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Combinations of natural and man-made factors have resulted in a serious and growing food 
insecurity problem in many parts of Eth iopia. About fifteen million people are lacing food 
insecurity that is either chronic or transitolY in nature. The governments of Ethiopia and its 
development partners have made concel1ed effort to avert the problem of food in security 
and vulnerability. To this effect, a national food security strategy was developed in the year 
2002, one component of which is the Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP). This program 
has been designed and implemented to address the needs of chronically food insecure 
households in a total of 267 targeted woredas from seven regional states of the coun tly. 
Meanwhile, in order to ensure an effective implementation of the program, the government 
put in place a guideline which clearly defines the rules to be applied in its way to achieve the 
expected outcomes. Specifically. the implementation guideline stipulates, among others, the 
institutional arrangements, targeting, payments, as well as monitoring and evaluation 
system. 

Even if the PSNP is still in the course of implementation and has brought about encouraging 
results, there are some evidences that its implementation has also encountered problerlls. 
Thus, assessing the achievements and gaps as well as indicating the prospects 01 ti le 
PSNP is, more than any thing, a relevant and trmely agenda in Ethiopia. 

Therefore , this thesis was conducted to assess the achievements, gaps and prospects of 
the Ethiopian PSNP taking the case of Lema Woreda , which is one of the 267 Safety Net 
Woredas in Ethiopia . The thesis argues that, no matter how a program is properly designed, 
unless the rules are implemented to the level of expectations, it would be difficult to expect 
the envisaged outcomes from tir e program. The thesis tries to examine whether rule are 
properly applied; i. e. institutions are right, targeting criteria are properly applied, payments 
are appropriate and progresses are tracked properly vis-a-vis the program documents. 
Besides, the thesis investigates the expected outcome of rescuing household asset 
depletion and explores, if there are any, undesirabfe outcomes of the program. To come up 
with the research findings, afresh cla ta Irom household level sUNey plus face-to-face 
inteNiew with key informants as well as focus group discussions were supplemented with 
secondary data obtained through consulting pertinent literatures. Analysis of sUNey results 
shows that institutions are not performing well, targeting-related problems are obseNeci. 
payments are inadequate and mechanism of monitoring and evaluation is practically 
missing. The findings, however, also revealed that the PSNP, either directfy or indirectfy, ha s 
been successful in terms of preventing the deple tion of the human, physica l, social, natural 
and human capitals of most of the targeted beneficiaries. Corroborating with other findings, 
the study also uncovered that there are also undesirable outcomes like creating andlor 
aggravating dependency attitude as well as weakening of informal institutions. Hence, 
scaling-up or out of the specified achievements and redressing the gaps thereof is 
tantamount to make the PSNP bear a fruit. 

Tefera Molla: Addis Ababa U niversity, RLDS-School of Graduate Studies 
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Food Secu rity Program has con tinued to be a key strategy for poverty reduction and 

sustainable development in Ethiopia . "Ph is is clearly stipulated in the country's 

comprehensive developmE;nt plan named as the Plan for Accelerated and 

Susta inable Development to End Poverty (PASDEP). In fact, Fooel Security and 

Vu lnerability is recognized as one of the key sectora l policies in the PASDEP, which 

represents the second phase of the PRSP process . The core objectives of the 

program are: (i) enable about five to six million chronica lly food insecure peopl e 

attain food security w ithin the com ing 3 years and (ii) improve significantl y the food 

security situation of up to ten mi llion additional food insecure people within three to 

five years time. The national food security program has three components: direct 

food production interventions, a productive safety net, and vo lu nta ry resettlement. 

The Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) is f<;lund to be the major component o f 

the food security program both for the SDPRP-I and PASDEP. As stated in the 

PASDEP document (Ib id ),the safety net program is intended to serve a dual 

propose .One is to help bridg e the income gap of chronically food-insecure 

households, and the second to engage such household in community based asset­

building in exchange for the income they ea rn. The program is designed to address 

the needs of about 4.8 million ch ronically food-insecure people in 267 Woredas. 

The overall development objective is to improve the effic iency and productiv ;!\, oi 

transfers to food insecu re households, reducing .household vu lnerability, improving 

resili ence to shocks; and to provide mu lti-annual and predictable resources. The 

program has two components: labor intensive public works and direct support for 

labor-poor households. A program implementation manual has been prepared ; 

training and awareness creation act ivities were undertaken at different level,; ; the 

communities have identified ta rget groups for public works and direct support, and 

capacity-building measures have been taken. The government and donors ha'/8 

shown their commitment to the success of the prog ram. 

In general, the implementation of the PSNP started in 2005 and it is still underway. 

As stated in the PASDEP document, the 'program so far reach ed 4.8 mill ion people 

and expected to continue add ressing a minimum of 5 million chron ically food 

insecure population between the period 2007/8 and 2009/i 0 (MoFED, lb id). 

By !"(era Molin , 1007 4 
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1.2 ~,TATEMENT OF TH E PROBLEM 

TIl(-) Gc'verllment of Ethiopia developed a national food secu rity stril tegy (:'002) ill 

:;11(; with the rural deve lopment po licy ami strategy (200 1). A targeteri intervention 

tor Grought-prone and food insecure areas is one of the focus issues among oth ers 

;n t:·w s t rate~lY Subsequently, product ive sa fety net program has been desifJneel 

,mo implemented to address the needs of chro nicall y food insecure hou sehold s. 

The over il ll objective of the program is preventing asset depletion as we ll as 

creating assets at hou sehold and community level respectively. This is real ized by 

addressing inlmediate human consumpt ioll needs and simultaneously suppol1ing 

the rura l livel illood tra nsformation pmcess. 

Meanwhile, effective attainmen t of any prograrn i: ~ (Jene rai and the PS ~JP il; 

pa rl icular "ecessitates devising appropriate rui8s t h~"t govem th e implementation 

:) fOCess. Cogn izan t of th is, the PSNP has designed ru les at diffe rent administrati ve 

levels the,t :eacl towilrds the attai nrnent of dl1ticipdirocl results. Specifically, ti~e 

;Jrogr2;nl UnvJ(1)snt clea rly defined the necessa ry ins ti tu tiona l ::1 rrangen-lents w ith 

: ; '1(~\r ~-c if.~ ~-: ;-'ind respons ibilit ies as weI! 25 t~lP' nii nirnunl capac i:y :-equirernents, 

r-IO".'Sf?t1o:d k:vel fn rgel_inq crite ri a and the dc( :is ic'l !l;ai<ing fr ~3rnework for the Getue! 

: ;:l r~J E; tin~~ i)rOCeSs is also vv'eil stipulaled , rL.!fi.hcr::lo rs, issues related to paym8n t~; . 

p;-jrticu:arly' ttv-:- (Iloc!cility, a mount and tinl inq oj incorne ;ransfe rs a re clea r!y stated in 

U"l(: docUri-1E:1t "log8ther v'lith procedul'al issu .:::s , ~' LJ~"U';errnore, the rnonitorillg and 

::.~'v3IL3tiof, ~_;)/·:;t 9 rn is devised 8S pr.l rt 6f the effc;'t to properly tra ck prog resses, 

L.E:- n-IO v/urcda is one of the '/v'o(()da found in Hacl:~; ;J ?.o ne of th8 Sc!u ti1ern l\la tion s, 

Noti,Jr;a~itie':" arx: f'\::: oples Region (SNNf"JR) \1'hi l~ :~: is tclrQG1.ed fo~ tt~e ?S /\fF , The 

','.;: f')(".r ;-;tn in ~_(-;rVE:r:~icln is focusirl~,I. 01 ' ;:'l rlrl: ','.:)c-'~i'l('j !~-,P' 1)I·ob!r.:onl of \!1;lr-!(:l;a bi1itl ' to , "-. ... ;~,, ' ~ ... ,'-', ':.1 • ~' , ~ - ,, - - ,"- -) 

Po,S indic2lt;,.1 : ~ : a nr~u8i repo rt of i:le SNN F':-G:S reQ ici:a; c~J unci! (Si".!r\!F')RS, 20(6), the 

jJSi\J) ha !~ br(i-'.lgt-j-i about encou I8ging re.sults , According to the report, til(:- pre'gram 

~':8S b~ e~: i:np!'::ii 18!ltec! s ince the year 2005 in 7 4 wo !- \.~ das, \,vh ich 2n~ ta rgeteo by 

the p:'o~V c:nl ill :-:; r\l;'-iF' f:ZS , l~S stated ! '~ the report, the PSl'jp has n-!2de signif icant 

COilh i but~OI'IS in pre-'/enting ~he depletion of aSS8~S of ci1ron icaHy fr)od insecure 
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contributions towards improving food security statu s in the targeted communities in 

general, th e reports also revealed that there are gaps in the implementation process 

that impede the success of the program to the level of expectation. Specifically, 

meeting the objec tive of th e PSNP, particularly protecting depletion of assets at 

household level has not been real ized to the expected level. 

Meanwhile, the resea rcher based on review of pertinent literature in the area, held 

the opinion that the PSNP, like other previous food secu rity interventions, is likely to 

create undesirable /negative outcomes such as dependency syndrome among 

targeted households. Furthermore, the PSNP necessitates the existence of better­

performing institutions and decision making process for proper applica tion of a set 

of criteria for example targeting criteria, which is stipula ted in the implementation 

guideline for PSNP in Ethiopia . However, problems associated with institutions and 

governance are among the well recognized roadb locks for efforts to reduce poverty, 

ensllre genuine decentralization as well as bring about sustainable development in 

Ethiopia Therefore, it is more likely that that the program faces some problems in 

rule appli cation du ring the implementation processes. However, little or no research 

work has been done, so far, in relation to the prog ram 's moves towards the 

intended objectives. 

Thu s, criti cal assessment of the PSNP more than any thing else, is a timely and 

relevant issue if the program is to make inval uable contribu tions for the country's 

endeavors to ensure food security and reduce vu lnerability. Needless to say, 

therefore, this study tried to assess the achievements, gaps and prospects of the 

Productive Safety Net Program in Eth iopia. 

1.3 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

The overa ll objective of the study is to assess achievements and gaps of the PSNP, 

factors that contribute to these, and to suggest intervention measures for better 

attainment of the intended outcome as wel l as for mitigating possible unintended 

effects of the program. 

The specific objectives are: 

1. To assess whether the implementation of the PSNP is in line with the rules 

that have been put in place in the program document and implementation 

manual, 
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2, To assess the contribution of program towards preventing the depletion of 

assets at household level (intended outcomes); 

3, To explore whether expected but undesirable outcomes as well as 

unintended effects are practically experienced in the course of implementing 

the PSNP, and finally 

4, To draw pertinent recommendations having policy implications, 

1.4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Aiming at attaining the objectives specified before, the study waS guided by the 

following questions: 

1, Are there institutional arrangements established for the implementation of 

the PSNP in Lemo Woreda? If so, are they playing the roles and 

responsibilities as stated in the implementation guideline? Do they have the 

minimum capacity requirement for proper implementation of the program? 

2. In what way the targeting criteria and decision making, payment related 

issues, and monitoring and evaluation system that are stated in the PSNP 

document are implemented? 

3. What is the contribution of PSNP to the livelihood of targeted households 

(HH), particularly in terms of preventing asset depletion? 

4. Are there any positive social, economic, political and environmental impacts 

of the program resulted from the PSNP that indirectly contribute to asset 

protection at household level? 

5, Has the program resulted in dependency attitude and any unintended 

negative effects in the implementation process? If so, what are the main 

reasons behind these consequences and concomitants? 

6. What measures should be taken for scaling up achievements and 

redressing challenges encountered' in the implementation process? 

