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Summary

There are several mechanisms to monitor the exterelieé

food aid programme in Ethiopia, yet these do not providdall t
evidence needed to assess targeting, use and impactiebthe
aid at the community level. The reason for thisnspée. Most
monitoring mechanisms focus on who receives food aitl; b
programme managers also need to know who doe®ceive
food that should do, and why are they left out.

In preparation for on a national community-based momigori
initiative, a pilot survey in three woredsst out to adapt the
CIET method, already used in monitoring food security and
service delivery surveys in other countries, to the Etaimfood
aid context. The exercise was intended to establxsa for
social audit capacity building in Ethiopia and to demonstiae
feasibility of collection and use of community-basecdhdat
monitoring and informing the food aid programme.

The Monitoring Steering Committee -- representatives
DPPC and food aid donors, and chaired by DPPC -- awetfse
pilot exercise. A Technical Group included representaticas
CIET, WFP EPRU, WFP VAM, DPPC and CSA.

Pilot woredas

The survey was carried out in three pilot woredasjntended
to be representative of the regions in which theystwated or
the country at large. The woredas were selected witDRBs
of the agreed regions. Ten Peasants’ Associations)(®ére
selected randomly from a list in each woreda, and 120
contiguous households in each were visited in each PA,
radiating from a fixed point with no sub sampling. Thetpi
woredas were all considered highly food insecure according t
the VAM index of chronic food insecurity. They were Dessie
Zuria in South Wollo (Amhara), Fedis in East Hararghe
(Oromiya) and Boloso Sore in Walayita (SNNPR).

Instruments
The six instruments used in the cross-design survey were:
A household questionnaire administered to contiguous
households in each site
An interview with a knowledgeable person for a profile of
the community
An interview with a local trader about availability amdces
of foods
An interview with chairman/member of the PA committee
An interview with the chairman of the woreditribution
committee
A review of the food distribution centre serving each site



Information base

3,628 households
19,334 people
3372 children up to 5 years

29 community key informants
12 trader key informants

29 PA committee members

3 woreda committee members

8 reviews of distribution centres

20 focus groups of men
20 focus groups of women
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Data collection, management and analysis

Three field teams were trained and undertook data colteirt
the three woredas, including anthropometry of childrenl &ge
59 months. In Addis Ababa, data were coded and double entered
with validation to eliminate keystroke errors. Preliminary
findings were discussed in gender-stratified focus grougisein
same sample communities and with government and other
stakeholders at a workshop in September 2001. Further analysi
took into account input from communities and stakeholders.

The pilot sample

Around 1200 households were interviewed in each of three pilot
woredas. Nearly two thirds of the household respondents wer
female, more in Fedis than in other woredaise in seven
households had no male members over the age of 14 years.

Vulnerability

Economic status of households was reflected in several
indicators, including income in the last month: 7% of
households reported no income in the last month in DZ, ib2%
Fd and 11% in BS. Some households reported no land or less
than 0.5 timad: 4% in DZ, 9% in Fd and 12% in BS. The
proportion of households reporting no livestock was 16%4n
33% in Fd and 30% in BS. The proportion owning plough oxen
was: 49% DZ, 22% Fd and 26% BS.

In order to assist the focus of food aid on those Ibesta

resolve their own food security issues, “vulnerable” households
were defined as those with no adult maleso livestock: 24%

in DZ, 38% in Fd and 38% in BS. “Especially vulnerable’teve
those with no adult malesnd no livestock: 6% in all three
woredas. More able to meet their own food needs, “WEIl o
households had plough oxanda reported income of more

than 20Birr in the last month: 17% Fd, 37% DZ and 21% BS.

An additional indicator of vulnerability was developednirthe
history of food crops. Those who produced food and had enough
to sell were rated least vulnerable (24%); those who pestiuc
but did not have enough to sell were more vulnerable (6&&b) a
those who had no production at all were the most vulrerabl
(8%). This categorisation was strongly predictive ofifoo
security and malnutrition.

Food security

Sufficient foodSome 93% of households reported shortage of
food as their ‘main problem’ in Fedis, 88% in DZ and 65% in
BS. Similarly, the proportion of households reportmpugh

food in the last weelas 29% in Fd, 58% in DZ and 81% in BS.
Vulnerable and especially vulnerable households are nkeig |
to report not having enough food in the last week.
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Food storagecan be one indicator of food security. Some 5%
reported no stores in DZ, 55% in Fd and 69% in BS. Tbe of
food staples stored varied between woredas.

Food sourcesFood aid was the main food source in the last
month for 18% in DZ, 9% in Fd and 5% in BS. Households wh
reported not having enough food in the last week spenbitess
food in the last month. More than half the householgsrted
purchase or barter as their main source of food inaitenonth:
54% DZ, 72% Fd and 51% BS. Some households reported
eating wild foods unusually for the time of year: 109Din,

51% in Fd and 0% in BS. Households with not enough food in
the last week were more likely to report eating vialdds
unusually.

Food productionA proxy measure of failure of harvest was

based on the gradient between those who produced food and had
enough to sell (20%), those who produced but did not sell

(71%), and those who had land, but had no crop itatteear

(9%). Most households expected production in the coming
harvest, but community focus groups seemed more pessimisti
Focus group participants also reported erosion of community
support mechanisms for households worst affected by food
shortages.

Nutrition of children

The proportion of children aged 6-59 months who were wasted
(low weight for height; acute malnutrition) was 8%d&, 17%

in Fd and 4% in BS. A child from a household reporting no
enough food in the last week was more than twice as litkdbe
wasted compared with a child from a household reporting
enough food. This provides some support for the validity of the
self-reported food sufficiency. In households that produced
enough food to sell, 7.3% were wasted; in those that produced
food but did not have enough to sell 9.7% and in those &to h
land but produced no food, 18% were clinically wasted.

Some households reported non-breastfed children unger fi
years of age eating less than three times a day: 7@hn0x
and BS, and 26% in Fedis.

Food aid programme performance

Distribution policy: There were very different coverage patterns
in the three pilot woredas: In DZ, all ten PAs receifcet aid,

in Fd, six out of ten, and three of the ten in BS —itihese

three PAs nearly all households were beneficiariesitiRe
monitoring data show that dispatched amounts were ttose
assessed need in DZ. Data are incomplete for F@8navhich
received 100% and 25% of their food aid respectively from
NGOs during the period before the survey.
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Coverage:The coverage of food aid in the last month was 23%
in DZ, 14% in Fd and 21% in BS. Coverage (at least ance)
the last six months was 58% in DZ, 18% in Fd and 27% in BS.

COVERAGE: received food aid The average amount of food aid received per person in
beneficiary households in the last month was 12.13 kg in DZ,
MISS: insufficient food and did not 9.63 kg in Fd and 5.35 kg in BS. In households with more than
receive food aid five members, the average per person was significamtigrlo
Sharing some of the ration between households was rarely
UNDERSUPPLY: insufficient food reported in DZ and BS (0.4% and 4% respectively), Gported

desnpite receivinag food aid

by 39% of household respondents in Fedis.

Programme misses (exclusion error8ynong those that
produced enough food to sell, 29% said they did not have
enough food in the last week and received no food aid ilashe
month. Among those who produced food but insufficieneth s
the proportion missed (excluded) was 36% while among those
with land who produced no crops, 56% were missed. Theftate
programme missesas higher in Fd (64%) than in DZ (31%) or
BS (15%). Conversely, the proportion of householdsdithhot
needaid was 64% in BS, 46% in DZ and only 22% in Fd
(Figure 11). These complement the Emergency Needs
Figure 11 Assessment (ENA) estimate that the percent of population
Performance of the food aid programme need (PPND) was 20% in BS, 43% in DZ and 48% in Fedlis. T
food aid programme apparently performs better in woredas
mEffecivecoverage  DOversupply  Bundersuppy  OMisses —— Where more households already have enough food to eautwitho
receiving food aid. This pattern suggests that there was a
problem ofoverall lack of food aid relative to neegirticularly
in Fedis, at the time of the survey. Additional aidldamprove
the performance, but only if effectively targeted to thestmo
needy households.

BS

Fd

Dz

0 20 40 60 go rargeting:
In DZ and BS, those who produced food but insufficienetb s
were indeed more likely to receive food aid than thwise had
enough to sell — a positive indicator of targeting — but they we
also more likely to receive food aid than the wor§ttbbse
who produced no crop. Vulnerable and especially vulnerable
households — measured by available labour and livestock e- wer
more likely to be programme misses than other housgeholds
was true of all three woredas. The implication of timportant
finding is that food seems to be channebedy fromthe most
vulnerable or, put another way, distribution mechanismsuia
the already better-off. This could be partly relatechlink
between food aid and employment schemes. Among households
receiving food aid at least once in the last six hent8%
reported at least one member participating in EGSY
schemes in DZ, 79% in Fedis and 46% in BS. Vulnerable and
especially vulnerable households are less likely to report
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member participating in EGS or FFW schemes, while ofll-
households are more likely to have a member participating.

If food aid were retargeted from those who produced enough
food last year to sell some of it, to those who produe, the

miss rate among those who produced none would drop from
81% to 49%.

And if food aid was retargeted from households of better-
nourished children to households of wasted childrenmibe
rate among households of wasted children would drop &b¥h
to 0%.

Community views about food aid

Only 16% of beneficiary households said they were satisfie
with theamountof food aid received in the last month in DZ,
23% in Fd and 37% in BS. Households receiving less than
12.5kg per person are more likely to be dissatisfied with the
amount of food aid received. Most beneficiaries wetisfgd
with thetypeof food aid received: 81% in DZ, 77% in Fd and
96% in BS.

More than one half of beneficiary households thought baely
been selected due to poverty or lack of resources; thaneone
third of non-beneficiaries who answered this questiomdid
know why they were not selected to receive food aid.

Most beneficiary households (79%) were satisfied wigh th
selection process. Most focus groups expressed general
satisfaction with the selection processes, although g@ople
mentioned unfair practices. Households were generallaliet
to suggest ways to improve the selection of beneficiales
focus groups, some people felt that the scarce resolnoelsl s
go specifically to the very needy, while others felt tehguld
be spread across the community.

Discussion

The pilot set out to achieve four specific objectivesigieand
implement a household survey of access to and exper¢nce
the food aid programme; establish links with other monigorin
modalities of the food aid programme; link household détia
data from the food aid programme, and investigatecagsms
between household and community impact, and serviedbas
information; and discuss the findings with community focus
groups, administration and service providers locally and
nationally.

As anticipated, the pilot designed and implemented a holidce
survey of access to and experience of the food aid programme
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The pilot findings should not be over-interpreted &y ttome
from only threeworedas- they are not representative of regions
or of the national picture — and reflect only one timenpoi

In a large-scale survey it would be importantrémslate the
instrumentanto each local language for the different regions,
and to improve the method e$timating the exact age of
children (for estimation of low height for age, or stunting).
Migration and dietary habitgparticularly those that are relevant
in pastoral areas, clearly play a big role in food inséguand
would need attention in a full scale survey. A fulkle survey
should include more about the use of and accessrong

inputs market conditions and prices, and possible negative
effects of food aid.

Part of the strength of this community-based monitorirsiesy
was the ability to link to service based data (for exlanthe
assessed requirements and dispatched amounts of food aid,
which can be compared with individual household receipts).
Given the purposive sampling of the pilot woredas, howeve
most comparisons are not very relevant, as woreda-spdaifa
are not available from many sources. Household population
figures have been compared with projections from the 1994
census; anthropometrical findings have been comparbd e
Demographic and Health Survey findings.

Subjective responses from households — such as reported food
sufficiency — were combined with and validated againstrothe
‘harder’ data, such as anthropometrics. Where relevant,
household responses were compared with responses from
community andvoredakey informants, such as development
agents. The pilot tested the feasibility of collectimgividual
households’ accounts of food access vulnerability, otfgecs

of food security and experience of the food aid prograntime.
was able to analyse these indicators to form an intatge of

the performance of the food aid programme. Tracking
programme performance through repeated surveys would be a
useful dimension of monitoring food aid, permitting fine-tigni

of the programme.

The main problem identified in the pilot was programme
misses (households without enough food that did not receive
food aid).

The greater number of programme misses in one woreda
(Fedis) was probably due to an overall undersupply of faibd ai
relative to need.

The higher proportion of programme misses among
vulnerable households (no adult males or no livestock) ireficat
sub-optimal targeting, possibly even a bias in tracking fod ai
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to better off households. Although not relevant outsidepiioe
woredas, the survey demonstrates the feasibility of igangif
more effective targeting strategies.

The link between food aid and employment-generating
schemes is logical from many points of view. Howeuag, t
pilot shows this strategy may contribute to leaving out those
most in need of food aid — those who cannot do physicet.wo

Clear differences in policy about distribution between PAs
in the three pilot woredas were associated with mffelevels
of performance; in the two woredas where not all PAsived
food aid, a policy of choosing specific PAs seems t@ hed to
increased performance in reaching vulnerable households.

With community feedback as an integral part of the mfation
gathering process, the pilot demonstrated the feasibility
including the voice of all stakeholders in the decismaking
process.

This went beyond householders answering questions.eéinest
returned to the communities, where they discussed taggetin
issues systematically in gender-stratified focus groupisn

way, the communities in each region can contribute lioypo
making, while food aid programme managers also have access
to quantitative indicators on which to base prioritied an
assessments of progress.

