic Relief, or the government).  The quality and quantity were both considered good.  There was an increase in quality of the meals but not in the number of meals.  The problems noted were mainly that there should be a larger variety of fresh vegetables. 
Several beneficiaries also sent letters to CARE, or told of their experiences, expressing their gratitude for the project helping their families.  These are included in Appendix 10 and really give a feeling of the positive effects on the beneficiaries.  An example is presented here:
“This project met my family’s basic needs in a very critical time, this project organized my family daily life, and thus all the important and basic needs were available from the project.  While I already have the basic food, I was able to buy other important things such as medicines and having health care for my family, plus having the money for transportation to my kids to go to school”.

8.  Sustainability

Sustainability is difficult to attain in an emergency food distribution program in a food-vulnerable situation.  However, certain aspects of sustainability were included in the program for farmers and associations.  Capacity building of the farmer’s association and of the CBOs was included to enhance their effectiveness in the future.  A major sustainability factor for farmers was the emphasis from the association and the project to encourage farmers to use at least some of their profits to improve their farming operation.  A few of the responses by farmers to the question of sustainability included:  invested in their farming operation, saved half of the profit so they wouldn’t have to sell their assets in the future, rehabilitated farm land, and increased the variety of the crops that they grew.
Within the Gaza strip at the present time there is little or no possibility of exporting crops to Israel or other countries.  However, anything done now to improve the quality of crops or demand for their crops will be building for the future.  More could have been done by the project and/or the farmer’s association to build on future possibilities, such as training in quality and at least some work on marketing and identifying requirements for export such as the Euro Gap quality standards.  Under the circumstances it is hard to think about the future when you don’t even have food for tomorrow, but many farmers have shown that they are at least thinking about it by saving some of their profits and investing in their farms.  Farmers also mentioned improving their crop production methods as a benefit, and expanding the number and types of crops that they grow.  With some marketing information input it would likely help guide the farmers towards more economically sound investments.
9.  Conclusions

The general conclusion of the evaluation is that the project was very successful and beneficial to both the farmers and the food recipients, as well as to the partner organizations.  The fresh food provided a healthy compliment to basic household dry foods, while buying vegetables from the farmers likely will keep them in the farming business for awhile longer, and help them conserve their assets rather than selling them off.
The management of the project was very good, and the partner organizations played a major role in the success of the project.  It is a big job to keep everything running smoothly with 1,800 farmers and over 8,000 food recipients, and under a sometimes difficult political situation.  The management had to make some quick decisions, and generally made the right decisions that kept the project running and the food flowing from the farmers to the recipients.

This type of project is not so common and requires a lot of work in planning and managing.  The project was considered to be a trial to see if the concept would work in the oPt.  It was well accepted and supported by most everyone involved, and the involvement and commitment of participants was very encouraging.

There were no financial problems mentioned by either the finance dept. or the contracts office of CARE WBG, or seen by the evaluator.  

10.  Recommendations and Lessons Learned

There were, however, a few things that didn’t work as well as they could have, and should be modified for future projects of this type.

Monitoring and Documentation – There was no formal monitoring plan, and no real organized way to track progress.  A monitoring system is absolutely necessary to know where the project is at any time, and to make changes quickly if necessary to get it back on track.  A monitoring plan and system should be simple and easy to use so that everyone does it all the time.  And so that project management can easily use the information for tracking progress of all activities. 
Documentation was extensive but difficult to follow.  Titles, labels, column and row headings were frequently missing or unclear.  And one document in a series didn’t easily lead to the next one; the connections were difficult to follow.  The response from staff was that “I have it in my head”.  A good project book and clear self-explanatory documentation should be a part of any project.  Documentation should be more complete for procedures such as formalized selection criteria and methods.  An example is the number of beneficiary families receiving food:  The frequently used number of beneficiary families in reports is 8,500 or 8,550.  However, in the documentation list of household names there are only 8,427, and the team leader could not show documentation lists for the larger numbers.  True, there is not a large difference, but attention to detail in documentation is important.
Flexibility – The project document stated that there would be five types of vegetables to make up the food basket.  When one type of vegetable was not available, it was not replaced by substituting another type of vegetable.  As a result, during part of the project, some families received less fresh food than the project had determined was the daily needs of the family because the project could not substitute another type of vegetable.  This should be taken into account that at some times one type of vegetable may not be available, and should be replaced by another type.  Along the same idea, it was stated by many beneficiaries that they would like more variety in the types of foods available, and by the farmers that they would like to grow more kinds of vegetables.  As I understand, the five types of vegetables were selected because they were the most commonly grown.  It would be good to use nutritional considerations as one of the criteria for selecting vegetables.
Gender issues – Specific data was not collected from beneficiaries as to gender and female headed households.  Therefore, it is not possible to disaggregate the beneficiary information by gender.  This in reality is a documentation issue, where more attention needs to be paid to what information is collected and how that information is organized so that it is more usable and informative.
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