1.5 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

The productive safety net program as a strategy envisages helping households 

protect assets (physical, human, natural, social and financial) during shock periods. 

This injection of income transfer alone would only partially address the task of 

significantly achieving the desired protection of household's asset from being 

depletion. Thus, such household livelihood improvement can be also achieved 

By TeJera Mol/a , 2007 7 
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th rough successive implementation of the program. However, th e level of 

knowledge is found to be inadequate as to whether the PSNP is on the right track or 

not in its course of implementation . Thus, th e study contributes in filling the 

knowledge-gaps in the thi s regards. More than this, however, the study has a 

significance pertaining to its use-va lue. Assessing the achievements, gaps, and 

prospects of this ongoing program implementation; specifical ly, identifying problems 

re lated to rules application and determining th e negative effects of the prog ram will 

provide insight for government al1d its development partners to strengthening the 

implementat ion process more and contribute to designing a better program in 

future. Furthermore, the study is Illeant to stimulate future research works by 

providing pa ramount information in rela tion to the PSNP in Ethiopia. 

1.6 SCOPE AND LI MITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

In the first place, the study is delimited to dea l with the implementation process 

taking for granted that the program designing is appropriate. However, design 

related problems might be raised if the study uncovers that they are underl ying 

causes to implementation probl ems. Besides, the scope of the study is confined to 

deal with the implementation process at grass- root level. Con sequently, the study 

deals with wored a and kebele levels rule applications as well as ou tcomes 

per:a ining to the prog ram implemen tation . 

Another most important delimitation of the study relates to the 

intervention/component of productive safe ty net program. The program is aimed at 

two broad intervention area s, namely; protect ing assets depletion of chronically food 

in-secured households and promoting pl!bl ic assets building at comlllunity level. 

Due to shortage of fina nce and time this paper emphasized on ly on the protection 0: 
assets depletion at household level without looking at community level asset 

creation, Nonethel ess, in recogn ition to the interdependence between the 

aforementioned two components of the prog ram, the study also attempts to assess 

ihe effects of community level livelihood promotion activities that have far reaching 

tones on the household level livelihood protection dimensions of the program. Also, 

the study tries to add ress negative effects of the program that resemble extra­

household, yet are of paramount importance to household's asset protection on a 

sustainable basis. 
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Equally illl portant, the study, in its eillpiri ca l investiga tions, is geograph icall y 

confined to Lemo Wored a , whicil is one of th e 267 safe ty net woredas in the 

country. It would have been preferable to include a sta tis ti cally representati ve 

nUlllber of woredas in the study. Howeve r, constraints of time, resource as we ll as 

the issue of Illanageabi lity forced the researched to be lilll ited to an intensive 

investigation o f the impleillentation process in Leillo wored a- as a ca se that 

represents the 267 safety net woredas. 

Another lilll itation o f the study is that there are multi -d imen sional socio-economic , 

political and cultural facto rs that affect the success of the prog ralll in relation to 

household asset protection. Identifying all these factors and analyz ing thei r effects 

on asset protection requires longer ' tillle and demands huge resources . 

Furthermore, in the absence of clea r cut demarca tion of hou sehold assets targeted 

for the safety net prog ralll intervention, determining the accurate level o f household 

assets protected due to the sa fety net prog ralll ra ther than by oth er programs is 

also a diff icult task. These Illay lead the resea rcher to genera lize subjectively on 

determinin g the level of asset protec tion at household level. 

1,7 ORGANIZATiON OF THE STUDY REPORT 

The study report is org anizerl as follows: Chapter two presents the Research 

Methodology, Wll ich Illa inly dea ls Witll tile study deSign, saillpli ng, data col lection 

methods , in stru mentations and methods of analysis. Chapter three sumillarizes 

conceptual and emp il'ica l li tera tu res on th e resea rch topic as well as presents the 

conceptual framework . Chapter four is devoted for the description of the study are 

and saillple respondents. Findings of the study is presented and discussed in 

Chapter five . FinG lly, in Chapter six SUllllllary of findings, conclusion alld 

recommendatiuns are put in order. Addenda to the report are annexes that inctude 

tables , sampl e size deterlT,ill ol tion , in str'umentalions, list of key inforlll ant!' and n lap 

of the study woreda. 
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CHAPTER TWO: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

2.1 STUDY TYPE AND DES IGN 

The study is more of a descriptive reseal'ch type although it has some c lement of 

explom tory resea rch. Meanwhile, th e overa ll approach of the study fo llowed the 

method of tri angulation. It employed both qua ntitative and qua litati ve methods of 

da ta collection and analysis. To keep it s vE.:lid ity and reliab ility, the study was guided 

by th e princ iples of multiple sources and subsequent cross-checking of information 

as well as applyi ng var ious data co llect ion instruments. 

Generally, combinations of case study, cross-sectional and longitudinal des igns 

have been employed . The rationa le behind combi ning the three is to capita lize on 

their benefits while Illinimizing the shortcomings of an individual design type thereby 

enabli ng the resea rcher to achieve higher level of va lidity and genera liza bili ty of til e 

study findi ngs. 

To st8rt wi th . case study design was. used for intensive investigation of the 

implementation process in Lemo Woreda, which is selected as representai ive of [he 

267 s~Jfe t\' net woredas in the coun try . FU lihermore. attempt wets made to 

aclminis ter in:-'. rurnents to a cross- section of households in ord er to ,lsses the 

success ;J!",d:or otherwise of the progrclm in the stu e!y woreci3. Finally. nle 

research(,:r wes also sensitive to the time dIiTl e n ~ io n , part icul8!i y while tracking th e 

effects of the progra m. In other words, attempt was made to see l!i e cha l~ges in , 

househr;;(j's asset condit ions as a result of the PSNP. To this end , the data 

co llec tion instruments v,ere designed to 3sk respondents/key in for!llar.ts to ans'/,:<',;, 

questions retrospect ive ly. Moreover. revk~wing and ana lyzing secondary sources in 

tlle il chronological order also a!lowed seeing changing trends. 

!n genoml, lhe design enabl ed the researcher to intensively investiga te the pi'osr",n1 

ir'lplomentation in the woreda, v"hi!e eva luatil,g the Gcflievement, and gap:; i;: :ii'3 

eyGs 0:' the benefi ciary households by controlii;)g importa nt fa ctors (I,a t vo' :1' by 

comrnunit:,; ,~ocio ecclilomic se ttings , which SiUi~:fi ca !lUy affect hOlJsehold a~;SCi~ i:: 

different aspects. 

Fil1al!y, as fa r as units of anal ),s is of the ,;tuJy are conce:'led. the '~I·irr.a l·Y cdc: 

ottained frorr~ ··/arious sou rces in the L.emo Woreda was C8mr;.)! in critic",!!y 

reviewing the PSNP in the vI/areca . Speeifics!ly: the in~:ldut!opal ar;ar:gern :;; !~t~i 

estab!ish(:.o~;)f' U-!8 in-lp lem8ntc!ticn c'f ~he prograrn C\~. '!t'el! E~S hO:.J~)E;l·; o!r : ~~ (! -P-;~~) ::! 
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anal ys is, the research heavily relied on information generated from those HHs in the 

woreda who are targeted by or have been benefiting from the program . 

2.2 TYPE AND SOURCE OF DATA 

The study relied on a fruitful combin ation of quantitative and qualitative data 

collected from both primary and secondary sources. 

The primary sources of data included sampled households, key informants and 

discussants of focus group discussions. Afresh data obtained from the 

aforementioned sources was also supplemented andlor substantiated by secondary 

data that was generated through review of literature and pertinent documents. 

Specifically, the National and Regional Food Security and Productive Safety Net 

Program documents, World Bank reports related to th e Program, Government 

policies and strategy documents, particu larly th e PRSP, SDPRP, and PASDEP, 

annual reports at woreda level, and some theoretical and empirica l literatures were 

assessed and reviewed in order to identify the ach ievements and gaps so far as 

well as prospects of the program. 

2.3 SAMPLING DESIGN 

A combination of non-probabi lity and. probability sampling techn iques were 

employed to select the study area, survey respondents, key informants and 

participants of Focus Group Discuss ions (FGDs). Presented below is the selection 

procedure including the sampling techniques and specific tools employed during the 

actual selection of the study area and aforementioned primary sources of data. 

2.3.1 Se lect ion of the Study Area (Region, Woreda, and Kebeles) 

The PSNP in Ethiopia has been implemented in eight reg ional sta tes of the country. 

SNNPRS is one of these regions accounting for 73 wo redas of the total 267 safety 

net woredas in the country (MoRAD, 2004:36-51). The selection of the Region , 

SNNPRS, was made purposively based on the researche r' s fam iliarity to PSNP in 

th e region as well as his better access to information pertaining to the program 

implementat ion process. 

As far as selection of the study woreda is concerned , Lemo woreda was selected 

randomly using simple random sampling technique from among the 73 woredas in 

SNNPRS that are included in the 267 targeted wored as at national level. Thus, the 

Prog ra m Manual served as a sampling frame for the actual selection of the study 

wored a 

------. -----------
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Indeed tile researcher, after randomly selecting Lemo Woreda , made attempts to 

verify the fact that woreda can be considered as a representative of th e 267 

woreda s. Accordingly, Lemo is on e of the seven woredas of Hadiya zone, 

SNNPRS, which is characterized, among others, by high populat ion density, high 

level of vulnerability and shortage of resources. It is based on thi s and fulfillment of 

wo reda targeting criteria that Lemo was in cluded as a sa fety net woreda. In fact, 

th e program started in Lemo Woreda, as else where in the country, in the year 2005 

and the implementation is till under way using the same rules and gu idelines for the 

implementation of th e program throughout the country. No doubt, therefore, Lemo 

Woreda is a representative of the country's 267 safety net woredas. 

Furthermore, the researcher drew a representative number of Kebele 

Admin istrations (KAs) being sensi tive to ag ro-ecological variation in the woreda. 

According to the woreda council annual report, Lemo woreda has 50 KAs with total 

population of 21 1833. Out of these, 42 kebeles are found to be includ ed in the 

PSNP. From th ese , 22 kebeles are found in the low land and more vulnerable to 

seasonal shocks and the remain ing (20) belong to the midland alt itude climate. 

Thu s, thi s ecolog ical characteristic wa s con sidered as criteria to stratify the kebeles. 