All participants in the September 2001 stakeholder workshop
were in favour of a larger scale survey, with a sample
representative of regions, probably undertaken in colédlmor
with CSA, with input from DPPD and DPPBs and repeated at
intervals to track the programme performance. Lessons tines
pilot survey should inform roll out to national or suliioaal
level.



Aims of the pilot survey

1. Adapt the CIET method to the
Ethiopian food aid context

2. Establish a base for social audit
capacity building in Ethiopia.

3. Demonstrate the feasibility of
collection and use of community-based
data in the food aid programme

Community-based monitoring relief of food aid: pilo three woredas

Introduction

The relief food aid programme in Ethiopia is extenswith the
recent food emergency in 2000 an acute on chronic challemge.
2001, the population requiring relief food aid was calcdla®

6.2 million, approaching 10% of the total population.

Effective monitoring of this large programme is cruddits
success, and efforts to improve monitoring are undeniiag.
macro level, the COMPAS system tracks food aid fronptire

in Djibouti to the primary distribution warehouses. The

reporting system for food aid was reviewed recentty @an
consultancy with DPPC supported to improve reporting formats.
A community-based monitoring system will complemédmse
existing components of a monitoring system by focusing

what happens between woratlstribution centres and
households.

Earlier surveys suggest there may be important problaths w
food aid targeting, between and within priority woredas
Community-based monitoring should address several aspfects
the food aid programme. It should validate the currentrelyti
available data about the distribution of food aid at Ideals. It
should also provide evidence on how well the food aid tiage
works in practice.

Community-based monitoring of food aid will fill importan
gaps in the knowledge base about food aid. It will track
vulnerability, targeting, coverage and impact of the fadda
community level. Households and communities participate as
sources of information about their access to and experignc
the programme, and their views and suggestions are cedhbin
with information from service providers. The resulting
information about what works and what does not work in the
programme is useful for planners and also offers asbdbr
meaningful dialogue between residents and service provitders.
will thus support improved responsiveness and accountability.

Origins of the pilot

Discussions between donors, WFP and the DPPC concluded
that, before embarking on a process to cover and eayiral

food insecure areas across the country, a pilot sunaydshe
undertaken in limited geographic areas. The present survey is
intended as a pilot for a larger scale operationragige
representative information of the food insecure areas.

1C
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Specific objectives

1. Design and implement a household survey of access to and
experience of the food aid programme, in representate®in
three pilot woredas.

2. Establish links with other monitoring modalities of thed aid
programme.
3. Link the data from households and communities with intetaizl

from the food aid programme, especially at local lesed
investigate associations between household and comninnp&gct
and service-based information.

4, Discuss the findings with community focus groups, local
administrations and service providers locally and nalig.

Scope of the pilot

The pilot took place in three woredas. While theseraira f
known food aid dependant areas, their selection was atiemte
demonstrate feasibility of monitoring in differentazimstances.
Consequently, the findings in these woredas are not irdetode
represent the national picture in food dependant aréas. T
survey sample, however, includes representative sitbgwit
each woreda to provide a picture of the situation in contirean
within the three pilot woredas. Thus it is possible fitbi pilot
to understand the range of conditions and experience @idte
aid programme at household level in communities in hheset
pilot woredas. But it i:iotappropriate to extrapolate from the
pilot findings to other woredas, zones or regions.

Methods

The pilot applied the methodology proposed for the large
survey. This was developed by the CIET group and has been
used to monitor food aid in emergenéiesnd in post-conflict
situation®, as well as in relation to development efféfs

public services reforf® and evidence-based planning of public
health service¥).

CIET methods follow a rigorous, tightly focussed procesterA
a thorough review of existing information on the proposgitt
and the local population, a careful selection of sehtine
communities is made to ensure a representative sampte. Fa
finding instruments such as household questionnaires,
institutional reviews, key informant interviews, focus group
discussions are designed to produce quantitative and qualitative
data. Analysis focuses on coverage, cost, and impact of
particular services. Data are then returned to the comiesinit
where discussions hinge on interpretation of resultshand
these lead to strategies for communication and acTioa.
philosophy behind the method is described elsewheard its
features are summarised in Annex 1.

11
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Organisation of the pilot

The pilot was undertaken under the auspices offii@toring
Steering Committe@ his committee comprises representatives
from DPPC and from the major food aid donors archared

by the DPPC, usually by the Deputy Commissioner, Ato
Berhane. The CIET team gave regular briefings to this
committee at the outset and during the project.

A Technical Groupvas formed to assist with technical issues
concerned with the pilot survey. Specifically, the groag a

remit to assist with the design of instruments and uiheey

sample selection. The group comprised representdtves

CIET, WFP EPRU, WFP VAM, DPPC and CSA. The Technical
Group met several times during May 2001, and members of the
group also undertook specific tasks between meetings (such as
reviewing drafts of the instruments, drawing the saraplk
translating the household questionnaire). The Technical
agreed the final versions of the survey instruments and the
survey sample.

The sample

The pilot covered three woredas in different regiornthef
country. These woredas are not representative of ¢hensin
which they are situated, nor are the regions represents#tthe
country at large. The selection was simply to pilot the
methodology in three quite different contexts, in otder
consider a range of issues for community-based monitofing
the food aid programme.

The selection of the pilot woredas was made in twgestaFirst,
a meeting with Ato Berhane of DPPC selected thre@nsgi
Amhara, Oromiya and SNNPR. The project team visited th
DPPBs of the three regions to brief them about tlog pirvey
and with them chose one woreda to be included in the pilot
survey. In each case, the pilot woreda was one classsied
“very highly food insecure” or “highly food insecure” according
to the composite index of chronic food insecurity develdped
the VAM unit of WFP. The woredas chosen were:

From Amhara:  Dessie Zuria (DZ) in South Wollo

From Oromiya: Fedis (Fd) in East Hararghe

From SNNPR: Boloso Sore (BS) in Walayita
The Emergency Needs Assessment (ENA) estimated thenperce
of population in need (PPND) was DZ 43%, Fd 48% and BS
20%.
In each woreda, the sample comprises 10 sites, eachumidaro
120 households. The sampling process, carried out by Kebede
Beyene of CSA, was as follows:

12
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Ten Peasants’ Associations (PAs) were selected randomly
with probability proportional to size, from among the listofg
PAs in the woreda (the old PAs rather than the negeta
units).

Within each PA selected, the field team covered a godup
120 households. To avoid bias, they started at a fixed poiht
radiated out to cover 120 contiguous households.

The field teams also collected information from tiAe P
administration on the total number of households currently in
the sample PAs, as this information was necessaipdor
calculation of the sample weights.

By this process, a sample of 1200 households per woreda
represented the population — beneficiaries and non-bearedi
in each of the three pilot woredas.

Survey instruments

The survey instruments evolved through discussion in the
Technical Group. A standards-based approach was used, relying
where possible on questions validated in previous surveys,
including those used by CIET in community-based monigorin
of food aid in other countries, and those used in Etaiopi
surveys of nutrition, food aid impact at community levehd
economy and food security. The sources used in develomhent
the survey instruments are given in Annex 2. The ingnim
developed for the pilot survey include:
Household questionnaire administered to all households in
each site
Interview with a knowledgeable person for a profile & th
community
Interview with local trader about availability and gscof
foods
Interview with the chairman/member of the PA commaitte
Interview with the chairman of the woreda distribution
committee
Review of the food aid distribution centre serving eah sit

Data collection

Field teams
For the pilot survey, it was not possible to involve CSA
enumerators because they were all fully occupied with
preparation for the forthcoming agricultural census. Nag wva
feasible at the time to liase with a university departraed
perhaps use students to participate in the fieldwork. Tielele
teams were formed, with members drawn from three sources:
WFP monitors attached to field offices relevant tophat
regions and woredas
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DPPB and DPPD personnel from the three regions and
relevant zones, allocated by the DPPBs

Personnel previously working with SC(UK) on their
nutritional surveys.

A number of these personnel had previous training and
experience in anthropometry.

Each field team comprised: one team leader; two members
responsible for the anthropometry and key informant intensjie
and six interviewers who carried out the householerumws.

Training

The training took place in Addis Ababa. The programme
covered the background to the methodology and the pilot
survey; the elements of the household questionnairefaine
other instruments, review of anthropometry, and loggsaind
fieldwork planning. One day of the training was a fieldcpce

in a site about 30-40 km from Addis Ababa. The training took
three days for the interviewers and an additional fourtifatay
the anthropometry operators and team leaders.

Data collection

Fieldwork took place between 21 May and 15 June 2001. Each
team covered the ten sites in one woreda, allowingdays per
site. During the two days, they completed the household
interviews, the anthropometry on children aged lessfthan
years, and the key informant interviews.

Each interviewer completed about 20 household intervpays
site, over about one and half days. On the first daynany of
the children under five years of age as possible werghedi
and measured by two team members trained specifically in
anthropometry. The anthropometry took place in a suitable
central place in the site. At the end of the fifay, the listing in
the central site was checked to see which children fhem
interviewed households did not come to be weighed and
measured. Part of the task on the second day was $i thaise
households and persuade the parents to bring the childtles to
central measuring site.

Data coding, entry, verification and cleaning

In Addis Ababa, data entry and cleaning commenced on
completion of the data collection. Coding and data dntr

team trained specifically for the purpose was completesbbly
July. Coding categories were developed to cover the respons
to open-ended questions in the household questionnaire; WFP
and CSA colleagues were included in this process. Doutde da
entry and validation to eliminate keystroke errorserethe

14
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public domain software Epi Info, version 6. Further logical
checks and cleaning of the dataset were undertaken before
analysis.

Before analysis, land holding in Fedis was convertgbtmit
direct comparison with the other two woredas (see footnote t
Table 4).

Analysis and feedback

The analysis used Epi Info and SPSS. Preliminary asatysi
the main quantitative dataset formed the basis oflarjmary
key findings report. This included basic frequencies of the
important variables in the three woredas, with soma&init
analysis of associations in the dataset.

Focus group discussions

The results of the preliminary analysis were used to dpvelo
guides for focus group discussions in the survey sites. Two
members of each of the initial field teams returnedhéostame
ten sites in each woreda and conducted separate focys grou
discussions with men and women about the findings.

Workshop of key stakeholders

A report on the preliminary analysis of the main quatitga
findings from the household questionnaire was discussed in a
workshop in Addis Ababa in September 2001.

Workshop participants included members of the Food Aid
Monitoring Steering Committee, members of the Tewdini

Group for the pilot survey, other representatives of ©BRd

the Regional DPPBs, representatives from the zones and
woredas in the pilot survey, and other representatioes fr

WFP. A separate report of the workshop has been prepaced, a
comments from workshop participants have been taken into
account in preparing this final report. Findings from thept
survey instruments — key informant interviews and focusgyrou
discussions — are also included in this report.

Analysis

Further analysis of the dataset was undertaken to look at
associations with outcomes of interest in relatmthe food aid
programme and aspects of programme performance at
community level. This analysis mainly used the Epi Info
software package, and also SPSS where necessary.iddisect
for the further analysis included those gleaned frorrudisions
in the September workshop and from separate discussitns
key stakeholders.

The CIETmethod complements quantitative epidemiological
analysis with qualitative elements from key informamtd a
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focus groups using meso-analysis. For example, if food was
distributed in one PA and not another, the PAs can Beccto
reflect this. Focus groups often generate richer an@ mor
textured evidence than structured interviews with key
informants or individual quantitative questionnaires.
Information thus generated by the focus groups can bealcade
can that from key informants, linking to records of individua
the same domain as the qualitative data. Meso-analysis
essentially deals with factors operating in the commuorityeer
group by linking them to the experience of the individuals
that communit{}?.

Promising associations were analysed using standard
epidemiological techniques to identify potentially modifyimg
confounding effects like socio-economic status, income, an
other factors. Risk analysis used the Mantel-Haenszel
procedur€**, Contrasts are reported mostly as an odds ratio
(OR). The interpretation of this is straightforward. Egample,

a household with no adult males was 87fdre likelyto report

no income in the last moritbr a vulnerable household (no adult
males or no livestock) was 65f&tore likelyto report having
insufficient food in the last weék

Only associations that remain after taking account ledrato-
determinants studied in the survey (such as socio-economi
status) are reported. Unless otherwise stated, thisesteit
using stratification and the Mantel Haenszel procedtre. |
conceivable that unknown factors explain the associations
reported here. However, after excluding the most pilelad
variants as explanations for the associations in questithin
the bounds of scientific probity, the findings do offer an
indicative starting point — within the limits of thedqil-- for
action.

Only associations where chance is an unlikely explanation
(p<0.05, or 95% confidence interval of Odds Ratio not inclydin
1.0) are reported. Confidence intervals are those of @@nf
unless otherwise stated.

1 73/464 (16%) compared with 281/3099 (9%). Odds Ratio 1.87 (95% CI 1.40-
2.50)

2 617/1215 (51%) compared with 976/2401 (41%) said thepatilave sufficient
food. Odds Ratio 1.51 (95% Cl 1.31-1.74); odds ratio unbiased bylavtré5
(95% Cl 1.41-1.93)

1€



The information base

3,628 households
19,334 people
3372 children under 5 yrs

29 community key informants
12 trader key informants

29 PA committee members

3 woreda committee members

8 reviews of distribution centres

20 focus groups of men
20 focus groups of women

Table 1

The survey sample in the three woredas.
Population Dz
Households 1213
People 5875
Mean hh size 4.84
Children under 5 years 908
% children under 5 years 15.5%

Table 2

Fedis
1208
6876
5.69

1237

18.0%

Findings

Community-based monitoring relief of food aid: pilo three woredas

The information base

A total of 3,628 households participated in three pilot waseda
These interviews produced data on 19,334 people, 3372 of them
children less than five years of age (Table 1). The praporti

under five years old in the sample households in the thre
woredas was similar to that in the population projecttoniuly

2000 (medium variant) from the 1994 population cef&us
Amhara and Oromiya 18% each and SNNP region 17%.