Consequently, a total of 5 kebeles were selected. Furthermore , the resea rcher 

heavily re lied on proportionally stratified sampl ing technique to select 3 KAs from 

the lowland and 2 KAs from the mid land. Regarding the actual selection of the five 

KAs , th e researcher employed systematic random sampling tool using the list of 

KAs obtained from the Woreda Administrat ion to serve as the sampling frame. The 

three KAs from the lowlands are Wogile Aba ra, ' Homa Agera and Bilagele Ambicho, 

whereas the two KAs from the mid-land are Leyignaw Kebecho and Leyignaw 

Fonko. The number of Kebeles is determined based on a combination of rule of 

thumb and mathematical methods. Whereas the former demands the inclusion of at 

least 10% of the population (total number of kebeles), the latter suggests a 

maximum sample size of 5 for a population size below 51. Therefore, selection of 5 

kebeles, which is 12% of th e total 42 KAs , is reasonably representative (See also 

Table 1 in the following section on sample size determination). 
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2.3.2 Se lecti on of Survey Respondents/Househo lds 
A total of 20,398 household (HH) heads are found to res ide in the 42 KAs included 
in ti 1G PS NP under the Lemo Woreda of Hadiya Zone (HZFaEDCD : 12). Out of 
these, the selected five KAs account for a lotal of 2 ,0 10 HH heads, which is arou nd 
10% of lhe tota l households in the 42 KAs stated before. 
From the 2.010 HH heads in the five Kebeles, 902 HHs are found to be 
benefi ciaries of the PS NP, whereas and the remain ing 1,108 are non-benefi ciary 
HHs. As th e primary units of analys is for th e study are the benefi ciary HHs, th e 
researcher gave due attention to draw a representative number of beneficiary 
Ilouseholds to be ' included in th e sample. However, for th e purpose of cross­
checking and va lidation of responses obtained from th e beneficiary HHs, th e study 
also allowed surveying the opinion of addit ional non-beneficia ry HHs. 
According!y a total 125( 14% of th e total beneficiary HHs) were drawn as 
respondents of the HH survey. As to the sample size determination, the study used 
a comb ination rul e-of-thumb and math ematical methods in order to make as 
representative as possible. The rul e of thumb dictates to draw a sample size nearl y 
equals to 10% of the total population. Hence , the recommended sa mple size is 
around 90 HHs. which is 10% of the 902 benefi ciary HHs. Then, the study relied on 
the foll owing mathematical methocl developed by Carva lho (1984), as cited in 
ZeIRl elT" 2005, and presented in the table- below. 

Ta ble 'i: Sample size determ ination 
I-~_--'Population -i --' .. ----- s 

E ---'=.?~- ___ ~~~~!.~l 
51-90 5 '13 

i- ~~~5800 =r-=~ 183 '- _ .. _=--.:~~ ~~-

am 

.. -

Ie size 1 
Hi~_ 

20 
32 

~-------

50 
80 

501-1200 -j 32 I 80 ~ 1201-3200 .-j.-.- -----scJ i 125 ---

r--1'1~~60000 --j=-i8~5--=F----. ~~g "-~" 500 
:- 35001- 1 5Q!_Qo..Q-=i~oo~---500---- - 800 _ J 

------,25 .-
--

200 

-- 31_:0 _ _ __ 

Note: '1) Population denotes the total number of items, in I ~ is case HHs, to be sampled from. 2) The semple size dep8nded up on the hcmogeneity of :he records . Low sample sizes were taken for files that w.Jrc very sin-.i!2r in terms of content and subject matter while high sample sizes were ne6-cied for r:lore Givers ~, erje~. 

Ba~!,d on the rllc:lhelTla tical method, taking 902 as a population is falls between 501 
ano 1200. Tho: ICJvJes\ size , as indicaied in th e Table, is 32 whereas the highest 
sample size is 125. ivieanvJll ile, the population (902 beneficiaries HHs) is with high 
level of homogeneity, parti culc:.rly in ienns of criteria like targets of tile PSNP, 
resideilts ~,f "cline rura l \'vored;J and with simi1ai- 2.g:·o-eco logicai zone at kebele 
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2.3.2 Se lection of Survey Respondents /H o useholds 

A total of 20, 39S household (H H) heads are found to reside in the 42 KAs included 

in the PSNP under the Lemo Woreda of Had iya Zone (HZFaEDCD 12). Out of 

tl lese, the selected five KAs account for a total of 2,010 HH heads, wh ich is around 

10% of the total households in the 42 KAs stated before. 

From the 2.0 10 HH heads in the five Kebeles, 902 HHs are found to be 

beneficiaries of th e PSNP, whereas and the remain ing 1,1 OS are non-benefi ciary 

HHs. As the primary units of analys is fo r the study are the beneficiary HHs, the 

researcher gave due attention to draw a representative number of beneficiary 

households to be ' included in the sample. However, for the purpose of cross­

checking and validation of respon ses obta ined from the beneficiary HHs, the study 

also allowed surveying the opinion of add itional non-benefi ciary HHs. 

According!y a total 125(14% of the total benefi ciary HHs) we re drawn as 

re spondents of the HH survey. As to the sample size determination , the stud y used 

a combinat ion rule-of-thumb and mathematical methods in orde r to make as 

representative as possible. The rule of thumb dictates to draw a sample size nearly 

equals to 10% of the total popu lation. Hence, the reco mmended sample size is 

around 90 HHs. whiell is 10% of the 902 beneficiary HHs. Then, the study relied on 

the fullowirlg mathematical methor! developed by Carvalho (1 9S4), as cited in 

Zelalerr. . 2005, and presented in tile table- below. 

Table 'j : Sample size determin ation 

[___ Population ._-=l= _._'_. . -_==-_-__ -_-_-__ ~.'!'.e l e size _=-
1---.' 51-90 -t-- L~W - --~e1d:f'n'-- f---~zp--­
t-- 195\--~5800 ==i==~183 = --~~~;~ --~~- .--- ;~ --
i- 281-500 '--20 - SO 80 

~----i520~:-=r=- ;~ --~-I-----;~~---~= ----;~-
- --3'02 1 -1 0000 I 80 -r 200------- 315 

r - - 1CiOO1-::35000-=f--125-- --t-- --- 315 --- 500 --
L...l5001 -1 56~1(J-- .J.~oo ---r---500=--- 800 _ J 

Note : '1) Population denotes the total number of items, ill t~is case HHs, to be sampled from . 
2) The Semple size depended up on the homogeneity of .he records. Low sample sizes were taken 
for files that were very sin-,i!2r in terms of content and subject maHer while high sample sizes were 
needed for more divers snries. 

Ba~!~d on the fTIsthernatica l method, taking 902 as a population is fall s between 501 

and 1200. Th C) IDwesi. size, as indicated in the Table, is 32 whereas the highest 

sample siz(; :3 125. ivieanv/hile, the population (902 beneficiaries HHs) is with high 

lev01 of homogeneity, particulaly in ierms of criteria like targets of the PSNP, 

res idE-n;s ~,f ",l me rura l wO I'eda and with simi1al- c:g:-o--ecolog icai zone at kebe:e 
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vci. However, there is he l(~ro~len e ity in terms 01 he,lclsh ip; i. (). male he;1li(;<.i vs. 

Illdl8-headed households. From the tot ,11 numl)er o f th e iJendiciaries , 66G(74'X, ) 

'e male headed while 236( 26%) are lema le-headed households . 

'lerefore, taking into account th e above facts, the maximum recommended size of 

25 was decided to be th e samrle size for the study . As to tile selection procedure, 

'(J pertiona lly stratified sampling technique and systematic random sampling tool 

t' re used. First, st ratification was made to define the number of HHs to be drawn 

()ITl th e live Kebeles which we re selected based on agro-ecological characteristics, 

1 this rega rris, the number of benefi ciary hOIJseholds in each of the kebeles as '!Veil 

::; Ihe number-of female headed in the kelJeles was identifi ed from the KAs list of 

'.'slcients, which is the sampl ing frame, 

hi" distribution of beneficiary population and sampled respondents by I<ebele and 

ieadship is as presented in table 2 below, 

~:3n-~ple. "," .. hich reflects the ht (·jd~:i'lip ::;o:n pGsition stated before (See olso l\nn6» '1 

r .... dJ:8 ::i; for ~L!ri her inforlT1ation (')n d~stiil:ut io ll of r~~spc n:ip.nts). 

ia i.:.:! (.IT 'j, 108 I"~O n-b8nefi c;2 riEs HI'~ s ;n the five Kcbeles staled befc'i'e ',Nere included 

!rl tile ::iudv This sarnp!e ~ ize of non-benefici E:!t)' HHs. a!though '-lot .:-:! s 
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generated from thi s ca tegory of respondents was only to cross-check and/or 

validation of data obta ined from beneficiary respondents. Indeed, it has of 

paramount importance to minimize the ri sk of excessively depending on some 

biased-information from th e beneficiary respondents, who are the primary units of 

analys is as mentioned earlier. 

It is, however, worth mentioning . that the non-beneficiaries we re drawn using th e 

same sampling proced ure, technique and tools used for the selection of th e 

beneficiary HHs (See also Annex-1 Table 3). 

The reasons for deciding this sample sizes are: 1) in case of benefi ciaries, the 

larger size had been taken due to the fact that , the study focuses on the 

assessment of achievements, gaps, and prospects of the PSNP in relation to 

beneficiaries HHs. In this case, compari son was made dominantly within the group 

by taking information before and after join ing th e program rather than comparing 

them with non-beneficiaries. This demand deep information from beneficiaries, 2) as 

indicated in the above table, the lower size had been taken for non-beneficiaries. 

Th is is because, the information obtained from non-beneficiaries are dominantly 

used on ly to substantiate the basic information obtained from the beneficia ries in 

the area of rule application and community related issues only and 3) short period of 

time allocated for the stud y and limited financial resources ava ilable. 

2.4. SELECTION OF KEY INFORMANTS AND FGD PARTICIPANTS 

A total of 42 key informants were selected from different institutions for in-depth 

interviews conducted at woreda and kebele levels. Selection of the informants was 

based on the criteria th at the individuals are responsible in relation to the 

implementation of the PSNP in the Woreda. In addition to this, individuals who are 

knowledgeable about the Productive Safety Net Program, community level opinion 

leaders and experts in different organizations were included as key info rmants. 

Please see Annex 3 for the complete list of key informants) 

The number and composition of the key. informants is as presented in Table-4 on 

next page. 
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generated from th is ca tegory of respondents was only to cross-check and/or validation of data obtained from benefi ciary respondents. Indeed, it has of paramount importance to minimize the risk of excess ively depending on some biased-information from the beneficiary respondents, who are the primary units of analysis as mentioned earlier. 

It is, however, wo rth mentioning . that the non-beneficiaries were drawn using the same sampling procedure, techniqu e and tools used for the selection of the beneficiary HHs (See also Annex-1 Table 3). 

The reasons for deciding this sample sizes are: 1) in case of beneficia ries, the larger size had been taken due to the fact that, the study focuses on the assessment of achievements, gaps, and prospects of the PSNP in relation to beneficiaries HHs. In this case, compari son was made dominantly within the group by taking information before and after joining the program rather than comparing them with non-beneficiaries. This demand deep information from beneficiaries, 2) as indicated in the above table, the lower size had been taken for non-benefi cia ries. Th is is because, the in formation obtained from non-beneficiaries are dominantly used only to sUbstantiate the basic information obtained from the benefi ciaries in the area of rule application and community related issues only and 3) short pe riod of time allocated for the study and limited financial resources available. 
2.4. SELECTION OF KEY INFORMANTS AND FGD PARTICIPANTS 
A total of 42 key informants were selected from different institutions for in-depth interviews conducted at woreda and kebele levels. Selection of the informants was based on the criteria that the individuals are responsible in relation to the implementation of the PSNP in the Woreda . In addition to this, individuals who are knowledgeable about the Productive Safety Net Program, community level opinion leaders and experts in different organizations were included as key informants. Please see Annex 3 for the complete list of key informants) 

The number and composition of the key. informants is as presented in Table-4 on next page. 
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~ 4: Number and Compos ition of Key Informants 
--------

Category Number 

lmental o,'ganizations (Zonal Departr;;eni-~\ivoreda-and Kebelelevel -i 6- --­
ional arrangements establ ished for implementation of the PSNP, local 
IInent administrations, and experts working in woreda officesl 
overnmental Organizations(including local NGOs, Eddir and 
1~0! ) __ 
ua ls(opinion l ea~rs an9 elders) 

> Total 
~~~~~--~~--------

:e: Prepared based on the study undertaking 

12 

10 
42 

regards to FGDs, a total of five FGDs were held in the five kebeles covered 

e HH survey. The number of FGDs was judgmenta lly determined owing to the 

hat issues of discussions tended to repeat themse lves and new issues ceased 

pear time and aga in . The FGDs wen') organized in recognition to heterogenei ty 

ms of headship, Consequently, two of the sessions were made with female-

3d HHs, whereas th e remaining three sess ions were held with male-headed 

Finally, the time elapsed for a given FGD session was, on average, 2 hours, 

ETHODS OF DATA COLLECTION 

) study, different methods were triangulated for generating both quantitative 

lU iJ litative data from the primary and secondary sources. The methods are 

nted below by source of data: 

r 2.5 primary data is concerned, Household Survey was used to collect the 

3t ive data, whereas interview of key informants and FGDs were employed to 

ate supplementary qualitative data. These methods used mainly, focused on 

ring afresh data on the demographic , physical and socio-economic 

: teristics of the households in the study area. Equall y irnpoliant, the methods 

,0 to gather afresh data in relation to the achievements ami gaps as well a5 

,c!s of the FSNP. To this end, the key info rmant interviews and FGDs were 

,ost important qualitative data collection rnethods used in this stud y, 

:113ring that there may be different views about PSNP, spec;fically about 

ng, po yments related issues, institutional a,rallgeillents , intended outcomes 

nintencied!negative effects of the program; the interv iews and FGDs were 

in all of the sampled kebeles, 

m~o re, the study employed the method of reviewir.g rel evani and 3utlle:ttic 

'res as we!1 as oiher perti:tent documents in I-elation ~o PSf\iP , 

;/ Afo//t:, 2{)0 7 
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collected responses, hence qualified for entry and analysis works_ Similariy, from 
the total of 61 questionnaires administered to the nOll-beneficiary Hl-ls, 49(80%) 
were found to be properly filled-in_ 

Following this, SPSS was used in the analysis of the quantitative data collected 
:hrough the survey_ Descriptive analysis- means, frequencies were used as 
, tatls tical measures to describe and summarize views of the different interviewees, 
o make inferences and draw conclusions about th e subject of the analysis, The 
lata collected from secondary sources, quantitative and qual itative were ana lyzed 
lIld summarized on theme basis_ 

-hus, the assessments of issues on the study were based on the analysis of the 
econdary data, the quantitative data and information gathered through inter/iews 
nd also the qua litative data gathered from the focus group discussions and in 
epth interview of different stakeholders_ In the analysis of tile data and information, 
lduction method and descriptive statistics were applied to draw inferences and 
lsde conclusions about issues and ideas relevant to the study_ Tabular and 
-aphics formats were used in the presentation of the data summery along with 
xts Ihal explain the va riables and the parameters. 

j'I,TII,I!"//,, .'un' j '. 
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CHAPTER THR EE :REVIEW OF RELATED LIT ERATURE 
This cllClpter presents a su rnrnery of literatu re on th e study tOpiC Thr: seteetcHi 
readings represent a srnal l sa rnple fwrn a broad range 01 ti terature. The literatu res 
were prirnaril)1 selected for their relevance, accessibility and clarity. 

The surveyed literatures that were expected to serve as a reference to wh ich 
findings tha t we re drawn frorn the analys is of prirnary Clilci secolldClry (lata were 
related, so that deviation frorn or conforrni ty to previous findings were repo rted. 
Here, it is worth rne ntioning that owing to th e lirnited availability of research works 
on th e topic in the Ethiopian case, only some case studies and short descri pt ion of 
the Ethiopian Prodllct ive Safety Net Pwgramme is addressed. 

The chapter is o rgan ized in such a way that the first section deals wi th th e 
cla rification of co nceptual issues and term inologies some of which could be 
considered as the operational defin itions of the study. The second section 
addresses empirical literatu res related to the experiences of ' some developing 
countries inclt lding Ethiopia . This is follO'.'1ed by the th i!'d sectiorl, wh ich hriefl y 
describes the Ethiopian Productive Safety Net P rog ra rnn~[o . Finally, the Conceptual 
i=rame Work cf t! ie Stucly is presented in th e fourth sE,ctio", which is c eveloped to 
serve a~ til'.'? framework for achieving the study objectives in view of the; conceptual 
and empirical titera tures reviewed . 

3. ~ CONCEr" TS 

3. 1.1 The Meaning of Safety Net 
TI !e concept safety net is so evolving that there is no as such universai ly applicable 
defin ition as:; igneci to the term . Its defi ll itio;l depends upon ~he type:; of 
intelventiolls, country co ntexts, themes and target groups, as wei! as cu rrent 
th inking elf specialist.s and practitioners on the role cl ~,cj;e'.j nEt in lile 8t·c,2. t!er 
developoll8tl i agr,;nda. Based on these rea!i ti e~, sO!lle sighted concept uali~"l\ io n 
:nctud'2S ~he following: 

According to \Norld Development Report all 'Puverty', Sccia l Safety Nets is "some 
fo rrn of inCCtTI8 insurance to help people through shorHe!'fn siress and cai&mii iE" ;" 
(Wo rld 82t'lk 1990:90). In addit ion to this , the World Bank itself tlQW (avol.i r::. brc .. d'~ r 
oefil-,ilions. "Safet~' nets are prograrnrnes \vhich protect ~~ per-s'on or :l c;:..: ;)e~-:(..i : d 
against two adverse oulcomes ill wel fare: chronic in ca l~ ocit'! to wo,.;·: c,r;':; e2rr> 
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(chronic poverty); and a decline in this capacity from a marginal si tu ation that 

provides minimal live lihood for su rvival with few reserves (transient poverty) 

(Subbarao, 1996 ci ted by Deverexu, 2001 :2). This two-pronged approach is 

supported by Lipton (1997), who suggests that safe ty nets should target "poor 

people whose health or age prevents work, or who are made unemployed by the 

~ vagaries of climate or market demand" in other words, both the 'working poor' and 

non-working 'dependants ' (i bid). 

The term safety net includes various transfer prog rammes (direct cash transfer, free 

food distribution, direct feeding programmes, price subsides, subsidized agricultural 

inputs, public works programmes, social health insurance, and micro finance) 

designed to bring about both redistribu ti ve and ri sk reduction ro les in poverty 

reduction(Michelle Adato,Akhter, and Francie Lund,2002:2-4). 

The redistributive ro le is intended to reduce the impact of poverty (ibid). Safety nets 

prog rammes provide support to individuals, households, communit ies or reg ions 

that wou ld otherwise be fo rced to subsist at levels below the poverty line, which 

may not be acceptable by th e society and by th e international community (Tassew 

and Eberlei, 2004:6 ). On the other hand lile ri sk reduction ro le is to protect 

individuals , households and commu nities aga inst uninsured income and 

consu mption risks (Ibid). Risks can be household-specific (i.e. death in a family, 

unemployment of the wage earner), community or regional based (i.e. drought, 

famine, epidemics) or nation-wide (drought, global financial ri sk, shifts in terms of 

trade, etc)( lbid). They said that, safety nets might promote economic efficiency by 

enabl ing the poor to manage risk, by preventing the poor from resorting to coping 

behaviors that undermine their assets , and by facilitating the political acceptabi lity of 

market-based reforms (Tassew and Eberiei, 2004). 

3.1.2 A Typology of Safety Net (Forma l and Informa l) 

According to World Bank, safety nets are formal (public) and informal measures that 

protect people from the wors t effect of low income and poverty. Formal safety nets 

include a broad range of mechanisms for protecting individuals from acute 

deprivation or inadvertent declines in income (Smith and Subbarao, 2003:10) . 

These can include, among others, direct cash transfers, food subsidies, feeding 

programmes, public works and other employment programmes, credit-based self­

employment programmes, social funds and related interventions, and child 

Bl' Te(em Molla, ](1)7 20 
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Food Income Nutrition 
-Emergency food aid -Cash transfer 'safety nets' -Weaning food f or I;-W-
-Food stamps for the poor -Unemployment benefits 
-School feeding -Disilbility grants 
programmes I -Pensions for tile elderly 

I -Supplementary feeding for I 

income families 
-Vitamin or 
supplements for 
groups 

mineral 
specific : 

I 
! 

! Untar 
I 

geied--- \ ~~!;~~~~i7o~~~i~-eSUbSidY --I ~Uni~-e-rsa l chiTdbenefit 
I -overvalued exchange rate I 

-Water fluoridisat Ion i 
I 

I 
~-Self~- i 

for impolied food 
argeted -Food-for-work projects -- -Cash-for-work projects -Ionization of salt 

-Price subsidy on 'poor 
foods' 

Sou rce: Devereux, 2001, p.10 

For policymakers, live lihood protecting and livelihood promoting interventions are 

qu ite distinct. The theoretica l distinction is between tra nsfers that aim to increase 

returns to labor, and transfers that aim simply to boost immediate consumption . In 

reaiity , th is dist inct ion is often blurred. One reason for this is the behavior of transfer 

recip ients. All resources that enter a household's 'endowment set' are fungible. 

Thus, they are not necessarily used in ways that programme designers in tend or 

wou ld prefer (Ibid). 

Another reason for blurring of boundaries is that programme designers may 

ther;]se!ves be pursuing multiple objectives th rough a single intervention . Th e 

literatures on 'l inking relief and development' reveal that emergency relief 
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interventions should strive to maximize synergies between live lihood protection and 

livel ihood promotion outcomes (Hay, 1986). The best-known example is labor­

intensive publ ic works projects that simu ltaneously transfer food to the hungry and 

created infrastructure that would (for instance) red uce vulnerability to future 

droughts. The argument is that successful entitlement promotion would ultimately 

reduce the need fo r repeated ent itlement protection interventions (Buchanan-Smith 

and Maxwell, 1994). 

3.1.4 Concepts of Household Assets 

The livelihood framework identifies five core asset categories or types of capital 

upon whi ch livelihoods are bui lt, described as th e asset pentagon. It is important 

therefore to look at what have been termed these live lihood building blocks to try to 

understand what is happen ing at household leve l. Accord ing to Jenden 

(2002:4 2), household assets are 

Hum an Capital : The skills, knowledge, ability to labor and gooc/ health that 

together enable people to pursue different livelihood strategies and achieve 

their livelihood objectives. It is required in order to make use of any of the four 

other types of assets; 

Soc ial Capital: relationships of mutual trust and reciprocity, networks and 

colllle r: tedness, which increase people's trust and ability to work together and 

expand their access to wider institutions, 

Natural Capital : -is the term used for the natural resource stocks of public ar.cl 

priva te holding on which livelihoods depend; 

Physica l Capital: comprises the basic infrastructure and producer goods 

needed to support livelihoods, and 

Financial Capital: denotes the financial resourC8S thai people use to achieve 

their livelihood o.bjectives, it includes income flows and slocks/ saving. 

3.1 .5 Food Security, Vulnerability and Household assets 

Conventiona ll y, food security is defined as access by all peopl e at 311 times to 

enough food for active and healthy li fe (World bank , 1986 '1). From this definitio ,1, 

the core concept has been identified as secu re access at all times to sufficient fooel. 

As indica ted in the World Bank report, thi s defin ition explicitly focuses on four core 

concepts: 'sufficiency' (defined as the calories required for an ac ti ve, hea lthy life) , 

'access' to fooel (through production, purcllClse , exchanqe or ~ i ft), 'security' (defined 
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by the bal ance between vulnerabil ity, risk and insurance) and 'lime' (where food 

insecurity can be chronic, transitory or cyclical) (ibid). 

From the above definition it is possible to see that, those who have no access at all 

times to enough food for active and healthy life are food insecured. The level of 

insecurity may be chronic, transitory or cyclical. Further more. 'securing' access to 

sufficient food is also associated with the existence of ri sk, which va ries from natural 

to man made factors. Deterioration in natural resources, disru ption in food systems, 

depletion of assets and distortion in sta te policies and social ties are some of the 

vul nerabili ty ind icators that contri bute to the worsening of food entitlement 

(Anderson 1989 cited by Debebe, 1995:3). 

Vulnerability and asset depletion ca n determine the livelihood situation of a given 

country or household. Food insecure households are resource poo'-, and as such 

their live lihoods become especially vu lnerable to shocks (MOFED: 2005). Since , 

their livelihoods are excessively re liant on assets (physical, natural, socia l, financial 

and human), the impact of wea ther, re lated shock; or a household specific shock 