Nearly two-thirds of respondents to the household intervie
were female, the proportion of female respondents beirgehig
in Fedis than in the other two woredas (Table 2).

In addition to the household information, key informantsach
site and woredalso provided valuable input. In separate focus
groups, men and women discussed preliminary findings to add
an experiential dimension.

BS
1207
6583

5.45

1139
17.3%

Sex of the household respondent and relationship to the

household head

Respondent Dz
% (no.)

Female 49 (591)

Relationship to head

Head 64 (781)

Wife of the head 26 (310)

Other relative 10 (121)

Fedis
% (no)
79 (951)

37 (444)
60 (726)
3(38)

BS
% (no.)
55 (666)

65 (788)
31 (373)
4 (46)

The households surveyed

The survey produced demographic information about
the sample (Table 3). Female-headed households
were less common and illiteracy was more common
in Fedis than in the other two woredas. Overall, 6.5%
of households reported having someone with a
disability, although no details are available on the
nature of the disability. The proportion of households
reporting at least one member with some sort of
disability (as perceived by the household) was higher
in DZ than in the other two woredas.

The economic status of the households can be
estimated from replies to questions about income,

farming land and livestock holdings (Table 4). Overalljise
had the least favourable indicators.

Table 4 shows the differences between wor@u#se pattern of
household income, land farmed and livestock ownership.
addition to its higher levels of illiteracy, Fedis alsported the
lowest levels of income and least livestock. This elusy of
risk factors also held for individual households.

17
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Table 3. Household demographics in the three woredas

Demographic features Dz Fedis BS

% (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
Female household head 23 (277) 16 (199) 24 (284)
llliterate household head 73 (885) 94 (1133) 53 (9638)
No males over 14 years 15 (181) 11 (136) 14 (169)
Children under 5 years 53 (647) 67 (810) 68 (816)
All members over 64 yrs 2 (27) 1(10) 0
Disabled member 11 (137) 5 (61) 4 (45)
Table 4.
Household economic status indictors in the three woredas
Indicator Dz Fedis BS

% (no.) hh % (no.) hh % (no.) hh

Total household income in the last month
No income 7 (80) 12 (144) 11 (130)
1-20 Birr 26 (301) 16 (186) 17 (208)
21-40 Birr 15 (170) 31 (369) 23 (277)
41-75 Birr 17 (204) 30 (353) 23 (278)
76-1000 Birr 36 (418) 12 (146) 25 (299)
Mean (Birr) 91.08 44.47 65.30
Median (Birr) 50 37 40
Farming land*
None /less than 0.5 timad 4 (47) 9 (109) 12 (144)
0.5-1.0 timad 13 (154) 24 (287) 65 (786)
1.25-3.0 timad 55 (659) 55 (660) 21 (254)
3.5 and more timad 29 (347) 12 (141) 2 (20)
Mean (timad) 2.72 1.96 1.07
Median (timad) 25 2.0 1.0
Livestock ownership
Plough oxen 49 (593) 22 (266) 26 (314)
Other cattle 55 (662) 33 (400) 58 (705)
Horses/mules/donkeys 28 (333) 35 (422) 6 (71)
Sheep/goats 31 (380) 28 (334) 8 (94)
Poultry 62 (748) 10 (121) 26 (319)
Any livestock 84 (1018) 67 (807) 70 (839)

*The unit of land in Fedis was half the size of that in the other two woredas. For the purposes of comparison of land
holding across the three woredas, a conversion factor has been applied (reported holding in Fedis divided by two) so
that all land holding was expressed in Timad.

For example, a household with no adult males was signifty
more likely to report no income in the last montb have no
livestocK and to have no laRdFood insecurity and
vulnerability hinge on this clustering of risk factors.

Defining food access vulnerability

To support decision-making about food aid programme
responses, food access vulnerability was defined primarily
terms of capacity to resolve household food insecurity.
Households were categorised as vulnerable basedloaflac
adult males and on lack of livestoadkulnerable households
either had no adult males they had no livestoclEspecially
vulnerable householdsad no adult malesnd no livestock.
Based on this working definition, Figure 1 shows the progo

3 73/464 (16%) compared with 281/3099 (9%). Odds Ratio 1.87 95%ClI
1.40-2.50

4 227/486 (47%) compared with 734/3139 (23%). Odds Ratio 2.87 95%Cl
2.34-3.52

5 115/484 (24%) compared with 185/3124 (6%). Odds Ratio 4.95 95%Cl
3.79-6.47)
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of vulnerable and especially vulnerable households ithtiee

Fig 1. Percent of households classified as woredas.
vulnerable and especially vulnerable

For purposes of this report, households were categorsseelh
off by two main variables: their livestock holding ameghorted

O vulnerable O esp vulnerable

BS s household income in the last montlell-off householdeere
] 38 those with plough oxeanda household income of more than 20
Fa |18 Birr in the last month. The proportion of well-off hohséls

| 38

was 37% in DZ, 17% in Fedis and 21% in BS.

s
e —r

0 20 40

An additional indicator of vulnerability was developednrthe
history of food crops. Those who produced food and had enough
to sell were rated least vulnerable (20%); those who pestiuc

but did not have enough to sell were more vulnerable (7heb) a

Fig 2. Vulnerability based on food production % of  th0S€ who had no production at all were the most vulrerabl
households (9%). Figure 2 shows the proportion of these three cagsgior

each woreda. This categorisation was strongly predictive df foo

i security and malnutrition (see below).
BS |13 79 8
- | O sell There are other possible categorizations of vulninabind

i I 18 Oproduce|  wealth status, and several methods of defining wealth at

) O none community level in Ethiopia exis?. This pilot survey focused

Dz 38 61 ; . . . .
on operational categories to guide and to fine-tune te &d
0% S0%  100% programme. The vulnerability categories are empiricakdas

the clustering of risk factors in this survey. In othegions and
contexts, other operational categories may have greater
relevance.

In a larger scale survey, associations between vulneradnidy
food aid performance could be examined with more detailed
vulnerability categories, perhaps using region-specific facto

Household food security
Household perception of ‘enough food’

Early in the questionnaire, households were asked what the
perceived to be their main problem at present. Mogsélaolds
(82%; 2969/3622) said shortage of food. This response was
more common in female-headed housetfolds

There was some variation in the main problem repoitadlé

5). Compatible with the emerging picture of Fedis (more
illiteracy, lowest incomes and least livestock), a &igh
proportion there said food was their main problem. Sicamitly
fewer households in BS (Table 5) said this was theiblpm;
shortage of plough oxen and land, featured more prominently.

6 653/759 in FHH compared with 2316/2863 in male headed households;
odds ratio 1.45 95%Cl 1.15-1.84
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In response to a direct question, more than one h#tieof
households (56%; 2026/3619) said they had enough food in the
Fig 3. Percent of households reporting week prior to t_he survey. There was co_nsiderab_le v@miat
sufficient food in the last week between the pilot woredas: 29% in Fedis, 58% in DZ and 81%
in BS (Figure 3). This does not necessarily mean thdtase
: who said “no” to the question actually did not haveisigint
BS 81 food. But it is improbable that those who said thay
g :l ” sufficient in reality did not have.
I Vulnerable households (no adult matesno livestock) were
Dz 58 significantly less likely to report having enough food in tist la
' ' weeK. The association was stronger still for especially
vulnerable householfigno adult malesind no livestock). Well-
off households (as defined above) were less likelgpont not
having enough food in the last wéek

Table 5. Main problem reported by households in the three woredas

Dz Fedis BS
Main problem % (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
Shortage of food 88 (1061) 93 (1121) 65 (787)
Shortage of plough oxen 0.6 (7) 1(12) 15 (176)
Shortage of land 0.4 (5) 1(13) 10 (116)
Lack of money & money problems 0.2 (3) 2 (29) 5 (54)
Health problems 2 (18) 0.5 (6) 2 (19
Other problems 2 (25) 1(13) 2 (20)
No problems 8 (92) 1(12) 3(33)

Table 6. Household stores of dietary staples (among those who had the item in store)

Dz Fedis BS
Households having store of: % (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
% with store of tef 37 (443) 0 0(3)
Mean amount tef in store (kg)* 42.42 - 43.33
% with store of maize 54 (656) 1(15) 8 (98)
Mean amount maize in store (kg)* 22.29 9.00 33.32
% with store of wheat 18 (219) 14 (164) 4 (50)
Mean amount wheat in store (kg)* 24.48 15.66 12.92
% with store of millet 26 (312) 31 (377) 0(2)
Mean amount millet in store (kg)* 26.94 36.96 31.00
% with store of barley 11 (133) 0(1) 0(2
Mean amount barley in store (kg)* 30.73 5.00 7.50
% with store of potato 0(@3) 0(1) 17
(210)
Mean amount potato in store (kg)* 8.66 7.00 420
% with store of enset 0 0 2 (26)
Mean amount enset in store (kg)* 19.50 - 56.34
% with store of beans 24 (290) 0(4) 3 (35)
Mean amount beans in store (kg)* 32.04 1.50 76.62

Household stores

7 617/1215 (51%) compared with 976/2401 (41%) said thegatidave
sufficient food. Odds Ratio 1.51 (95% CI 1.31-1.74); odds ratitased
by woreda 1.65 (95% ClI 1.41-1.93).

8 138/225 (61%) compared with 1455/3391 (43%) said thepatidave
sufficient food. Odds Ratio 2.11 (95% CI 1.58-2.82); odds ratitased
by woreda 2.70 (95% CI 1.95-3.72)

9 296/880 (34%) compared with 1283/2672 (48%) said theyatidave
sufficient food. Odds Ratio 0.55 (95% CI 0.47-0.65); odds ratitased
by woreda 0.54 (95% CI 0.46-0.65)
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Household stores of dietary staples may reflect foodrgg. A
household with no food stores, in conditions of foodatar
would typically be in a worse situation than one wabd
stores. The proportion and type of food stores was diiter
between the woredas in this pilot, varying with dietadyitseof
the three regions (Table 6).

The pattern of stored items in the households aléectetl in
the availability of items in the local markets visitadeach
woreda (see Annex 4). In DZ, none of the six markeftedis
had any sweet potato, enset or haricot beans avaitddie of
the markets in Fedis had tef, barley, sweet potato, enset
haricot beans. In the markets in BS, all the staptae
available.

Food stores were greater in DZ than in the othentoi@das.
The proportion of households reporting stores of any staple,
another useful indictor of food insecurity, varies from B9 Z
Figure 4. Percent of households reporting no to 69% in BS (Figure 4).
stores of dietary staples

Vulnerablé® and especially vulnerable househdlds defined

BS 69 in this report were more likely to have no storest No
] surprisingly, households without stores of dietary staples we
Fd 55 also more likely to report insufficient food in thetaveek?
] This relationship was stronger when excluding theifpec
DZ ]5 effect of woreda in a stratified analysis. The relaship
between lack of stores and reported food insufficienag w

0 20 40 60 8 independent of the relationship between vulnerability and
reported food insufficiency. Each persisted when therotlas
taken into account by stratificatifinThe implication of this
finding is that food stores reflect a different aspedbofl
security than does the presence of males in the household or
livestock ownership.

Overall, one third of households (33%; 1170/3564) reported
they had drinking coffee the house on the day of the
interview. However, this varied across woredas: 87%4n D
10% in BS and virtually none in Fedis. The presencdserce

10 710/1219 (58%) compared with 843/2403 (35%). Odds Ratio 2.58 (95%
Cl 2.23-2.99). Weighted OR stratified by woreda 2.43 (95% @-2.
2.88)

11 136/227 (60%) compared with 1417/1978 (42%). Odds Ratio 2.09 (95%
Cl 1.57-2.78). Weighted OR stratified by woreda 3.36 (95% &0-2.
4.93)

12 816/1550 (53%) compared with 776/2067 (38%). Odds Ratio 1.85 (95%
Cl 1.61-2.12). Weighted OR stratified by woreda 4.63 (95% 71-3.
5.73)

13 For lack of stores and food insufficiency, OR 1.85; wedI©OR
stratified by especial vulnerability 1.80 (95% CI 1.58-2.06).dapecial
vulnerability and food insufficiency, OR 2.11; weighteR &tratified by
lack of stores 1.91 (1.45-2.53)
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of coffee thus seems more likely to be due to coffedymtion
and drinking habits than to adequacy of household resources to
allow this ‘luxury’ item.

Selling household goods or animals

Only a small proportion of households reported selling
household goods in the last month (3%; 91/3620), roughly the
same across the three woredas. Compatible with thehdea t
some households sell goods when they run out of food, those
who sold goods were significantly more likely to report
insufficient food in the last weé&k

A small proportion of households also reported havinglio s
animals in the month before the survey. Households liagort
no animal ownership may have had to sell the animals
previously — this will affect the estimation of the aage
number sold among those who had animals at the tirtee0
survey (Table 7).