(such as family member falling il l) on the household is devastati ng. 

3.1.6 Target in g and its Rationa le 

The term targeting has relatively few defin itions: there is little argument about its 

meaning. It refers to 

• Identifying el igible (or 'needy') individuals and screening out the inelig ible (or 

non-needy) for purposes of transferring resou rces, typ ically by defining eligibi lity 

criteria . It is a cleli berate attempt to shift the benefits of public expendi tures to the 

poor by Illeans that aim to screen them as the direct beneficia ri es . [Devereu x 

1999 cited by Yosef: 2001: 13): 

• Any mechanism for identifying eligible individLlals for trans fer assistance and 

screening out the inelig ible (Devereux, 2000:1) 

• Res tricting the cove rage of an intervention to those who <lre perceived to be 

most al risk in order to maxirnize the benefit of intervention whilst minimizing the 

cost (Jaspars Clncl Young, 1995). 

The working clefinition of targeting in th is thesis is aclopt8d from the Ethiopian safety 

nn! targetin9 gu ideline, whil~h is one way or another relCltRii to the i1bove lTIean ings 

o! 1;lJ'get iI19. Acco rclinsl y, targeting is the process by wfl lch c~Jr(xllC:ill ly ;ooci i l ls'~' cu r8 

Iii / , /"111 I/"I/,{ ' 11/1 " i 
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households are selected to pa rticipate in public works or receive direct support 

(M in is try of Agriculture and Ru ral Development, 2004: 8). 

As far th e rationale behind targeting is concerned, there are different but interrelated 

explanations IIlat are put in place as just ifications for targeting. The ba sic idea 

behind targeting in all welfa re programmes accord ing to Sharp (1997) cited by 

Yosef, (2001) fall under three genera l headings: 

• Humanitarian reasons : so that the reall y needy are ass isted and the less 

needy do not benefit unfairly, 

• Resource and effic iency reasons: so that sca rce resources are used in 

such a way that they have the greatest impact on th e problem to be 

addressed, 

• Deve lopment reasons : so that dependency and economic disincentive 

effects (at all levels from household to the national) are min imized. 

For th e sake of furth er cl arification, one can take a practical example, such as, food 

aid , the ambition of which is to protect those who are vu lnerable to hunger and 

malnutrition . There are two objectives on how to reach the vul nerable: the non­

exclusion object ive and the targeting objective. Reaching al l the vu lnerable 

individual s refers to the non-exclusion objective through a method of direct and 

uncond itional provision to support everyone in need without distinction. The method 

of 'universal support' is obviously a rather coarse one, but "it does have the 

advantage of all together bypassing the various difficulties which any fo rm of 

selecti vity in the provision of rel ief is bound to enta il " (Dreze and Sen. 1989: 1 05). 

If the primary concern is saving resources and minimizing the prod uction 

disincentives of transfers, targeting becomes a more appropriate opt ion than the 

unconditional provision to support everyone. Targeting holds resources from 

supporting the less vulnerable groups, to the advantage of the most deprived 

groups. Most Of the transfers in less developed countries are in favor of the 

vu lnerable population (Vivian 1995 citep in Yosef 2001). That is why today the 

World Bank has tended to come out strongly in favor of targeted intervention to 

promote food security and mitigate the social costs of economic adjustments on the 

poor. 

-::-:::--:--:-:--c:-:-::=----­
By Tejera Mol/", 2007 
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3.1 .7 Institutiona l capacity 

Institutions, or in otller words the rules and norms that make coordinated social 

behavior possible, are essential for sustainable and equitable development. The 

ro le of institutions in facilitating coordinat ion and commitment, thereby shaping the 

quality and effectiveness of a given program , is indispensable. When th ey function 

well, tlley enable the programs to succeed, I)ut when institutions are weak, the 

result is distrust and uncerta inty- leading to failure in terms of ach ieving expected 

results of the program. Local institutions play key roles in shaping and/or regulating 

behaviors; spread ing information and reducing risks (Helmsing, 2001 and Ross­

Larson, 2003). 

Different authors argue that , an institutional ca pacity is a potential to perform its 

ability to successfu lly apply its skills and resources to accomplish goals and sa tisfy 

stakeholders expectations. For Horton , institutional capacity refers to the resources, 

knowledge, and process employed by th e institution. Furthermore, staffing; 

technology and finical resources, reward s and linkages with other orga nization and 

groups are some of the major factors that affect institution capacity (Horton, 

200327). 

3.2 REVIEW OF EMPIRICAL LITERATURE 

3.2.1 Countries' experience 

Smith and Subarao conducted a case study on six Very Low Income Countries 

(VLlCs) , including Ethiopia, and looked at the questions of transfer programmes for 

the poor. In their study report, examples of public Safety Net Programmes of three 

se lected countries are discussed. In wha~ fo llows is a brief overview of these cases 

and th e fa ctors that affect the performance of Safety Net Programmes (Smith and 

Subbarao, 2003 20). 

3.2 .1.1 Overview of Safety Net Programs in Mozambique, Malawi, India, 

Mozambique- the Office for support to Vulnerable population groups (GAPVU) 

lau nched a resource transfer programme following the civil war to support destitute 

groups in urban Mozambique, the object of GAPVU was to raise consumption to a 

modest 1700 calories per day for (i) households wi th malnourished children under 

five, (ii) pregnant women exhibiting nutritional risk factors, and (iii ) elderly and 

disabled in households with no one of working age. EJaluations in general 

H.I · '/ i/( I'(I Mollo, 200? 25 
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concluded that the prog ramme had a positive impact on reducing urban poverty. 

The clrawback of course is th at it is exclusively urba n, whereas 85 percent of 

Mozambique's popula tion and the vast majority of the poor live in rural areas . 

Ma!aw i- Following large price increases for fert il izer as the result of subsidy removal 

and devaluations in 1996-97 the government of Malawi introduced a Pack initiative 

programme to provide small packs of fert ilizer and seeds to all rural smal lholder 

fa rmers (abou t 2.8 million households, or 90 percent of the population. ) Th e 

programme, justifi ed on th e grounds of maintaining national-level maize production 

and soil fert il ity in the face of a large drop in ferti lize r use, was iri essence a pure 

transfer. The drawbacks were the tota l cos t at US$ 27 mi ll ion annually, more (han 

Malawi cou ld afford, and the fact that many of those rece iving the packs do not 

need them, for they are not among the ve ry poorest and could afford to buy th e 

sma ll amounts of fert ilizer themselves . In 2000, it started targeting selecti ve ly using · 

a combination of geographical and community-targeting strateg ies. 

Indi a-The Maharastra Employment Guarantee Scheme (MEGS) one of the largest 

and longest-running public sa fety net prog rammes, was introduced in 1973 to 

provide employment to the poor in rural Maharastra. The objectives were to reduce 

the pressure fo r migration into Bombay and to provide employment especia lly to 

women and especia lly in the slack agricu ltural season. An innovative characteristic 

of the scheme was that it provided guarantee of employment within 5 kilometers of 

a person's home; thi s, combined with the fact that it was sustained over a long 

period, allowed the poor to build its income stream into their expectations, mod ifying 

behavior and, among other things, putt ing upward pressure on very low rural wage 

rates . The wage rate was low enough to target the poor unt il 1988 when the 

government by fiat doubled the minimum wage (which equaled the prog ramme 

wage) ; the result was job rationing and erosion of the guarantee element of th e 

scheme, as well as limiting the self-ta rgeting effect. 

The general lessons that are lea rned from safety net programmes implemented in 

the past is that if the emphasis is to . sh ift social protection with in overall poverty 

reduction frameworks, then certain key elements need to be in place (Devereux , 

2002). Accord ingly, a given sa fety net prog ramme; 

• need to respond to the priorities of the poor, 

B) 74errl Mol!o, 2007 
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• need to have effective mechanisms In place to identify and target the 
vulnerable, 

• need to be mu lti-annual and their scale, scope and impact con tinuously 
reassessed, 

• should take in to consideration of the fact that resource transfers must be in a 
form that supports rather than underm ines local markets, 

• should complement rather than replace informal safety nets important for the 
poor, and 

• need su stainable politica l and financial comm itments . 

3.2.2 Factors that affect the performance of Safety Net Programmes 
Smith and Subbarao, based on the aforementioned case study on Safety Net 
Programmes implemented in Less Developed Countries, identified fou r factors that 
generall y constrain the feasibil ity of safety net programmes. These include: i) the 
avai lability of information, (ii) admin istrative capacity, iii) politica l decision, and 
(iv)fiscal affordability In what follows is discussion of each of these constraints in 
their turn( Smith and Subbarao 2003: 14). 

The Info rmation Constraint 

An appropriate selection of programme beneficiaries requires substantia l 
in formation th at is often not made ava ilable and is extremely expen sive to acquire . 
In most countries transfers are targeted on the basis of criteria such as income, or 
demographic characteristics such as household size (for example child allowances) 
or age (e .g. pensions). Besides, specific characteristics such as female-headed 
households, orphan hood, or disabil ity, ca n be used to select those who should be 
beneficia ry of a safety net prog ramme. However, this also resents problems of 
verification . 

An alternative in cases where income IS not known is to deri ve ·'proxy" indicators 
like household dernugrcl jJh:c characteris tics, educational status, family-planning 
programme data on household characteristics, or the type o f dwell in£l attri butes , 
which are highly correlated with poverty. Nonetheless , th e problem is th at even 
these attribu tes may not be known in very poor count ies, or (and perhaps more 
likely) the capacity may not be th ere to assess them accurately. 

, ., 
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The Ad minis trative Constrai nt 

In general til e cClpacity to manage complex programmes is limited in vues . 

Management, accounting, log istical , and financial control systems are all typica ll y 

weak, and skilled human power is poor and rarely avai lable adequately, Where tile 

information base is weak, and there is not a tradition of "playing by the rules," 

substantial middle- level supervision is needed to avoid leakage, to manage 

di stribu tion, and to administer targeting , Targeted programmes are also intensive in 

their use of outreach staff and especially of field-level supelvisors, 

Fina lly, in choosing prog ramme, there is a need to explore the scope for using 

already existing administrative systems. For instance , delivering a nutrition 

programme through the existing network of hea lth posts and workers may be 

preferable to establ ishing a new system ; similarly, us ing the government's exis ting 

ru ral works and maintenance programmes may be more administratively feasible 

and may be preferable to establishing a new system or public works prog ramme 

apparatus, 

The Po! it ical Constraint 

Undel a progra mme in Rajasthan in the 1970s in the 1970s, communities were 

allocated fu nds to transfer to the 10 poorest fam ilies in each village and were forced 

tu publicly select (and announce) tile housellolds that would rece ive benefits, The 

Programme was successful in targeting th e poorest, but ultimately co llapsed due to 

erosion of poli tica l support (the very poorest constituting too narrow political base to 

be worth supporti ng on a prolonged basis). In a drought recovery programme in 

Malawi in 1 995-1996 the committee decided to give a small amount to every olle 

rather than risk difficult and controve rsial dec isions about who should be included 

and who left ou t. 

The Fisca l Const raint 

Perhaps the biggest constraint to safety nets in VLles is sheer affordabil ity, Total 

public spend ing is already very low in these countries, typica lly averaging about 

US$75 per person per yea r, At the same time the competi ng cla ims for essential 

development investments are overwhelming; the poorest countries are also typically 

those with crit ica lly insufficient . education capacity, the least-developed road 

networks, and the lowest coverage of water supply or essential health services, 

By 14i:ra Mol/a , 2007 , . 
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3.2.3 Outcomes/lmpacts of Safety Net Programmes 

Most recent Safety Net Programmes claim to result in poverty reductio n by 

protecting asset holdings of food in secure households from being depleted in time 

of shock. Also, many scholars and practitioners argue that social safetv net 

programmes have the potential to reduce chronic poverty throug h ant i-po verty 

impacts in terms of asset creation (by the project) and in terms of inves tment 

behavior (by household s) (Devereux, 200 1 : 6-9). 

Be all this as it may, review of the literature show that there exists different ki r: ds of 

both intended and un intended outcomes that have been observed as a resu lt of 

implementing transfer programmes. Some of th ese are briefly discussed '1 the 

sections below. 

As far as the intended outcomes and/or developmental impacts of the prog ra m is 

concerned, the following are worth mentioning: 

Saving lives and Generating emp loyment opportuniti es 

The Ethiopian experience shows that' safety net program s like Emplo\ ment 

Generation Schemes(EGS) and Food Aid programs scored successful results in 

terms of generil ting employment opportunities as well as saving the lives o f food 

insecure households(MoARD 2004 and MOFED 2005:52). 

Furthermore, a study conducted on an employment safety net progr?mme 

implemented by SOS Sahel in Ethiopia, Koisha Woreda, Wol laita Zone, re\ ealed 

that targeted individua l households benefited significantly from the programme. 

Because of the Koisha project and changes in the external factors the \ oung 

residing in the loca lity are keen to leave farming behind, to get ed ucated and to find 

full time employment (Jenden, 2002). As a resu lt of implementing the programme, 

not only many lives were saved but also the loca l employment opportunity provided 

an alternative to seasona l migration in th'at it allowed household heads to sta l' with 

their families and work on their own land. By implication this means th il t the 

programme had its own contribution in maintaining the integrity of the hOllsehold 

unit, which is clearly a high priority. For these households, the local alternative was 

critical in allowing them to educate their children and pay ba ck debts in add ilion to 

buying food. It is also found out that the employment , created due k) th e 

programme, also provided an alternative to those hOllsehold s (often fem ale' 
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headed), who previously involved in cutt ing of wood and grass and other socially 

demeaning forms of casual labor (Jenden, 2002). 

Building Infrastructure 

At commun ity level, th e infrastructure crea ted as a result of implementing the 

employment safety net programme made a direct contribution for the Peasant 

Associa tion in genera l in terms of improving access to hea lthca re, education, and 

government se rvices and also facil itating the expansion of socia l and politica l 

networks for ce rtain households. The feelings of greater inclusion in the wider 

society are al so among the positive contribution of the programme. 

Asset Protection 

However, regarding the impact of the Koisha project in relat ion to protecting the 

asset holdings of th e most food insecure households; it is found out that the benefits 

of the employment safety net prog ramme have not been adequate at household or 

community level. This is due to the fact that the lack of institutional space to operate 

a project whose objective was social protection rather than relief meant in practice 

that expanding cove rag e was achieved at the expense of more effective targeting. 

Moreove r, it is found out th at in the context of weakening social support 

mechan isms and lack of opportunities outside agriculture, improvements in certa in 

capital assets li ke education and infrastructure ca nnot at thi s stage be effectively 

translated into more positive or sustainable livelihood outcomes. 

Nutrition 

It is increasingly appa l-ent that fo rgoing co nsumption is often the only strategy th at 

the very poor can employ in ord er to ensure other priorities are met. The findings 

from Koisha demonstrate th at even with multi annual fund ing and efficient 

man8gement unless a targeted programme can provide a minimum con sumption 

guarantee it is unlikely to be effect ive · in terms of protecting the assets of the 

chronically food insecure (Jenden, 2002 :81). 

Investment Behav io r 

Devereux (2001 ), in his study entitled "Can Social Safety Nets Reduce Chronic 

poverty?", has thoroughly dealt with issues related to the impact of Transfer 

Programmes on investment behaviors of beneficiaries. He argues that th e impact of 

transfer income on poverty is a function of the size of the transfer and its 
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contribu tion to total income. In Mozambique, one of his case stud ies, income 

transferred by SNP was so tiny that its impact on headcount poverty was negligible. 

In general, it can be said that the contribution of safety net transfers depends on the 

level of the transfer, the local economy, and existence of other formal and informa l 

transfers as well (Devereux, 2001). 

Agricultural production and Market 

The Zambian case provides evidence against concern s tha t rural public works 

projects might dampen agricu ltu ral production by competing for sca rce labor. Many 

cash for work partic ipants used some of their income to hire labor to plough or weed 

their fi elds Th is behavior had a number of positive featu res. Firstl y, it provided 

inco me to a second group of workers- a significant mul tiplie r effect. Secondly, since 

many employers were women and many laborers we re men, this freed women from 

th e most demanding agricu ltura l tasks. Th irdly, if investment in inputs, including 

labo r, increased as a direct result of cash-for-work income, agricu ltural output might 

have risen rath er than fa llen-contra conventional wisdom on the labor-displacing 

impacts of rura l public works(Devereux, 2001). 

Crowd ing Out Effect (Informal Safety Net) 

Although public tran sfers are pa id to individu als, th ey are only th e primary 

benefi c iaries of th ese safety net programmes. Informal redi stribution of formal 

trans fers resu lts in sign ificant numbers of secondary beneficiaries being reached, 

even to those who are not members of the rec ipient 's immediate and extended 

family. Most of the 'ex tended family' spending recorded by Namibia's social 

pensioners is on grand sons and granddaughters, and goes towards school-related 

expenses and cloth ing . The contribution of the social pension to human capital 

formation in Namibia , through the al location of pension income to various education 

cos ts of pensioners' grandchild ren, is' incalculabl e. More generally, the social 

pension sustains entire extended fami lies throughout Namibia, confers status on 

fami ly members that are often perceived as economic bu rdens, and rein forces the 

social role of grand paren ts in caring for young children. 

There was some evidence that the receipt of form al income transfers had resulted 

in a red uction of informa l tran sfers to prog ramme partici pants, a 'crowding out ' 

effec t In mos t cases, prog ramme part icipants continu ed bo th to give and rece ive 

gifts and assistance among th eir social networks, reflecting the fac t that such 
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transactions serve important social as wel l as economic functions. Besides, ihe 

displacement of some informal transfers with forma l transfers typically amounted to 

a redu ced burden of support given to the severely poor by the moderately poor, so 

this remains a positive poverty-reducing effect. 

Most informal transfers in Africa occur 'horizontally' among the poor themselves 

rather than 'vertica lly' from ri ch to poor, fo llowing norms of reciprocity and mutual 

insurance rather than inequality reduci llg red istribution . All three of these social 

safety net programmes are found to have removed some of the burden of 

responsibility for dependant relatives and impoverished neighbors from fami lies and 

communities that are often themselves financially stressed. 

The few Safety Net Programme of the Mozambique participants (one in ten) who 

had themselves been providing support to others used their transfer income to 

increase the level of that support, suggesting that informal redistribution of the 

fo rmal transfer had significant 'second round ' impacts in terms of reaching other 

poor households. 

ZaGlbia's cash-for-work programme significantly altered patterns of reciprocity and 

dependence among participants and their social networks. Before the road projects 

sta rted, more participants had been giving than rece iving assistance which provides 

further evidence of poor targeting; participants may have been poor, but they were 

by defini tion able bodied economically active adults. Receipt of cash-for-work 

income enabled many more participants to begin providing support to-th eir families 

(Devereux, 2001). 

Environment 

Regarding the environmenta l impacts of transfer projects evidences show th at in 

oth er areas of Ethiopia, farmers are sa id to do little on their own initiative to protect 

their landholdings have been interpreted as a symptom of dependency on many 

yea rs of food for work. There are many examples of past rna ss-mobiliza tion efforts 

in environmental rehabilitation in Ethiopia wh ich have failed or have been 

abandoned, as a result of which the environmen t has returned to its degraded state, 

and some projects designed to protect or enhance the natural resource base have 

ended up doing the opposite (MOARD, 2006) . 



Achievements, Gaps and Prospects of the Productive Safety Net Program in Ethiopia: 
The Case of LeII/o Woreda. Ha(lia Zone, SNNPRS 

Negative Effects of Safety Net Programs : Dependency and Weaken ing 

I nforma l Institutions 

Albeit the afore-d iscussed pos itive contributions made by Safety Net Programmes 

like EGS and Food Aid, there are also evidences about undesirable outcomes as a 

result of the programs. A study by OXFAM-G8 , (c ited in PANE,2006) mainly 

concerned with assessing the issue of dependency on food aid amongst farmers of 

th e Northeastern highlands, meanwhile concluded that dependency condi tions 

tended to exist when th e relief food was mostl y supplied freely. The study indica ted 

that households' dependency on food aid tended to make itself manifest th rough the 

unwillingness of farmers to work productive ly on the ir farms, and instead wa ited for 

the relief to come by conti nuously every year. The study furth er found tha t some 

households even tended to go to the extent of depleting their livestock resources in 

order to become poor and qual ify for food aid distribution. The study concluded th at 

free distribution was the main cause of dependency, and that food aid would 

contribute to development and generate employment if it is based on prog rams and 

schemes that would enable farmers to generate incomes. A study by Fasil( 2005), as 

quoted by PANE (ibid), meanwhile, argued that dependency on food aid was more 

rampant in ethiopia, manifesting itself not only at the national level, but also at the ru ral 

household level. He further notes that that many of the participants in food-for-work 

programs were only interested in the compensation for their work, and showed little 

interest in other development programs. Indeed, the study by PANE (Ibid ), on Food 

Aid and its Impacts of in Ethiopia, also revealed that food aid has aggravated the 

problems of dependency on aid in the country. 

However, accord ing to the study by Jehden (Ibid) on an employment safety net 

programme implemented by SOS Sahel in Ethiopia, there is little evidence of 

negative impact of the project, particu larl y in re lat ion to dependency .. Nonetheless, 

the Ethiopian Safety Net Programme recognizes dependency as an expected 

(undesirab le) ou tcome of the programme (MoARO, 2004). 

The negative impact of safety net transfers on informa l institutions is also 

recognized. Acco rding to the stud y by PANE (ibid), safety net transfers (food aid) 

have se riously affected the community's coping mechanisms and social protection 

schemes. Th is, according to the study, is sign ificantly attributed to targeti ng related 

problems (errors of inclusion and eXClusion). 
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3.3 THE ETHIOPIAN PRODUCTIVE SAFETY NET PROGRAMME: A BRIEF 

DESCRIPTION 

This section briefly describes the Ethiqpian Safety Net Programme. It is worth 

noting that the description doesn't cover the whole topics that are put in the 

prog ramme document. Rather attempt is made to selecti ve ly describe those topics 

that are directly related to the object ive of the study. Also the description doesn't go 

on to the detailed description of the selected top ics, but only a shortened description 

of them. So as to avoid th e possibility of distortion while describing th e contents of 

the prog ramme document, apart from minor statements, the author has heavily 

drawn the description and taken the statements and paragraphs as it is from the 

prog ramme document. 

3.3. 1 Rationale and Objectives of the Programme 

The Ethiopian Productive Safety Net Programmeme document narrates the 

prob lems that lead to the design and implementation of the prog ramme as follows. 

Food in security has become one of the defining features of rural poverty, 

particu larly in drought-prone areas of Ethiopia. Poverty is widespread in both rural 

and urban areas. However, the magnitude is much greater in drought-prone rural 

areas than in urban areas . The problem of food insecurity in rece nt years has 