Table 7. Household sale of animals in the three woredas

Households selling: Dz Fedis BS
% (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
% who sold plough oxen 4 (52) 1(7) 3(36)
Mean number oxen sold* 1.21 1.00 1.02
% who sold other cattle 3(39) 1(8) 6 (75)
Mean number cattle sold* 1.15 1.00 1.05
% who sold camels 0 0 0
Horses/donkeys/mules 2 (22) 0(2 1()
Mean number horses etc sold* 1.14 3.50 1.00
% who sold sheep/goats 15 (178) 4 (49) 2 (24)
Mean number sheep/goats sold* 1.85 1.78 1.08
% who sold poultry 6 (73) 0(2 3(35)
Mean number poultry sold* 2.21 1.00 2.49

*Of those who sold animals

The cash value of different animals in the pilot woredas
ascertained in interviews with local market traders Vdlues
were higher in DZ and lowest in BS. This type of analgais

be important to pursue in a larger sample, as impoveeishm
through food insecurity includes households in dire needavi
to sell goods and animals below their market value.

Buying food

Nine out of ten households (92%; 3302/3597) reported spending
money on food in the last week (94% in DZ, 87% in Fedis and
95% in BS). The mean and median amount spent on food in the
last week was lowest in Fedis, the most impoverishecda
according to the indicators in this survey (Table 8).

14 59/91 (65%) compared with 1530/3520 (44%). Odds Ratio 2.40 (1.51-
3.81). Weighted OR stratified by woreda 2.67 (95% CI 1.60-4.47)
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Prices of foods were recorded in the local markets oAb
Fedis (prices were not recorded from BS markets). Cengals
less expensive in DZ, but other items (such as oil, eglg, m
were more expensive. This may be relevant for in-depth
comparisons of household expenditure on food.

Table 8. Household expenditure on food in the last month (of those who spent anything)

Dz Fedis
Households % (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
Households who spent on food 94 (1127) 87 (1037) 95 (1138)
Mean amount spent (Birr)* 61.05 41.07 45.75
Median amount spent (Birr)* 40.00 38.00 37.00

Table 9. Reported household expenditure on food in the last month,
in relation to having enough food in the last week

Households Dz Fedis BS
Households with enough food

Mean amount spent (Birr)* 65.15 46.39 47.81
Median amount spent (Birr)* 50.00 43.00 40.00
HH without enough food

Mean amount spent (Birr)* 54.96 40.08 36.57
Median amount spent (Birr)* 40.00 35.00 30.00

*Of those who spent anything

Table 10. Main food items purchased in the last month

Food item Dz Fedis BS

% (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
Cereals 100% 100% 92 (1045)
Tubers 0 0 47 (533)
Pulses 7 (84) 18 (182) 4 (50)
Salt 60 (681) 52 (538) 46 (524)
Coffee 45 (515) 1(9) 5 (61)
Spices 40 (457) 15 (158) 4 (41)
Other* 2 (17) 5 (49) 33 (371)

*Includes: meat, sugar, butter/ghee, vegetablaraik/milk products,
vegetables, fruit,
mitatis, enset

Understandably, households that spent money on food lasthe
month were more likely to report enough food in thée veesek.
This varied across pilot woredas, reflecting thestdéht
agricultural bases and typical diets. In all three woredas
however, among households that spent money on food thos
who reported not having enough food in the last week sessit |
on food in the last month (Table 9).

The main food items purchased are summarized in TableplO (
to 5 items recorded). Tubers were only purchased in BS and
pulses were mainly purchased in Fedis. Coffee was only
purchased to any extent in DZ, where more spices were
purchased than elsewhere. Other products such as vegetables
and milk products were mainly purchased in BS. The pettef
purchase were also reflected in the patterns of auiiyaioi the
local markets; for example, no markets in DZ or Fedi h

tubers available for sale.

These data will help fine-tune the monitoring instruménts
rollout to a national monitoring scheme. From the ti&e
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woredas, it is clear there are marked variationsad fourchases

and storage.
Household food consumption

Households reported themain foodfor the last month and their
usual main foodht the time of year (the survey was undertaken
in May/June 2001) (Table 11). In DZ, there was a measurable
drop off in consumption akff (51% to 20%) and barley (29%

to 4%) and a dramatic increase in consumption of lgsersive
maize (14% to 49%), sorgum (4%-14%) and other cereals (3%
to 12%). In BS, there was a decreasenset(20% to 8%) and

an increase in less expensive maize (21%-28%) and tubéss (50
to 56%). Normal consumption patterns were not much changed
in Fedis. This does not mean people were coping wetll théir
evident food shortage (Fedis was consistently the vodirstf

the threavoredas) It could also mean that their food systems
decompensated a while ago, and we are seeing herlice [
chronic or entrenched food scarcity, not notably &dfedy

food aid.

Household sources of food

More than one half of the sample households (59%; 2136/3623)
reported purchase or barter as ign sourceof food in the last
month. The main sources of food in each woreda are shown i
Table 12.

Aid food was the main source of food in the last mdot4%
of households who received food aid in the last month386
of households who did not receive food aid in the lasttma
pattern seen in all pilot woredas. Considering food exgived
at least once in the last six months, aid food wasnted as the
main source of food in the last month by 31% (388) of
beneficiary and only 2 (0%) non-beneficiary households

Table 11. Main food items for last month and usual main food items for the time of year
Dz Fedis BS

Main food item % (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
Sorghum last month 14 (175) 73 (860) 0(2)
Sorghum usually 4 (49) 73 (884) 0
Teff last month 20 (247) 3(39) 0(3)
Teff usually 51 (616) 8 (91) 0
Tubers last month 0 0 56 (679)
Tubers usually 0 0 50 (595)
Maize last month 49 (588) 1(17) 28 (336)
Maize usually 14 (164) 1(16) 21 (247)
Barley last month 4 (52) 0 0
Barley usually 29 (350) 0 0
Other cereals last month 12 (140) 22 (262) 3(37)
Other cereals usually 3(32) 17 (206) 2(21)
Enset last month 0 0 8(96)
Enset usually 0 0 20 (237)
Pulses last month 1(8) 1(7) 2 (25)
Pulses usually 0@ 0 (6) 5 (64)
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Fig 5. Percent of beneficiary households reporting
aid food as main source of food in the last month
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Fig 6. Percent of households eating wild
foods unusually for the time of year
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Other foods last month
Other foods usually 0

0 (@) 0
0(@3)

2 (28)

3(32)
*Includes: meat,
vegetables, fruit

Table 12. Main sources of food in the last month in the three woredas

Dz Fedis BS
Food source % (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
Purchase or barter 54 (650) 72 (868) 51 (618)
Own produce 26 (317) 11 (135) 40 (482)
Aid food 18 (223) 9 (110) 5 (57)
Loan or gift 2 (23) 8(93) 4 (47)

These data show the importance of food aid to the holagseho
food economy of recipients. Among beneficiary househadlas,
proportion reporting aid food as their main source of fooihe
last month varies between the thrvemredas (Figure 5).
Reliance on food aid among the beneficiary households was
heaviest in Fedis and lowest in BS. This is compatilile w
better food security in BS, with more alternative sosiaifood
accessible to food aid beneficiary households (see sdxtliow
on food aid programme performance).

Eating wild foods

Overall, one third of households (1203/ 3626) reported eating
wild foods (mainly leaves). Some households (14%, 513/3626)
said they normally eat wild foods at this time of year
(May/June). More households (20%, 733/ 3625) reported eating
wild foods now but did not normally do so at this tinfe/@ar.
The proportion of households who reported eating wildl$oo
unusually for the time of yeaaries between theoredas
(Figure 6). The fact that no households in BS reportedgat
wild foods unusually for the time of year supports theéomoof
relatively good food security there, compared with theotwo
woredas. Eating wild foods unusually for the time of year
indicates lack of access to other foods. Not surprisinglpZ
and Fedis there was a strong association betweeningport
insufficient food and eating wild foods unusually for theetiof
year>.,

The apparent association between household vulnerabitgdba
on productive resources (no adult madeso livestock) and
eating wild foods unusually for the time of year waspresent
stratified by woredd. In Fedis, there were more vulnerable
households and more households eating wild foods unusually
for the time of year.

15 578/730 (79%) compared with 788/1683 (47%). Odds Ratio 4.32 (95%
Cl 3.50-5.33). Weighted OR stratified tpreda2.88 (95% CI 2.32-
3.59)

16 276/757 (37%) compared with 455/1660 (27%). Odds Ratio 1.52 (95%
Cl 1.26-1.84). Weighted OR stratified tpredal.14 (95% CI 0.93-
1.41)
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Community key informants were asked about unusual migration
of families from the community in the last three ntentin

Fedis, households in those communities with migratierew
more likely to report eating wild foods unusu&ljbut in DZ

the opposite was true: in the community with migratién o
families, households were less likely to report eating Wibds
unusually®. This emphasizes the different reasons for migration
in the five communities with out-migration in Fedis, &ey
informant reported the most important reason was foodasje
whereas in the one community with out-migration in Di& t
reason was land shortage.

Community support for needy households

Asked how households cope with food shortage, focus groups
listed a series of mechanisms: reducing meal amoudts an
frequency, petty trading (salt, maize, local brew)tiggtfood

for service to the better households or by supplyirggand

fire wood; casual work in town or food in kind, selling ggand
fire wood and payment in kind; collecting wild fruit feale or
consumption; borrowing food or money using land as collatera
borrowing food or money with interest; eating enset roai(lp
known askochq; dismantling the house and selling the wood;
and seasonal migration and begging.

In focus group discussions in the sample communities,
participants were asked how the community supported
households particularly affected by food shortage. Thergén
view was that such support mechanisms have been eroded in
recent years. Some participants blamed loss of contynuni
support mechanisms for migration of affected familiesnres

of particular difficulty. In other places, respondents $hat
migration usually affected only younger people, who retdrn
“without money”.

Previous harvest

Community key informants reported a belg harvest ithallten
sample communities in DZ and all ten in Fedis. In 88, last
harvest was reported as the previous year’s mehhrae bof the
communities. Households were asked about the timingeof th
last harvest. As expected, this was different betweehree
woredas (Table 13). Aelgharvest is anything before August,
meaning the majority of respondents reportedeaierharvest
(Sept-Dec). Importantly, a proportion of respondents ltad n
harvest in the last year: 2% in DZ, 9% in BS and 20%eidis

17 379/605 (63%) compared with 237/602 (39%). Odds Ratio 2.58 (95% CI
2.03-3.29)

18 3/120 (3%) compared with 112/1092 (10%). Odds Ratio 0.22 (95% ClI
0.06-0.75)
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(considering only those who had land, these proportions were

slightly lower).

A proxy measure of failure of harvest was based on the gradient
between those who produced food and had enough to sell (20%),
those who produced but did not sell (71%), and thosehabo

land, but had no crop in the last year (9%) (Table 14is T

proxy has a series of important relationships with other
indicators of food security. For example, in households tha
produced enough food to sell, 73% (530/722) said food was

their biggest problem; in those that produced food but did not
have enough to sell 84% (2157/2580) and in those who had land
but produced no food, no less than 88% (282/320) said food was
the biggest problem. In the same order, 35%, 44% and 66%
respectively said they did not have enough food in thevask.

Table 13. Timing of last harvest in the three woredas (survey in May/June 2001)

Last harvest Dz Fedis
% (no.) % (no.)

Dec 2000 or later (meher) 95 (1114) 80 (880)

Sept/Oct 2000 (belg) 3(37) 0

1 year or more ago 2(17) 20 (215)

Table 14. Proportion of last harvest used for different purposes

Dz Fedis
Use of the harvest % (no.) % (no.)
Households who consumed some 99 (1159) 99 (884)
Mean % consumed by household* 81 84
Households who shared some 1(13) 8 (69)
Mean % shared* 22 14
Households who exchanged/sold some 39 (456) 12 (103)
Mean % exchanged/sold* 20 17
Households who used some to repay loan 28 (324) 34 (305)
Mean % used to repay loan* 16 21
Households who used some for seeds 53 (615) 57 (504)
Mean % used for seeds* 13 10

BS
% (no.)
39 (449)
52 (605)
9 (99)

BS
% (no.)
99 (1102)
89

2 (26)
33

15 (164)
34

14 (155)
40

6 (66)
7

*Among the households who used any for that purpose

Table 15. Reasons for expecting production in the coming season,
among those who expect production in the three woredas (2093)

Dz Fedis
Reason % (no.) % (no.)
Good weather 50 (304) 58 (360)
Already planted & looks good 35 (269) 14 (87)
With God’s help 7 (57) 27 (170)
Good preparation/fertile soil 7 (56) 1(3)
Other 1(4) 0(1)

Table 16. Reasons for not expecting production in the coming season,
among those who do not expect production in the three woredas (1249)

Dz Fedis
Reason % (no.) % (no.)
Army worm 14 (36) 64 (328)
Lack of agricultural supplies 18 (48) 6 (29)
No land 16 (43) 20 (103)
No rain/bad weather 40 (105) 2 (11)
Small land 1(3) 0(2
No labour/not planted/planted late 11 (28) 7 (38)

BS
% (no.)
68 (472)
21 (149)
4 (25)
6 (40)
1(6)

BS
% (no.)
1(3)
51 (243)
10 (45)
13 (61)
23 (109)
3(14)
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Expectations about the coming season

More than one half the households (58%; 2102/ 3622) said they
expected to produce food from land they farmed in the coming
season: 64% of households in DZ, 52% in Fedis, and 57% in
BS. The main reason for positive expectations was the
favourable weather (Table 15). Bad weather in DessimyAr
Worm in Fedis and lack of supplies in BS were reasons for
negative expectations (Table 16).