worsened with around 14 million people requiring emergency food aid . The major 

causes of food insecurity in Ethiopia include land degradation, recurrent drought, 

and population pressure and subsistence agricultural practices cha racte ri zed by low 

input and low output. 

Cognizant of th is fact the Government of Ethiopia has decided that there is an 

urgent need to address the basic food needs of food insecu re households via a 

productive safety net system financed through multi-year predictable resources, 

rather than th rough a system dominated by emergency humanita ri an aid. Moreover, 

the Government seeks to shift th e fin ancing of the programme from food aid to 

cash . On this bas is, within the framework of the national Food Security Prog ramme, 

which emphasizes the three interrelated pillars of food secu rity that add ress food 

availability. access to food and utilization, the Governmen t has decided to develop 

the new Prod uctive Safety Net Programme. 

The objec tives of the Ethiopian Productive Safety Net Prog ramme (PSNP) are to 

provide transfers to the food in secure population in chro nically food Insecure 
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woredas in a way that prevents asset depletion at th e household level and creates 

assets at the communi ty level. The Programme will thus address immediate human 

needs whi le simu ltaneously (i) supporting the rural transformation process. (ii) 

preventing long-term consequences of short-term consumption shortages, (iii) 

encourag ing households to engage in production and investment, and (iv) 

promoting market development by increasing household purchasing power. 

3.3.2 Program approach : Linkages w ith Other Food Security Programme and 

broader woreda development interventions. 

Review of the productive safety Net prog ram document revealed that the program is 

designed in such a way that it is one of the components of the Government's Food 

Security Program (FSP), and as such, is an in tegra l feature of a coherent food 

security investment strategy for chronically food insecure woreda of th e country. 

Thu s, Safety Net program is objectively linked to the Food Security Program and 

broader woreda development interventions. Indeed, it is considered to be a way of 

ach ieving the food security objecti ves of the country within a short period of time. 

The integration of the Safety Net prog ram wi th the government's Food Security 

Program (FSP) is further manifested by the fact tha t those beneficiaries of Safety 

Net Program shou ld be the first to benefii on priority basis from other Food Security 

Program interventions so that the rate and probability of graduation for a household 

would be improved. Similarly, the link of the program to broader woreda 

development interventions is evidenced in that the safety net will also be used 

mostly for acti vi ties that lay the foundation for fu ture productivity improvemen ts for 

the community as a whole . According to the prog ram document, productive safety 

net program is a short term protection scheme which supports th e product ivity of 

other food security options in add ition to protecti ng depletion of HH assets. That is 

why th e word "prod uctive" is used to show the role of safety net program on food 

security ac ti vi ties (MoARD 2004 and MOFED 200552). See also Figure 1 on next 

page. 
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Figure 1: Safety Net and Other Food Security and Development Programmes 
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3.3.3 Prog ramme Coverage and Beneficiaries 

FOOD SECURITY 

Since Ethiopia's Safety Net Prog ramme is pa rt of its Food Security Programme, it is 

targeted to those woredas identified as being chronically food insecure. The 

bonoficiClrios of th o Prog ramme are the food insecure population living in these 

chronica ll y food insecure woreda; resource-poor and vulnerabl e to shocks, and 

often fa il to produce enough food even at times of normal rains in the country. This 

figure is currently est imated to be about 8 million people. The Productive Safety Net 

Programme is designed to be implemented in rural areas only. For planning 

purposes a number of woredas have been identified as chro nically food insecure. 

Within th ese woredas, the focus will be on chronical ly food insecure households For 

the purposes of the Sa fety Net, a wored a is co nsidered as chron ica lly food insecure 

if it (a) is in one of 8 regions (Tig ray, Amhara, Oromiya, SNNPR, Afar, Somali, rura l 

Harare and Dire Dawa), and (b) has been a recipient of food aid for a signi fi cant 

period, generally for at least each of th e last 3 years. According to tile Disaster 

Prevention and Prepared ness Agency's (DPPA) list of woerdas, 262 woredas 

curren tl y sa tisfy the two conditions stated above (see th e lis t of woredas in program 

documents). 

3.3.4 Programme Components 

Public Works and Direct Support are the two components of the Productive Safety 

Net Programme. Some communi ties will spend nearly all of th e Safety Net 
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resources on Public Works. However, commun ities with a high share of widows or 

female-headed households wi ll inevitably use more resources for Direct Support. 

For the purposes of implementation, there are no strict criteria fo r the division of 

resources that go to Publ ic Works or Direct Support. But, el igibility to Direct Support 

is gu ided by strict and narrow selection cri teria. (See the targeting section below on 

detailed selection criteria ). 

3.3.5 Institutional Arrangements 

The implementation manual properly recogn izes the importance of inst itutional 

arrangements for the proper implementation of the program. In effect, the 

institutional framework is clea rly defined together wi th th e roles, responsibilities and 

membership compos ition of the institutions. Besides, the minimum institutional 

capacity requirements for implementing the Safety Net Programme is addressed in 

the manual (See Annex-4 on Institutiona l Framework, Membersh ip. Roles and 

Responsibi lities of the Institutions and Key Capacity Issues). 

3.3.6 Targeting Beneficiaries 

3.3.6 .1 Targeting Methods/Approaches/ 

According to the Federal Democratic Republ ic of Ethiopia. Ministry of Agricul ture 

and Rural Development (MOARD), administrati ve, community, self, and combining 

administrative and community targe ting methods have been appl ied in the selection 

of eligible participants (MOARD, 2004 10-1 6). The major points of the manual are 

sta ted below brie fly. 

a) Administrative Targeting 

Admini stra ti ve targeting is a process of selecting safety net beneficiaries by a 

specia ll y formed administrative body using object ive and standardized indicators 

derived from reliable database. The criteria used by administrative targeting may be 

presented in two broad ca tegories. These are di rect ind ividual assessment, and 

Personal or demographic charac teri stics such as age , gender, marital status. 

disabili ty or geographic zones. Fou r bodies are envisaged to decisively take part in 

th e select ion process at diffe rent levels. These are: Woreda Food Security Task 

Force (WFSTF), Kebele Council. Kebele Food Security Task Force (KFSTF), and 

Community Food Security Task Force (CFSTF). 

n, · Idt'ra MIII/ri . _'fll/: 
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b) Community Targeting 

Community targeting is a method of selecting safety net Programme benefi ciaries 

by the community based on their own knowledge about the food security situation of 

th eir locality area and of each other on individual bas is. According to the program 

document, th e most important condition for implementing community targeting is th e 

existence of the stru cture and cultu re that encourage people to speak freely and 

openly in its pure form . Community targeting needs little or no intervention from 

ad ministrative bod ies. 

Unlike administrative targeting, community targetin g heavil y relies on local 

knowledge. Since local knowledge va ries from area to area , to this effect according 

to the Programme document , establishing a single set of national criteria is difficu lt 

or may not be necessary. 

c) Self-targeting 

This mode of targeting in volves neither administ rative nor community targeting. 

Able-bodied pe rsons chose to participate in publ ic works . Labor poor households 

also present themselves for di rect benefits. Their decision is based on a comparison 

of the costs and benefits of alternatives available at a given time. 

d) Combining Administrative and Com munity Targeting: A pragmatic 

Approach to Targeting 

Given the argu men ts presented above, the pure form of administrative or 

, communi ty target ing are not prac tical. Th is ca lls for a pragmatic approach to 

targeting that combines the two. The following figure is an il lustration how one can 

visualize th e combined admini strative and community targeting method. Circle A 

and B des ignate administrative and community ta rgeting respective ly. Area C is an 

area where the common features of the two methods are combined. 

In practica l terms, the combined approach is a demonstration of how the available 

household data and expe rt ise could enrich loca l knowledge to make ta rgeting more 

cos t effecti ve and minimize ta rgeting errors . 

An illustration of Comb ined Administrative and Communi ty Tarl:]eting Method is 

presented in figure 2 below, next page. 
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3.3.6.2 Criteria for Selecting Benefic iaries 

The identifica tion of elig ible households is the responsibility of each commun ity 

Food Security Task Force wh ich is described in the above section. Beneficia ry 

household are identified on the basis of the following criteri a. 

a) Basic criteria for s electi on of households 

The following basic criteria are used to select households fo r participation in the 

Safety Net Programme: 

• Households should be members of the community; 

• Those chronica liy food insecure households who have faced continuous food 

shortages (usually 3 months of food gap or more) in the last 3 years and who 

have received food assistance prior to the commencement of the PSNP . 

• This should also include households who suddenly become more food 

insecure as a resu lt of a severe loss of assets and are unab le to support 

themselves (last 1-2 yea rs); and any household without family support ?no 

other means of social protection and support. 

b) Criteria for refini ng select ion of households 

• Having made the initial selection based on the basic cri te ria , the following 

factors should be examined to verify and refine the selection of eligible 

households: 

• Status of household assets: land holding , quality of land, food stock , etc; 

• Income from non-agricul tu ra l activities and alternative employment; 

• Support! remittances from re latives or community. 
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c) Updating the li st of beneficiary households. 

A more comprehensive targeting exe rcise was co nducted in late 2005 and 

cons titutes the new baseline Safety Net list. Each community FSTF will update and 

adjust the li st of eligible households twice a yea r (a t t.he beg inn ing of the 

prog ramme cycl e in September/Octobe r, and in April/May). In September/October 

of each subsequen t yea r, the co mmunity updates this list so as to co rrect errors of 

inclusion and exclus ion and to include a household who suddenly becomes 

ch ronical ly food insecure due to bad luck and who does not have other means of 

support. In April /May of each year th e community wil l undertake a mid-year needs 

assessment using the above procedur~s, and for th e same goals . At any time 

duri ng th e yea r, the list can be updated based on a successful appeal process at 

the kebele or woreda levels. 

d) Targeting and Graduation 

Graduation is a key goal of th e Gove rnment to whi ch the Safety Net programme 

contributes. Consequentl y, graduation is an overall goal but not criteria fo r 

targeti ng. Household s will not be excluded because they face challenges in 

graduation --- they will be targeted on the basis of their poverty. Graduation is a 

long-te rm process lhat wi ll not be possible if on ly PSNP resources are ava ilable. It 

requires the same households to receive oth er food security Programme 

interventions. and other development interventions. In any given yea r, th e needs of 

a household as well as its eligibil ity for Public W orks or Direct Support wi ll be 

affected by birth s and deaths as well as ageing of individuals. However, there will 

be households, especially those benefiting from the Direct Support component th at 

will not be able to graduate. 

3.3.7 Amount and Choice of Reward '/Paym ent Procedure 

3,3.7.1 Amount 

Payments to beneficiary food insecure households will be carried out through both 

direct payments (cash) and coupon on the bas is of the following procedures : 

Wages for Public Works: The wage will be 6 birr per day and may be adjusted 

according to market cond itions. When the delivery is in kind, the payment wil l be 3 

kgs of grain per day plus pu lses and oil'. The Federal Government to regions and 
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woredas wil l communica te any revision to the food or cash wage rate. Seasonality 

and deferred payments is also possible following certain procedures and the 