Community focus groups also discussed their expectations o
the coming harvest. No focus groups were held in Fddis to
security problems at the time. In both BS and DZ, focaosgr
participants were rather negative about the coming harves

In BS, all groups said they did not expect a good harvest
mentioning problems with heavy rain causing damage to the
crops, as well as lack of agricultural inputs and nodoan
available to buy inputs. They felt they could improve future
harvests by crop rotation techniques, and that supply désee
and fertilizers and loans to purchase oxen would them.

In DZ, most groups were also pessimistic about the @pmin
harvest, mentioning rain damage or simply that “anytlceng
happen”. They suggested they could improve future harvests by
proper land preparation, taking action to prevent soili@nps

and use of more natural fertilizers. They felt they wdag

helped by more loans to get oxen and provision ofpdes and
veterinary drugs.

Health of children under five years of age
Breastfeeding and frequency of child feeding

Initiation of breastfeeding was virtually universal; otilyee
children were reported never to have been breastfed. The
proportion of children exclusively breastfed dropped toiane
three (34%; 71/207) among children aged 7-9 months, and to
4% (4/99) among children 13-15 months old. Breastfeeding
(with or without other foods) was nearly universal u@io
months, falling to 43% in children aged 22-44 months, to 22%
in those aged 28-30 months, and to 3% in those aged 40-42
months.

If frequency of feeding young children is not in itsaf

indicator of household food security, it could be a usefiittor
of the likely effect on children of food insecurity.r8e 14%
(276/1960) of the children up to the age of five years whe wer
not still receiving breast milk were reported to eatéwa day or

28



Fig 8. Percent of children aged 6-59 months

who were wasted
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less over the last week. This proportion was much higher in
Fedis than in the other two woredas (Figure 7).

A child who ate less than three times a day was#186 more

likely to be wasted than one who ate three or moregienda¥.
Children eating less than three times a day were nialg to

come from households reporting not enough food in the last
weekK?, a finding concentrated in Fedis and BS. There wss al

an important relationship between number of meals and
vulnerability based on crop production. In households that
produced enough food to sell, 16% (110/688) had less than three
meals, in those that produced food but did not have enough to
sell 17% (352/2084) and in those who had land but produced no
food, 36% (87/243) had less than three meals.

Diarrhoea

Overall, around one quarter (23%; 770/3296) of the children
under the age of five years had diarrhoea in the lastweeks.
The rate was higher among children in the first two yeétife
and varied between the three pilot woredas (Table 17).

Table 17. Diarrhoea in the last two weeks by age group in the three woredas

Age Dz Fedis BS
% (no.) % (no.) % (no.)

0-12 months 25 (45/179) 39 (120/306) 34 (72/209)
13-24 months 25 (50/200) 36 (102/282) 35 (68/193)
25-36 months 14 (31/215) 21 (69/334) 23 (70/306)
37-48 months 12 (29/239) 19 (39/210) 16 (43/269)
49-60 months 5 (6/114) 11 (7/62) 11 (19/178)
All children 17 (161/947) 28 (337/1194) 24 (272/1155)

Low weight for height (wasting)

There were 3372 children under the age of five years in the
sample. Anthropometrics (height, weight, exact agaonths)

was completed on 2977 children aged 6-59 months. As is often
the case in field surveys, there were difficultieshe recording
age in months. Consequently, this report refers onhcte
malnutrition (also referred to as wasting or low weigint f

height).

In this survey, a child was classified as ‘wastedhé
weight/height was below two standard deviations from the
median of the reference population. Across all threesdas,
one in ten children aged 6-59 months (10%; 293/ 2975) was
wasted. The proportion varies between the woredas, being
higher in Fedis than in the other two pilot woredas (Figlre
The findings from this pilot for the proportion of ahién

19 72/525 (14%) compared with 194/2281 (8.5%). Odds ratio 1.71 95%Cl
1.26-2.31

20 208/276 (75%) compared with 709/1681 (42%). Odds Ratio 4.19 (95%
Cl 3.10-5.68). Weighted OR stratified tpreda2.74 (95% CI 2.00-
3.77)



A child from a household reporting not
enough food was more than twice as likely to
be wasted compared with a child from a
household reporting enough food.

Community-based monitoring relief of food aid: pilo three woredas

wasted in the three pilot woredas are compatible figitihres
from a recent Demographic and Health Survey in Etaitp

Children with diarrhoea in the last two we&kand those from
households that report not having enough food in the lagt*vee
were more likely to be wasted. The coincidence of dedlévod
insufficiency in the last week and wasting is usefuidaion of
the household reports about food sufficiency. The adsmtia
between wasting and recent food sufficiency will probdiay
modified by variables such as the priority given to feeding
children (whether children get fed first or last). Thesee not
examined in this study.

After taking account of the association of wasting wébent
food insufficiency, there was unconvincing evidence of a
difference in malnutrition between vulnerable (no adult mafes
no livestock) and less vulnerable househ@ldehe implication

is that malnutrition may be more closely linked with tepart

of insufficient food than with vulnerability, at leasd defined in
this pilot assessment.

There was also an important relationship between waatidg
the quality of the harvest — illustrating yet again thpanance
of the harvest in food security. In households that produced
enough food to sell, 7.3% (49/667) of children aged 6-59
months were found to be wasted; in households thaupsal
food but did not have enough to sell 9.7% (200/2064) and in
those who had land but produced no food, 18% (44/245) were
clinically wasted ¢*22.9, 2df p=0.00001). A plausible
mechanism for this malnutrition is not hard to find: dccfiom
a household with no harvest was significantly moreyikel
have less than three meals a day (see above). Thensihap
between food aid and malnutrition is dealt with in somaitlet
below (page 37).

No significant difference could be identified in malntiom by
sex of the child or sex of the head of household.

21 127/722 (18%) compared with 164/2243 (7%). Odds Ratio 2.71 (95% CI
2.09-3.51). Weighted OR stratified lmpreda2.57 (95% CI 1.99-3.31)

22 191/1366 (14%) compared with 102/1603 (6%). Odds Ratio 2.39 (95%
Cl 1.84-3.11). Weighted OR stratified tpredal.42 (95% ClI 1.08-
1.87)

23 98/862 (11%) compared with 195/2111 (9%). Odds Ratio 1.26 (95% ClI
0.96-1.65). Weighted OR stratified by reported not enough food 1.19
(95% Cl 0.92-1.54)
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Coverage of food aid

Each household respondent was asked if they had received food
aid in the last month and, for those who had donéghsmumber

of times the household had received food aid in theslas

months.

Fig. 9. Proportion of households that received food - Overall, some 19% of the sample reported receiviogl fad in
aidin the fast month the last month (700/3628). The proportion was significantly
lower in Fedis than in the other two woredas (Figure 9).

BS 21
Around a third of households said they had received & at
_ least once in the last six months (35%; 1252/3626). Agaire the
Feds 14 were differences between the pilot woredas, a mugttehi
proportion of households in DZ being covered at least onc
DZ 23 during the last six months (Figure 10).
o 10 0 s The number of times households had received food aictin th

last six months was also higher in DZ. In this woradane

38% (467) of the households had received food aid twice or

more in the last six months, compared with only 14% (176) o

households in Fedis and just two households in BS. FHdod a
Fig. 10. Percent of households that received  was received, among households who received it mt ik last
food aid in the last six months six months, on average 2.5 times in DZ, 2.1 times in Faeis

1.0 times in BS.

BS 27

Although this pilot did not set out to determine performance
differences between pilot woredas, the apparent mismatch
between coverage and need merits attention. Fedisthat
lowest coverage of food aid, has more illiteracy, Istnaverage
bz 58 income, least access to livestock, highest proportion sé&yod)
. . . »Is their biggest problem, lowest proportion who reportugiio
0 20 40 60 80  food in the last week and the highest unusual use of adldst

In all sample PAs in DZ, some households received &ddh
the last month, although the proportion receiving food date
Fedis, four PAs received no food aid, and in BS omnlgdiPAs
had any households receiving food aid in the last mofthile
the overall proportion of households receiving food aad w
similar in DZ and BS (Figure 9), their distribution waswe
different. Coverage was spread across all samplePBZ iand
concentrated in just three PAs in BS.

A similar picture emerged for receipt of food aid ie tast six
months. Some food aid was received in all the samfsteirP
DZ, compared with only three PAs in BS, but nearly all
households in these PAs in BS receiving food. Household
reports about receipt of food aid tally with data fronterviews
with the chairman or a member of the PA committeeaoh of
the sample PAs.
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The different coverage pattern across PAs and woreda may
reflect different policies at local level. In each eda the
chairman or a member of the woreda DPP committee was
interviewed. The woreda officials described a process for
deciding the beneficiary list at woreda level that sektoe
include more input from PAs in DZ and Fedis, than it di@$)
where the decisions were essentially made at woredh lav
DZ and Fedis, the beneficiary list was said to bestmae for the
duration of the programme, while in BS, there was ntepity
rotation of beneficiaries.

The results of the apparently different implementagolicies,
in terms of effective targeting of food aid, are discugssdw.
Generalisation of the findings beyond these three¢ ptiyedas
IS not warranted, since the woredas were not seléated
represent regions or zones.

Food aid programme performance

An ideal relief food aid programme would provide sufficient
amounts of food, accurately targeted to households in reed. |
would ensure that no households had insufficient fodulewnot
“oversupplying” food to those households who already have
MISS: insufficient food and did not enough food from other sources. Needy households can suffer
receive food aid either from insufficient food aid supply, or as a restip@or
targeting with ‘leakage’ to well-off households. In thikot,
analysis of food aid receipts, reported food sufficigncy
vulnerability and socio-economic status were compaienan
evaluation of food aid programme performance.

COVERAGE: received food aid

UNDERSUPPLY:: insufficient food
despite receiving food aid

Households who did not have enough food in the last week a
did not receive food aid were termerlssesand those who did
not have enough food despite receiving food aid were termed
undersupply. Those households reporting enough food in the
last week and not receiving food aid were appropriately n
receiving aid. Those who had enough food in the lask\wad
received food aid wereffective coverageHowever, some of
these actually represemwersupply. Households categorised as
well-off (with plough oxen and with an income above 20 Birr i
the last month) who received food aid in the last tin@md who
did not report lack of food in the last week have beemee@fas
oversupply for the purposes of this analysis. Annex 3 giveag m
details of the definitions of these programme performance
indicators. Table 18 shows an important variation in the
performance of the food aid programme in the three woredas.
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Table 18
Performance of the food aid programme at household level
Dz Fedis BS

Performance % (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
Programme misses 31 (378) 64 (772) 15 (174)
Undersupply 11 (128) 7 (88) 4 (53)
Effective coverage 12 (146) 7 (81) 17 (202)
Oversupply* 2.5 (29/1169) 0.2 (2/1194) 2.4 (29/1189)
Enough food without aid 46 (559) 22 (263) 64 (775)

100 (1211) 100 (1204) 100 (1204)

*Oversupply shown in Table 18 is a sub-set of the effective coverage category.
The denominator is slightly less than for the other variables, because of missing data
The shaded rows in Table 18 are households that did not receive food aid.

In all three pilot woredas, programme misses were mumte
frequent than were cases of undersupply. There was affteque
complaint from beneficiary households about the arhotin
food aid received (see below). But fewer households that
The food aid programme performs better in ~ received food aid in the last month actually reportedfiicsent
ﬁ’;&gd:jon’gﬁrfigg"{j :;”;ﬁﬂgh"fr:égs% food in the last week compared with households not receiving
food aid. food aid in the last month, who commonly reported insigffit
food in the last week. Programme miss rates ranged from 15%
in BS to 64% in Fedis, reflecting the very different téirgeand
programme management in these woredas.

Many households reported sufficient food in the last week,
despite not receiving food aid in the last month. These
households were able to get enough food from other sources,
including their own produce and purchase. The proportion of
households managing well — having enough food without food
aid — was quite different across the pilot woredasyirgnfrom
two-thirds of households in BS to less than a quarter of
households in Fedis. The better performance of thedabd
programme in BS and DZ can be explained in part by the higher
proportion of households managing without food aid is¢he
woredas, compared with Fedis.

Relatively few households reported sufficient foodhe last
week and also received food aid (maximum 17% in BS). This
does not leave much scope for oversupply — the sub-setdbkat
well off and would presumably have had enough food even
without the food aid. Oversupply, as defined in this amglysi
was no more than 2.5%, and virtually absent in Fedis.

Fig 11.
Performance of the food aid programme

B effective O oversupply @ undersupply O misses

Effective coverage, oversupply, undersupply and missdwof t
BS programme in the three woredas are shown in Figure 11. The
e remainder (to make 100%) said they had sufficient food without
food aid (DZ 46%, Fd 22% and BS 64%). This complements the
o7 Emergency Needs Assessment (ENA) estimate of themeste
: population in need (PPND) as DZ 43%, Fd 48% and BS 20%.
0 20 40 60 80

24 269/698 among those who received compared with 1324/1593 who did
not said they were short of food in the last week; odiis 0276 95%Cl
0.64-0.9
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Table 19
Assessed requirements and dispatched amounts of food aid in
March, April and May 2001 (survey took place mid May to mid June)

— all in metric tonnes

Dz Fedis BS
Mont Required Dispatched Required Dispatched Required Dispatched
h

March 1343 1146 1336 0 996 36
April 1343 42 1336 0 996 305
May 1764 1645 1336 0 996 715

Programme misses were more common and effectivaagee
was lowest in Fedis, where the need for aid was gkeate

This pattern suggests a problenowérall lack of food aid
relative to needpatrticularly in Fedis, at the time of the survey.
This does not mean, however, that simply increagiegamount
of food aid would reduce the proportion of programme migses
Fedis, or in the other two woredas. If increased supphew
channelled to well off households, this would simply iases

the oversupply. Unless there is sufficient food aidlbmd’ the
area, a targeting strategy is needed to improvetaftec
coverage.

Food aid requirements and targeting

Problems with targeting at national, regional or zowel&have
been reporteét®. This pilot survey does not allow examination
of these levels, but it does allow illustrative evatuaof
targeting at woreda level.

Routine data from monitoring of the food aid programme
include the assessed requirements for food aid and therdsn
dispatched to the three woredas in the months prior to the
household survey (Table 19). The amount supplied was closest
to the assessed amount required in DZ.

Woreda policies about food aid distribution However, this was not the whole picture. Woreda DPPC
between PAs affect the chances of . . .
households being missed by the members interviewed at the time of the survey weredaskeut
programme the source of food aid in the woreda. In DZ, 85% of food aid
was reported to be from DPPC; in BS 75% was from the®P
and 25% from Oxfam-UK and MSF; while in Fedis 100% was
from the Hararghe Catholic Secretariat. It proved isgdde to
get information about the amounts of food aid dispatched by the
NGOs. These amounts were apparently not recorded in the
routine monitoring system.
Those who were most vulnerable based
on their food harvest were not more Overall, but more markedly so in DZ and BS, those who
B hosa o aic prosote foad produced food but insufficient to sell were more likely to
crops, households that did not produce receive cereal food aid than those who had enough toaell —
enough to sell were more fikely to positive indicator of targeting — but they were also ribey

benefit from cereal food aid. ’ a
to receive cereal food aid than the worst off, thobe w
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produced no food crép However, at least in Fedis, there was
evidence of appropriate targeting of supplementary food aid:
14% (43/315) of households with land that produced no food
crop in the last year received supplementary food, compared
with 6% (42/723) of those who sold and 7% (176/2564) who
produced, but insufficient to sell.

However, theaverage amount of cereal amas greater

(amount per household and amount per person) to those
households who produced enough food to sell, than in the other
categories of vulnerability (10.8kg compared with 8.6 and 8.8kg
respectively).

Performance of the food aid programme could also be iagam
by these food crop vulnerability categoriBsogramme misses
(exclusion errors) were most common among those imost
need, from the standpoint of food crops. Among those that
produced enough food to sell, 29% (210/721) said they did not
have enough food in the last week and received no food aid i
the last month. Among those who produced food but insufficie
to sell, the proportion missed (excluded) was 36% (936/2578)
while among those with land who produced no crops, 56%
(178/320) were missed.

Undersupplyfollowed a similar pattern: 5.7%, 7.5% and 10.6%
for the three groups in increasing order of vulnerability.

Programme performance (coverage of food aid and migses)
relation totargeting PAscould be examined in Fedis and BS. In
Fedis, logically, households in PAs that receivedesfond aid
were less likely to be programme misses than thosAsntliat

did not receive food affl In BS, however, the chance of a
household being missed by the food aid programme was the
same for households in PAs receiving food aid andetiAs

not receiving food afd. This was in the context of a lower rate
of programme misses in BS than Fedis (see Figure 11).

The illustrative evidence from this pilot study suggéisés the
method of distributingfood aid between PAs in BS -- which
sought to provide aid for nearly all households in relétitew
selected PAs -- may better reach households needing ithod a
than the method used in Fedis, which relies on intéangeting
in a larger number of PAs in the woreda. If this findingre to
be replicated across a large number of representativeda®in

25 14% (103/723) among those who sold, 21% (536/2584) of those who
produced but did not sell and 19% (61/321) of those who hadlain
produced no food - received food aid.

26 426/722 (59%) compared with 346/482 (72%). Odds Ratio 0.57 (95% CI
0.44-0.73).

27 54/362 (15%) compared with 120/842 (14%). Odds Ratio 1.05 (95% CI
0.73-1.52)
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Vulnerable households were more likely
to be missed by the food aid
programme.

There are problems of targeting food aid to
households within PAs as well as problems of
targeting between PAs.

More resources or better targeting?

If food aid were retargeted from those who
produced enough food last year to sell some,
to those who produced none, the miss rate
among those who produced none would drop
from 81% to 49%

And if food aid was retargeted from
households of better-nourished children to
households of wasted children, the miss rate
among wasted children would drop from 81%
to 0%

Community-based monitoring relief of food aid: pilo three woredas

different regions, it could have implications for ip@s of
beneficiary selection at woreda level.

If the food aid programme effectively targeted vulnerable
households, this should reduce programme misses. In tbis pil
survey, however, vulnerable and especially vulnerable
households wermorelikely to be missed than were other
household® . This increased risk of being missed as a
vulnerable household suggests ineffective programme taggetin
More detail of food aid coverage and programme misses i
relation to different aspects of household food access
vulnerability is given in Annex 4.

This finding is compatible with greater access to food githb
better off households. It could be related to greateityakili
participate in EGS and FFW schemes by better off holgdsho
(see below). “Food aid capture” by better off housgéaind the
more influential segments of society is well recogaisT his

could be tackled, from a programme management viewpoint, by
increasing targeting, strengthening programme management and
introducing community based monitoring.

The increased risk of vulnerable households being missed
independent of whether their PA received food aid and of
woredd&. Within each woreda, the increased risk of these
households being programme misses cannot be explained by su
optimal targeting of PAs to receive food aid; withindA

receiving food aid there was still an increased riskulrierable

and especially vulnerable households being programme misses.
Thus there was a problem with effectively targetinpetable
households at the level of selecting beneficiariebiwithe PA.

One interesting indicator was the case of disalhgt an

official targeting criterion). A household with a disadb

member was 62% more likely again to receive cereal fabd a
than one with no disabled memBeNonetheless, over 70% of
households with disabled (177/243) did not receive cereal food
aid. The same is true of supplementary food: nearly 90% of
households with a disabled member (214/243) did not receive
supplementary food.

28 505/1215 (42%) misses among vulnerable households compéred
819/2401 (34%) among the rest. Odds Ratio 1.37 (95% CI 1.19-1.59).
Weighted OR stratified by woreda 1.41 (95% CI 1.20-1.65)

29 112/225 (50%) among especially vulnerable households compisined
1212/3391 (36%). Odds Ratio 1.78 (95% ClI 1.34-2.36). Weighted OR
stratified by woreda 2.13 (95% CI 1.56-2.90)

30 For vulnerable households, weighted OR 1.38 (95% CI 16B3}1For
especially vulnerable households, weighted OR 2.15 (95% CI 1.58-2.94

31 66/243 compared with 631/3374. Odds ratio 1.62 95%Cl 1.19-2.21.
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Although children in female-headed households (FHH) wwete
more likely to be malnourish&j FHHweremore likely to be
missed by the food aid programme: In DZ 36% of FHH were
missed compared with 31% overall; in Fedis, 70% of FHdrew
missed compare with 64% overall; and in BS, 18% of Ritte
missed compared with 15% overall. This picture is corbfeati
with more marginalized households being more easilyoletf of
cereal food aid.

Food aid and malnutrition

Programme managers expressed a concern about thetexten
which food aid is reaching the malnourished children in the
three pilotworedas.

Some 83% (242/293) of children who showed clinical wasting
were not in the households that received cereal fabdam the
other hand, 91% (536/587) of those who received food aid were
not malnourished by this standard. There was no significant
variation in this finding between the pilot woredas.

The situation is roughly the same with supplementary food,
though in this case there was better chance that a msiedr
child would receive food aid, in comparison with a well-
nourished on&. To verify this question, a supplementary
guestion was asked at the end of the interview:thiashild
received supplementary food aid in the last month? Qyvara
wasted child was twice as likely to have received suppitamng
food aid*.

Notwithstanding the better chances of receiving suppleamgnt
food aid, 86% of children with clinical wasting (247/286) did
not receive supplementary food while 83% (194/233) of those
who did were well nourished.

In the last six months, the household of a malnoadsthild
was 30% more likely to receive mereal food aid, in
comparison with the household of a better-nourished €hild
This probably reflects the fact that malnutrition is an
eligibility criterion for cereal food aid and houset®with
malnourished children are in general more marginal@ddss
empowered than others.

32 Un DZ, 5% of children in FHH were wasted compared witto9ésall;
in Fedis, 18% in FHH compared with 21% overall and in BS 4%
compared with 5% overall

33 39/233 malnourished children compared with 247/2705 better nalirishe
children. Odds ratio 2.0 95%CI 1.36-2.94

34 25/275 wasted children compared with 106/2588 better nourished
children, odds ratio 2.34 95%CIl 1.44-3.78

35 208/293 households of wasted children compared with 1757/2581 better-
nourished children. Odds ratio 1.3 95%CI 1.01-1.69
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Another possible explanation is that households with bette
nourished childremppearto receive more food aid because the
aid is effective: children are no longer malnourishedygtmo

they might have been so before receiving the food aidpildte
study is not able to disprove this unlikely explanation. E\av,
even if it is the case, there remains much to be doreath the
83% of malnourished children who did not receive foodAid.
wasted child was more than twice as likely to live in a
household that claimed not to have had sufficient fadtie last
week®,

The experience and views of food aid beneficiaries

How much food aid

Among the 700 households who received food aid in the las
month, 693 reported the amount received. The mean amount
was 43.16 kg per household (median 37 kg). Dividing by the
number of people in the households, the mean amount per
person was 9.03 kg (median 7.1kg). For the 368 households with
five members or fewer, the mean ration per person was 11kg
(median 10kg); while for the 325 households with more than

five members, the mean ration was 6.80 kg per person (median
6.30 KkQ).

The amounts of food aid received in the last month per
household and per person varied substantially betwegmldhe
woredas (Table 20). In all three pilot woredas, th@ngper
person was less for households with more than five members
than for households with five members or less. Theusaino
received per household and per person was notably lovizs
than in the other two woredas.

Table 20. Reported amount of food aid received in the last month,
among the beneficiary households in the three woredas

Dz Fedis BS

Food aid (kg)

Mean per household 51.90 53.65 27.11
Median per household 50.00 50.00 25.00
Mean per person 12.13 9.63 5.35
Median per person 12.50 8.30 5.00
Mean/person hh with <6 members 13.65 12.29 6.73
Median/person hh with <6 12.50 12.40 6.30
Mean/person hh with >5 members 9.27 8.05 3.95
Median/person in hh with >5 8.30 7.65 3.60

36 191/293 wasted children compared with 1176/2677 better nourished
ones, odds ratio 2.39 95%Cl 1.84-3.11
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Many beneficiary households reported receiving less than
12.5kg per head: 49% in DZ, 74% in Fedis and 95% in BS.

Members of PA committees who were interviewed altexctly
recognised the ration of food aid per person was 12.5kg: the
official ration. The members in DZ and BS all sthd
household ration was limited to a maximum number of ggopl
while the committee members in Fedis claimed therenwas
such limit on the household ration. In DZ PA committee
members said the household ration was limited toftindive
people, whereas in BS members said it was limited tddha
four people.

In community focus group discussions, participants gave the
views about having a maximum amount of food aid per
household (usually the ration for five people). Most groups
concluded that there should be no maximum amount and the
distribution should be based on the number of membedhgin
household. Some were in favour of keeping the ‘ceilingfivef
rations per household but including all households, oeasing
the ration size.

Households who received food aid in the last six montére
asked about collecting the food aid. Overall, the person
collecting the food aid was male in 70% (863/1235) of cases.
This proportion varies between the three woredas (Table 21
with the highest proportion of males in DZ, perhapsteelao

the difficult terrain in DZ and the longer distanceud
distribution centres from the communities reported by
community key informants in DZ.

Table 21. Person collecting the food aid in the three woredas

Dz Fedis BS
Person collecting food aid % (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
Male 80 (547) 59 (129) 57 (187)
Relation to household head
Head 65 (446) 61 (133) 58 (191)
Wife 5 (35) 25 (54) 25 (80)
Other relative 30 (207) 14 (31) 17 (56)

Table 22. Costs associated with collecting food aid

Dz Fedis BS
Cost element % (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
Paid for travel 68 (478) 8 (17) 20 (65)
Mean for travel (Birr)* 6.58 3.05 3.21
Paid for bags 97 (685) 15 (33) 17 (56)
Mean for bags (Birr)* 1.07 3.89 2.01
Paid for the food 1(8) 17 (38) 2 (6)
Mean for food (Birr)* 6.12 3.10 1.83
Paid other costs 14 (95) 7 (16) 33 (107)
Mean for other costs (Birr)* 5.61 1.50 1.30

*Among those who paid anything for that cost elemen
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Most households reported costs associated with colieftiod
( aid: travel, bags to carry the food, direct sale cotsod
(officially given free) and other costs (Table 22)eTdverage
time on foot from community to distribution centre was 4.6
hours in DZ, 1.9 hours in Fedis and 1.5 hours in BS. In DZ
seven of the of the ten distribution centres were rtiwae two
hours on foot from the community, compared with two ef th
eight in Fedis and two of the ten in BS. In all thpdet
woredas, the person collecting the food aid was iksly Ito be
male if the distribution centre was within two howsmey
from the community/.

Male focus group

Households in communities within two hours on foot of the
distribution centre were less likely to report transpost£to
reach the centf& In DZ nearly all the beneficiaries reported
paying for bags, with only small proportions paying fag®
Fedis and BS. The much higher rate of paying for bag¥in
than in the other two woredas is independent of distanoe fro
the centré.

In community focus group discussions, participants congdiin
R ( : about the costs associated with collecting food aididgeg the
* costs of travel to centres some distance from the eomntyn the
Male focus group costs incurred because of delays in distribution and theref
having to pay for accommodation near the distributionreent
and the requirement to pay for bags.

Potentially important is the suggestion that the famigé
wasted children were more likely to have to pay for greal
food aid than other households with children of the same age
Among those who paid for anything (food, bags, transport
other), a household with a malnourished child was ndady
times as likely to pay for food &fl They were no more likely to
pay for travel, bags or other costs, possibly pointinthe
increased value they placed on the food, or the carnsysc
disadvantage in which they found themselves befores tivb®
distribute the food. Since relatively few households were
involved in this, however, it may be worth re-examiningi
larger study before drawing any firm conclusions.

37 418/688 (61%) compared with 447/549 (81%). Odds Ratio 0.35 (95% CI
0.27-0.47). Weighted OR stratified lpreda0.43 (95% CI 0.32-0.59)

38 221/691 (32%) compared with 340/562 (61%). Odds Ratio 0.31 (95% CI
0.24-0.39). Weighted OR stratified lpreda0.51 (95% CI 0.38-0.70)

39 686/705 (97%) compared with 89/548 (16%). Odds Ratio 186.21 (95%
Cl 108.63-322.66). Weighted OR stratified by time to reach the
distribution centre 181.94 (95% CI 103.64-319.41)

40 13/85 households of wasted children compared with 35/926 otluels. O
ratio 4.6 95%Cl 2.2-9.6
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Table 23. Use of food aid received in the last month

Dz Fedis BS
Use of the food aid % (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
Households who consumed some 100 (274) 100 (169) 98 (250)
Mean % consumed by household* 87 79 87
Households who shared some 0.4 (1) 39 (65) 4 (11)
Mean % shared* 10 21 21
Households who exchanged some 3(8) 17 (28) 2 (6)
Mean % exchanged* 18 10 21
Households who sold some 33 (90) 14 (24) 2(5)
Mean % sold* 14 17 26

*Among the households who used any for that purpose

Use of the food aid

Virtually all beneficiary households used the food aid they
received for household consumption (Table 23). Sharidg an
exchange of part of the food aid received was more @cmm
among beneficiaries in Fedis while sale of food ads wore
common in DZ. The proportions of the food aid used for
purposes other than household consumption, even only
considering only those households who used any for the othe
purposes, were relatively small. In BS about halfgiteeips
mentioned sharing the food aid, which was not mentioned by
groups in DZ.

Men decided how to use the food aid in over one half the
beneficiary households (58%; 715/1236). The decision-maker
about use of the food aid does not vary much between & thr
woredas (Table 24).

Employment generation (EGS) and food for work (FFW)

Overall, about two thirds (69%; 867/1251) of households who
received food aid at least once in the last six n®rgported at
least one member involved in EGS/FFW in the lastixths.
Common types of work mentioned in the schemes wale s
conservation, water conservation and road constructidn an
maintenance. The proportion of beneficiary householts avi
member in EGS/FFW in this period was notably lower in &S
were the total number of days of EGS/FFW among those
households who did any. (Table 25).

Table 24. Person deciding about use of the food aid in the three
woredas

Dz Fedis BS
Person deciding about use % (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
Male 50 (343) 68 (149) 68 (223)
Relation to household head
Head 71 (488) 84 (183) 85 (279)
Wife 25 (173) 15 (32) 9 (30)
Other relative 4 (30) 1(3) 6 (19)
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Table 25. Participation in EGS/FFW in the three woredas among
households receiving food aid at least once in the last six months

Dz Fedis BS
Participation in EGS/FFW in last six months % (no.) % (no.) % (no.)
Households with at a member in EGS/FFW 78 (547) 79 (170) 46 (150)
Mean days of EGS/FFW* 60.01 31.20 12.09
Median days of EGS/FFW* 60 27 10

*Among the households with any members undertaki@&/FFW

Vulnerablé* and especially vulnerable househ$dsgere less
likely to have members undertaking EGS/FFW; while well-of
households were more likely to have members undertaking
EGS/FFW-. Inability to participate in EGS/FFW schemes could
be one reason for poor targeting of food aid to vulnerable
households, if a high proportion of the food aid was disteithut
as part of EGS/FFW schemes.

Members of PA committees estimated the overall prapodf
households in each PA that participated in EGS or FFW
schemes: on average 58% in DZ, 24% in Fedis, and 36% in BS.
In three communities in Fedis, no households participated

EGS and FFW; in these three communities the memb&eof
committee interviewed did not report any food aid carthere

at all.

Satisfaction of beneficiary households with the fbaid

About three-quarters of the beneficiary households (74%;
924/1253) said they were not satisfied with @ngountof food
aid they received on the last occasion.

The proportion of households satisfied was somewhat higher
BS (Figure 12). This was despite the lower amount of fod
received (in the last month) in BS, both per househottl per
person (see Table 20).

Households were more likely to be dissatisfied withahmunt
food aid received (in the last month) if they had insight to

eat in the last weék if they received less than 12.5kg food aid
per persof, and if they reported eating wild foods unusually for
the time of year in the last mofith

41 244/464 (53%) compared with 622/786 (79%). Odds Ratio 0.29 (95% CI
0.23-0.38). Weighted OR stratified by woreda 0.36 (95% CI 0.28-0.47)

42 36/88 (41%) compared with 830/1162 (71%). Odds Ratio 0.28 (95% CI
0.17-0.44). Weighted OR stratified by woreda 0.24 (95% CI 0.15-0.39)

43 233/293 (80%) compared with 618/934 (66%). Odds Ratio 1.99 (95% CI
1.43-2.76). Weighted OR stratified by woreda 1.81 (95% CI 1.30-2.51)

44 224/269 (83%) compared with 305/428 (71%). Odds Ratio 2.01 (95% CI
1.34-3.01). Weighted OR stratified lpredal.57 (95% CI 1.07-2.30)

45 384/500 (77%) compared with 144/192 (75%). Odds Ratio 1.10 (95% ClI
(0.73-1.66). Weighted OR stratified lyoreda2.03 (95% CI 1.28-3.20)

46 146/170 (86%) compared with 385/528 (73%). Odds Ratio 2.26 (95% CI
1.37-3.75). Weighted OR stratified lpreda2.22 (95% CI 1.16-4.22)
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Fig 13. Satisfaction of beneficiary households
with type of food aid received
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Households were more likely to be dissatisfied withahmunt
of food aid received if they received less than 12.5kgpeson,
once the masking effects of the other variables were
disentangled’.

Many participants in community focus group discussions
emphasized their dissatisfaction with the amount ofl faid
received, both in relation to household size and ireigen

Most beneficiary households (85%; 1056/1250) said they were
satisfied with the type of food aid they received anlést
occasion. Satisfaction was again highest in BS, but thare
three-quarters of households inatiredas were satisfied with

the type of food aid received (Figure 13).

Household views about selection of beneficiaries

Knowledge about beneficiary selection

Asked how their household was selected to receive fabadra
not, the commonest response (54%) among beneficiares wa
poverty or lack of resources. Others mentioned selebly a
committee (11%), lack of land or harvest (9%) and other
specific vulnerabilities (9%), such as a disabled member.
Unfortunately, this question was not always posed to non-
beneficiary households. Among those who were asked,aover
third (37%) said they did not know why they were notceld,
and another third (33%) said it was because they were not
considered needy.

Discussions in focus groups also revealed mixed levels of
understanding. In BS, people said it was based on theedefjre
poverty. In some groups, participants said that all Holds
were selected, but not all members of the household ggion.
The groups in DZ seemed to have a better understandihg of t
process of selection: many participants said the RIA an
community leader select the beneficiaries, or that tleetsen
committee was responsible.

47 Not enough food: weighted OR 1.45 (95% CI 0.97-2.16). Eatiry wil
foods: weighted OR 1.79 (95% CI 0.87-3.70). Less than 12.5kg per head:
weighted OR 1.72 (95% CI 1.06-2.78)
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Satisfaction with selection of beneficiaries

Among beneficiary households, not surprisingly, the nitgjor
(79%; 981/1239) of respondents reported being satisfidd wit
the selection of beneficiaries for food aid. The propartio
satisfied with selection varies a little between wosed®% in
DZ, 69% in Fedis and 95% in BS. Among non-beneficiary
households who answered this question (n=1102), 17% said
they were satisfied with the selection of beneficiarigfbo were
neutral and 68% were frankly dissatisfied.

Community focus groups included both beneficiary and non-
beneficiary households. In BS, most groups expressed ¢jenera
satisfaction with the selection of food aid benefieigrin some
cases because they said they all shared the food anyway,
again most of the groups said they were satisfied wéh th
selection of beneficiaries. One female group compthateout
nepotism in the process, and others felt that it wwesstisfactory
that only the most needy were targeted.

Most household respondents were not able to suggest
improvements in the present selection of benefigaitd %;

68% of beneficiary households and 51% of non-beneficiary
households), and a further 4% did not know what mightowg

the selection. The commonest suggestion (7%) among
beneficiary households was to take into account théné&sest.

The commonest suggestion among non-beneficiary households
(14%) was for clearer criteria of selection.

There was a difference of opinion about selection irfdbes
groups: many concluded that the present method of sejectin
beneficiaries was satisfactory, while others felt tha situation
was better in previous times, or called for more comity
participation in the process to ensure fair selection of
beneficiaries.

There were also differing opinions about how to managewhe
the amount of food aid available was not enough to meet all
needs, revealing differing views about targeting. Somelpeo
felt that the scarce resources should go specificaliiyetovery
needy, while others felt they should be spread acress th
community.
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Discussion
At its outset, this pilot set out to achieve four speabjectives.

1. Design and implement a household survey of access
to and experience of the food aid programme, in
representative sites in three pilot woredas.

2. Establish links with other monitoring modalities of the
food aid programme.

3. Link the data from households and communities with
internal data from the food aid programme, and
investigate associations between household and
community impact, and service-based information.

4. Discuss the findings with community focus groups,
administration and service providers locally and
nationally.

1. Design and limits of interpretation

As anticipated, the pilot designed and implemented a hoidce
survey of access to and experience of the food aid programme
Since it covers only three woredas that do not repreékent
national picture, the woredmdings are reported separately, as
far as possible avoiding combined figures that mighturzted
inappropriately as ‘national’ figures.

This is a drawback of a pilot. At the outset, ihat intended to
represent the bigger picture. As time passes and thsypesfor
hard evidence increases, it is easy to forget the mladitons
and objectives. Evidence was drawn from a sample of
households in three woredas not selected to represerst @aone
regions. Nothing can therefore be said about the ovferadl aid
programme, except perhaps that findings like this do exist. If
similar evidence emerges from a representative samgleyl
be useful to track the performance of the programme and
indicate areas for improvement of targeting at woredbRA
levels.

It may be worth reiterating that measures like FOOD
SHORTAGE IN THE LAST WEEK and RECEIVED FOOD IN
THE LAST MONTH have a short shelf-life. It is quitegzible
that, six months earlier, these three woredas couladdstimate a
high performance food aid programme. It is possible aks th
one month later, things improved dramatically. Within the
limitations of the assessment, we cannot comment sn\ie
can only say what it was like at the time of the assest

By design, the one-off pilot reflects one time periocsraap-
shot’ of the situation. As with all evaluations of th&ture, there
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could be unusual factors operating at that particular time,
making the evaluation findings atypical of the usual sibuna
Repeated surveys would be needed to confirm this (se&)belo

One aim of the pilot was to adapt the CIET methoeaaly

used to evaluate food aid in other countries, to the E#mopi
context. Some indicators (like coffee in the household

indicate disposable cash) were not useful, and would be subject
to fine- tuning of the instruments for a larger scaleaut.

Defining vulnerability:This pilot centred vulnerability analysis
on household resources to resolve food insecurity (achié
labour and plough oxen). Additional or modified questions
could help to construct a more comprehensive indicator of
household vulnerability. In particular, it will be impant to
know household criteria for food aid in all woredas aski
about them. Equally important will be the management of
expectations where partners would like to see resolbs fr
household data on issues that were not asked of hddseho

When asking about main food for last month and usual main
food (Table 11), one might ask about wheat as a crossédeck
other information on food aid.

In a large-scale survey it would be importantrémslate the
instrumentanto each local language for the different regions,
and to improve the method e$timating the exact age of
children (for estimation of low height for age, or stunting).

Migration and dietary habitgparticularly those that are relevant
in pastoral areas, clearly play a big role in food inséguand
would need attention in a full scale survey.

A full-scale survey should include more about the usedf a
access tdarming inputs market conditions and prices, and
possible negative effects of food aid.

2. Links with other monitoring systems and data soes

Part of the strength of this community-based monitorirsgesy

is the ability to link service based data (for examphdle 19
shows the assessed requirements and dispatched amounts of
food aid, which can be compared with individual household
receipts). These data can then be compared with lefvels o
satisfaction and programme performance.

To the limited extent possible, comparisons with othé&x da

sources have been included. Given the purposive sampling of
the pilot woredas, however, most comparisons areargt v
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relevant, as woreda-specific data are not available famy
sources. Household population figures have been compared with
projections from the 1994 census; anthropometric findinge hav
been compared with the Demographic and Health Survey
findings.

A draft report of the 2000 WFP food utilisation study is
available, based on 70 food aid distribution centres. édlkasg
distribution centre officials, some 1462 beneficiariedhat t
distribution centres were interviewed; there was noroanity-
based household survey. Ration size was calculated asise
of total amount dispatched divided by total beneficiaries
reported. Beneficiaries were also asked about tloeiatrof
food aid received and the number in the household. In both
cases the actual ration size calculated was less tbaffitial
12.5Kg per person. This finding about actual ration size is
similar to the finding about this in the CIET studye WFP
study also asked the interviewed beneficiaries if theywer
satisfied with the way the beneficiaries were setégberhaps
not surprisingly, most said yes.

The main link with the WFP food utilisation study was the
method for institutional review in the three-woredapil
assessment. Many of the same questions were used. latrol
of this pilot, this could be refined and developed furthe

Several SCUK studies were also revieffieihese studies were
undertaken in areas covered by the SC(UK) programme. They
included sites in Legambo, Gidan and Meket woredas, in
Amhara region and Girawa woreda in Oromiya region. The
methodology includes discussion with key informants to define
wealth groups locally, then interviews with key informantd an
focus group discussions with members of different wealth
groups. These SC(UK) studies did not cover the same weoreda
as the present pilot study and the methodology did niitdac
individual household interviews.

It was not possible to compare with findings from the S8ER
project in the same woreda, since these were notail@aivhen
this report was being prepared.

A single survey offers a limited opportunity for supporting
decision taking or comparisons with other sources. Whtensa
IS reiteration, with visible tangible gains from each ritjoet
CIET methods call for data collection cycles to heested at
regular intervals. In the course of repetition of the stepsach
cycle, local researchers become increasingly cadble
conducting these surveys themselves. With each new cycle,

48 Ellen C Mathys and Emebet Kebede "Monitoring the ohp&food aid:
the SC(UK) programme in north and south Wollo Ethiopia in 2000"
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information on the previous cycle is disseminated to
communities, success of the solutions derived from previou
cycles is measured and topics for investigation catguglly be
tuned to the needs and perspectives of the communitidss
way, evidence based cycles of food aid will hopefully mtea
basis for sustained, critical dialogue on issues that la
profound effect on people's daily lives, while buildingdb
technical capacities to do the job with decreasing eater
assistance.

3. The evidence on programme performance and tairggt

Subjective responses from households — such as reported food
sufficiency — were combined with and validated againstrothe
‘harder’ data, such as anthropometry. Where relevaniséhold
responses were compared with responses from communaity a
woreda key informants, such as development agents. For
example, key informant reports about receipt of foodraithe
community tally well with reports from households in the
community. The pilot survey also tests the value of combining
input of individual households with those of focus groups — the
contrast between responses can sometimes be as infer@msti

a validation of responses.

The picture of programme performance and targetingristeed
by including information from food aid requirement ass&s¥sn
and dispatch information, together with the reported soafc
food aid (DPPC and other sources) in each pilot woreda.

The pilot tested the feasibility of collecting individual
households accounts of food access vulnerability, ogpercas
of food security and experience of the food aid prograntime.
was possible to analyse these indicators to form arpnet@tion
of the performance of the food aid programme. Earliecems
that “all households would claim insufficient food” weret
borne out in practice. As in other evaluations ofifaa,
household reports of food sufficiency and receipt otifawl
could be used as performance indicators of the food aid
programme. Tracking programme performance through repeated
surveys would be a useful dimension of monitoring food aid,
permitting fine-tuning of the programme.

The main problem in the pilot woredas was programme
misses (households without enough food that did not receive
food aid).

The greater number of programme misses in one woreda
(Fedis) was probably due to an overall undersupply of faibd ai
relative to need.

The higher proportion of programme misses among
vulnerable households (no adult males or no livestock) irelicat
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sub-optimal targeting, possibly even a bias in tracking foodd ai
to better off households. Although not relevant outsidepiioe
woredas, the survey demonstrates the feasibility of igangif
more effective targeting strategies.

The link between food aid and employment-generating
schemes is logical from many points of view. Howeuag, t
pilot shows this strategy may contribute to leaving out those
most in need of food aid — those who cannot do physicet.wo

Clear differences in policy about distribution between PAs
in the three pilot woredas were associated with mffelevels
of performance; in the two woredas where not all PAsived
food aid, a policy of choosing specific PAs seems t@ hed to
increased performance in reaching vulnerable households.

4. Discussions with stakeholders

With community feedback as an integral part of the mfation
gathering process, the pilot demonstrated the feasibility
including the voice of all stakeholders in the decismaking
process.

This goes beyond householders answering questions; data from
these interviews are returned to the communities, evtiezy are
discussed systematically in gender-stratified focus graods

later, between focus group participants and community teade

In this way, the communities in each region can contiboit

policy making, while food aid programme managers also have
access to quantitative indicators on which to base pesrénd
assessments of progress. The methods developed in this pil
thus offer a very concrete way of increasing citizerigpation

in monitoring and decision taking in relation to food aid.

The pilot included discussion with community focus groups
about the findings and their opinions and suggestions dheut
food aid programme. Repeated cycles of data collection,
feedback and discussion could help to involve houselamids
communities in the implementation and management obibe f
aid programme.

The workshop of government and other stakeholders in Addis
Ababa in September 2001 provided important input for further
analysis, reporting of the pilot and consideratiarsaflarger
scale process. The possibility of undertaking a larger scale
survey was discussed in the workshop. Participants theall
small group sessions in the workshop concluded they were i
favour of extending the community-based monitoring krger
scale exercise.



Community-based monitoring relief of food aid: pilo three woredas

Conclusions and implications for roll out

If replicated in a larger representative survey, cefiadings
have important implications for the way the food aidgpaonme
is managed, particularly at local level, in order to makes
effective and equitable as possible.

The samplshould be representative of regions. Sample woredas
and sites within woredas should be selected inlmoiktion

with the Central Statistical Authority. The actual henof

regions included will depend upon resources available for the
roll out.

Timing of repeated surveyBearing in mind the cost, it is not
realistic to undertake the community based monitoringge®c
more than twice a year. Once a year seems moretiealisen
the time it takes to redirect a food aid programme based
results of each evaluation cycle.

Partnerships for implementatiofithe collaboration with the
Central Statistical Authority could be continued, inchgdtheir
field officers as interviewers in a larger scale syrit may also
be appropriate to involve a university department, perhabs wi
their students being trained as interviewers forstheey. For
the pilot survey, CSA enumerators were fully occupiét w
preparation for the forthcoming agricultural census. Nag wva
feasible at the time to liase with a university departraed use
students to participate in the fieldwork.

Capacity building:Four cycles of a repeated larger scale survey
would permit full skill transfer and capacity buildingthn the
CSA, DPPC and regions, so as to institutionalise capsdor
undertaking this sort of survey process. In the firstegycl
emphasis would be given to quality control and data handling,
with skill building in design, data entry and cleanifigpe

training emphasis of the second cycle would be on
communication of evidence to communities, planners and
partners (donors). The third cycle would focus primarily o
epidemiological analysis, geomatics and report writige T
fourth and final cycle would concentrate on managemetiteof
entire community monitoring process, including budgeting and
accountability. If there was sufficient interest, arsltourse on
methodology of food aid programme assessment could be run
for programme managers.

Ownership:lf the CSA is the implementing agency, this should
involve DPPC/B/D and the Kebele selection committed®(

are responsible for targeting) in order to ensure owneegsidp
full utilisation of the results.
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Annex 1  CIET methodology

Features of CIET Methodology
Data collected from cluster sites, selected to be representative of a district, a region or a country.

Repeated cyclical process, each cycle including planning and instrument design, data collection, data analysis and
interpretation, and communication of results.

Each cycle focuses on particular area or problem, not trying to collect data on a wide range of problems.

Quantitative data from household questionnaires combined with qualitative data from focus groups, key informant
interviews and institutional reviews from the same communities (that is, the data are coterminous) to allow a better
understanding of the quantitative data. This combined analysis is called mesoanalysis1.

Data analysis not only in terms of indicators (for example, coverage of food aid) but also in terms of risk (for
example the risk of a household with malnourished children being missed by foord aid programme)

Analysis gives results in a form that assists planning at household, community, district and national levels.

The same sites are revisited in subsequent cycles of data collection, allowing easy estimation of changes over time
or as a result of intervention.

Each cycle of data collection and analysis requires a communication strategy to get the information to those who
need it for planning.

- . LRI e

The CIET methodologywas originally conceived to build capacities
while producing accurate, detailed and actionable datalyagid at
low cost. Ordinarily, the focus is on the use of epidemickgilata in
local or national plannirg This may be at the level of a municipality,
a citys, a state, a number of provinees an entire countsy The
approach permits community-based fact finding through a a&iter
process, addressing one set of issues at a time. i@&#Todology is a
cross-design of qualitative and quantitative techniquasspégrmits a
holistic picture of -- and locally designed solutions ta particular
problem. It is a cost-effective way to collect communittada
presenting them in an appropriate form for planning at,loegional

and national levelsCIET methods have been used in community surveys in many
different countriese6.
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Annex 2 Sources for instruments

Development of instruments

The instruments for the pilot survey were developedtgpki
standards-based approach, so far as possible incangorat
guestions that have already been successfully used in other
relevant instruments. This implies the questions haeady
been tested in the field. It also facilitates congmars between
data collected from different surveys.

Main sources for household questionnaire

1.

6.

7.

The 1996 Bosnia vulnerability survey. CIET, Sarajevo,
August 1996

The 1995 Bosnia food aid survey, CIETinternational.
WFP VAM unit, utilization survey 2000, draft report
Mathys E, Emebet Kebede. Monitoring the impact of
food aid: The SC(UK) programme in North and South
Wollo Ethiopia in 2000. Save the Children (UK)
Ethiopia, November 2000

Mathys E, Emebet Kebede. The SC(UK) food aid impact
monitoring methodology. Save the Children (UK)
Ethiopia, November 2000

WFP/Care in Kenya. Documents for Coping Strategies
Index research.

SC (UK) Nutrition Survey household questionnaire

Main sources for community key informant questionines

PwpNPE

CIETinternational Bosnia surveys, 1994-1996

SC(UK) Nutrition Survey key informants interviews

WFP VAM unit, utilization survey 2000, draft report
Mathys E, Emebet Kebede. Monitoring the impact of
food aid: The SC(UK) programme in North and South
Wollo Ethiopia in 2000. Save the Children (UK)

Ethiopia, November 2000

Mathys E, Emebet Kebede. The SC(UK) food aid impact
monitoring methodology. Save the Children (UK)
Ethiopia, November 2000

Main source for food distribution centre institutiaal review and

1.

interview with officials

WFP VAM unit, utilization survey 2000, draft report
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1Annex 3 Relief food aid programme performance
variables

The analysis relates the information about whether th
household perceived they had enough food in the last tweek
the information about whether the household had recéncati
aid in the last month.

Table 1. Food aid programme performance variables

Received food aid in Did not receive

last month food aid in last
month
Enough food in Sulfficient food and Sulfficient food and Sulfficient food
last week aid no aid

(effective coverage
and oversupply*)

Not enough food Insufficient food Insufficient food Insufficient food
in last week despite aid and no aid
(undersupply) (missed)
Covered by food aid Not covered by Total
food aid

*Oversupply is said to be present if the houselimichtegorised as “well-off’ (owning plough
oxen and having an income of more than 20 Birhalast month)
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Annex 4 Food aid programme performance and
vulnerability

Table 1
Food aid coverage, food aid misses and proportion of children wasted,
by different aspects of household food access vulnerability in DZ

Vulnerability indicator Food aid coverage Food aid misses % children
wasted*

Disabled member(s) 33% 29% 8%

Children under 5 yr 23% 32% -

Wasted children<5yr 17% 48% -

No income 25% 38% 13%

lliterate head 24% 32% 10%

Female head 29% 36% 5%

No males >14 yr 31% 37% 6%

No land 15% 47% 5%

No animals 39% 38% 13%

Vulnerable 34% 37% 10%

Especially vulnerable 39% 40% 9%

All households 23% 31% 9%

*children under 5 years, among households where there were such children
Vulnerable = no males >14 yr or no animals
Especially vulnerable = no males >14 yr and no animals

Table 2
Food aid coverage, food aid misses and proportion of children wasted,
by different aspects of household food access vulnerability in Fedis

Vulnerability indicator Food aid coverage Food aid misses % children
wasted*

Disabled member(s) 21% 69% 34%

Children under 5 yr 14% 65% -

Wasted children<5yr 14% 69% -

No income 38% 50% 28%

lliterate head 14% 64% 21%

Female head 15% 70% 18%

No males >14 yr 13% 78% 19%

No land 11% 72% 22%

No animals 13% 70% 24%

Vulnerable 14% 70% 24%

Especially vulnerable 8% 86% 21%

All households 14% 64% 21%

Table 3

Food aid coverage, food aid misses and proportion of children wasted,
by different aspects of household food access vulnerability in BS

Vulnerability indicator Food aid coverage Food aid misses % children
wasted*

Disabled member(s) 16% 22% 14%

Children under 5 yr 23% 14% -

Wasted children<5yr 26% 23% -

No income 21% 15% 1%

lliterate head 21% 18% 3%

Female head 20% 18% 4%

No males >14 yr 21% 20% 4%

No land 8% 17% 6%

No animals 33% 16% 4%

Vulnerable 30% 17% 5%

Especially vulnerable 23% 24% 3%

All households 21% 15% 5%