decision is taken after consultation wi th the community 

Direct Support: The transfers to direct support beneficiaries can be in food or in 

cash. The amount transferred to beneficjary individuals is equivalent to those paid 

to ind ividuals participating in public works. The same payment procedures , including 

deferred payments, as for the publ ic works component will apply. 

3.3 .7.2 Choice of Payment : When to choose Cash and/or Food as Mode of 

Payment 

The Woreda FSTF makes a request for specific types of resources (cash and/or 

food as the means of transfers to households), for each Kebele considered 

chronica lly food insecu re, to the Regional Food Security Steering Committee. The 

Regional Food Security Steering Committee will th en reconcile these requests with 

resource avai lab ility fro m th e federal allocat ion and allocate resources to each 

woreda . Afte r approval by th e Reg ional Council, the ove rall request for resources 

wi ll be sent to the Federa l level as part of. th e Regiona l Safety Net budget plan. 

It is poss ible for a single woreda to decide to make payments in cash in some 

kebeles and in food in other kebeles, depending on the following factors. As a 

general starting point, cash should be given after the harvest when food is in good 

supply and food should be given in the hungry period leading up to the harvest 

when food is sca rce. 

Table 6: Factors to Consider when Choosing Cash and/or Food as Payment/Benefit 

Transfer Factors to Consider 

• Nea r food surplus areas (in same or neighbouring woreda) 
Cash • Availab ility of. acti ve food markets 

• Preferences of the community 
• Cash management capaci ty (presence of finance officers, cashiers, 

f--
safes, transport, and security at woreda level). 

• Preferences of the community 
Food • Absence of food markets near food insecure kebeles leading to a 

devalued transfer 
• Lack of experience in cash management and bet ter food 

management capaci ty 

Source: MOARD. 2006(revlsed) 
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3.3 .8 Monitoring and Eva lu at ion 

The programme implementation guideline has clearly sets the M&E system. This 

system is a component of an integrated system dealing with the entire food security 

portfolio, which is being developed separately, and for which the detailed 

specifica tions wil l be defined in due course . Accordingly, monitoring of PSNP refers 

to a regular fl ow of information on inputs uti lization and programme participation, 

whereas eva luat ion includes both assessment of the success and constraints of 

process and analysis of the impact of programme components on outcome 

measures. Furthermore , while monitoring is the responsibility of each management 

unit, eva luation is general ly undertaken ' by partners, including independent units , 

and based on a sub-sample of the overall programme (See also Annex-4 for detai ls 

on M&E System). 

3.4 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY 

Critical review th e theoretical and empirical literature reveal s that the Ethiopian 

PSNP, as a component of the broad Food Security Programme, is geared towards 

maximizing synergies between livelihood protection and livelihood prom otion 

outcomes. In other words, the PSNP has two major thrusts: preventing depletion of 

assets of ch ronical ly food insecu re hous~11Ulds and asset creation for food insecure 

and vulnerable communities. 

However, as stated in the introductory part, the scope of this study delimited to deal 

with the livelihood protection i.e. the household level outcome of the PSNP. To this 

end th e programme put in place, in its implementation guideline, rules that govern 

the implementation process . This is presented in Figure 3, on the following page. 
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Figure 3: Conceptual Framework of the Study 
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It is in view of the above cor) ceptual framework that the study attempts to identify 

achievements , gaps , and prospects of the PSNP. 

To start with, the Ethiopian producti ve sa fety net transfers , as dep icted above, 

intend to rescue household asset depletion . The income transfers target ch ronica lly 

food insecure households , and this could be either through direct support or public 

works to a household. The concern of the study, in relation to income trans fers, is 

on the effect of th e tra nsfer on the household 's asset protection rega rdless of its 

source; i.e. from public work or direct injections. 

Meanwh ile, effecti ve attainment of any programme in genera ! a ~d the PSNP in 

particu lar necess itates devising appropriate rules that govern, the implel-:lentation 

process . Cogn izant of this , the PSNP has designed rules that lead towa rds the 

atta inment of anticipated results. Specifica lly, the document clearly defined the 

necessary insti tut ional arrangeillents with their roles and responsibil it ies as weil as 

the minimum capacity requirements. Household level targeting criteria <l r:d the 

decis ion making framework for th e actu al targeting process is also well stipula ted. 

I ~ 
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Furthermore, issues related to payments, parti cularl y the modality, amoun t and 

timing of income transfers are clearl y stated in the document together with 

procedural issues. Last but not least, a mon itoring and evaluation system is devised 

as pa rt of the effort to properl y track progresses. 

Th is study investigates whether the envisaged rul es are materialized at grass root 

levels and whether the effects, so far, are encouraging to realize overall 

developmental objective of the programme. To this end , the implementation 

guideline will serve as a benchmark fo r comparing expectations or established rules 

wi th rea lities on the ground. 

As far as achievement of outcomes is concerned, th e study also tries to assess 

whether the implementation process is on the right track to best achieve the 

intended outcome of protect ing asset depletion of the targeted benefi ciaries. It is to 

be reca lled that the implementation of the PSNP has been underway since the yea r 

2005. Although it is too ea rl y to evaluate the long te rm developmental outcomes at 

thi s early stage, the study is based on the opinion that it is possible to assess the 

immediate outcomes as this stage. Indeed, the intention is not to judge the 

programme implementation as success or fa ilure process. Rather, based on an 

assessment of the programme's effect on asset protect ion, the study can identify 

achievements and gaps thereby suggesting pertin ent strategic ideas for a better 

and sound implementation of the programme. 

Thus, due emphasis wi ll be given if the programme implementation is making 

invaluable contributions towards asset protection at household level. To this effect, 

th e study utilizes the live lihood ·framework by DFID 2002 as quoted in Jenden 

(2002:42), wh ich identifies five core asset categories or types of capita l upon which 

livelihoods are built. These are Human', Physical, Financial, Social and Natural 

Capitals which are also recognized by the PSNP. Thus, attempt will be made to 

assess if these asset bases of beneficiary households were protected from 

dep letion or not as an index for tracking the programme's success. Besides, indirect 

effects, if any, of the programme that are linked to asset protection wil l also be 

assessed . 
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Furth ermore, negative effects, though undesirable are likely to result from 

implementing a programme like the PSNP. Indeed, such undesirable outcomes 

wou ld be either expected or unexpected at the stage of program designing. In 

relation to this, the study also assesses these effects that would hinder the success 

of the prog ramme. In connection to thi s, dependency syndrome is treated as 

undesirable negative, but expected, effect of the programme fo r the mere reason 

that it is recognized as such in the PSNP document. Moreover, the study wi ll also 

uncover unexpected effects, if any, that are witnessed in the course of 

implementation . Finally, the study might co me up with issues re lated to programme 

design, if the findings dictate it to do so. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY AREA AND 

SAMPLE RESPONDENTS 

4.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY AREA 

A .1 .1 Geography and Natural Resources 
Lemo woreda is one of the woreda located in Hadiya zone in SN NPR The woreda 

is approximately located between 70 23'02" to 70 56'00" North Latitude and 370 

50'00" East to 38007'00" East Longitude is relatively bounded by KambataTambaro 

zone in the South, Silte zone in the North East, Misha woreda of Hadiya in th e North 

West and Soro woreda of Had iya zone and Lemo woreda as their capital. 

According to the 1 :50,000 topographic maps, elevation of the woreda ranges 

between 1780 m.a.s.1 around Bilate Riv'er in the south eastern part of the zone. 

Having th is altitudinal range, the whole wo reda is divided into three major trad itional 

agro-ecological zones namely, kolla (iow land), Woina Dega (mid land) and Dega 

(highland) (Strengthening Emergency Response Abilities (SERA) Project: 2002) 

(See Annex-2 Map of the study area- Lemo Woreda) . 

As study indicates month s between July and September are the majo r rainy months 

for Lemo woreda while May and June are the second rainy months with some 

amount. Months between Decembers to April ClrP. usually dry in Lema wh en most 

people face shortage of drinking water for themselves and their livestock. For th e 

highland farmers main ly depend 6n Belg rain for their cereal production , absence of 

rain in March means an indicator of drought probability in the area where as heavy 

rain at September and October is a symptom of wet shock for the lower Woina 

Dega(midland) who mainly depend on Maher crops such as wheat and barely(ibid ). 

4.1.2 Settlement History and Population 

Though written documents are not avail able to indicate the actual time of the first 

settlement, current population density and settlement patterns witness that the area 

was settled since long ago. The absence of natural forests as well as highly - . . 

depleted soils in the area are another evidence that the area has been invaded by 

human being for considerably long ye~rs. The 1985 resettlement program that 

displaced several thousands to .the northwestern part of the country namely to 

Metekel and Gambela was also the result of long settlement history (SERA, 2002). 
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Before int rod ucing Lelllo, it Illay be essential to say sOlllething about the Hadiya 

Zone where Lern o is located. The naille Hadiya derived frolll the dorninant ethn ic 

group residing in the zone. Hadiya is one of densely populated zones in the 

southern nation, nationalities and people's Region and also .in Ethiopia. According 

to socio-economic profile study of the zone, the total zona l population projected to 

be 1209279 in 2005/06. Corn pa red to its total area of 3700 .10 krn2, the crude 

population densi ty of Hadiya is about 357 persons per klll2 in 2005/06.The zonal 

capital Hossana is about 230 kilometers to the south of Addis Ababa the Nation's 

capital (HZFEDMD: 2006) 
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Source: LemD Woredo Administration 

As can be seen from the above administrat ive map, Lemo woreda is bordered in the 

North with Si lte zone, and with Shashogo woreda in the east and southeast. There 

are a tota l of 52 Kebele Administrations under the Woreda with their own KA 

councils .(Complete list of these is presented in Annex5 , List of Kebele 

Administrations under the study area-Lemo Woreda) 

By Tejera Molla, 2007 47 



J\\"hlL'\,L'llwnts" { i;lJ'''' ;lIld PmSpL'<.."h ortliL' 1)l(u h,cli\"l" Sa fi..' ty Nt,! Prograllllll l"tllltlPI<l : 

nit" ("w.!.:. oj 1 . ..,1/0 WOrl "dll" I ladiu 1.r: " (,,_.(';NNI)~ 

Accord ing to til e project ion made in 2006 based on 1995 population and housing 

census result , population of Lemo Woreda is 211 833. Compared to its total area of 

494 Sq. km, crude densi ty is abou t 499 persons per Sq. km (Ibid). 

4.1.3 Institutions and/or Organizations 
Tilere are different formal and informal institutions that are one way or another 

contributing to the development and welfare of the communities in Lemo Woreda. 

With regards to the fo rmal institutions, the local government; i.e ., the Lemo Woreda 

Administration is at th e forefron t in planning for, coordination as well as 

implementation of different development interventions in the Woreda. The 52 KAs 

under the woreda are also with th eir own KA counci ls. 

The Woreda is led by a Council, comprising of 9 cabinet members. Woreda 

Counci l/Ca binet is responsible to play leadership roles , mainly, in relation to the 

socio-economic activitie s as well as to ensure the maintenance of peace and order 

in the area. There are also sectoral/line offi ces and desks that are dedicated to play 

different local development activities in genera l and to coord inate and/or implement 

va rious food-security related programs, including the PSNP. These are, among 

others, the Woreda Agricultu re and Rural Development Office (WARDO) Woreda 

Food Security Desks (WFS D), Woreda Office of Finance and Economic 

Development (WoFED), Woreda Sectoral Offices (Line Offices). These include 

woreda offices and desks of Rural Roads, Water, Natural Resource Management, 

Education, Health , Cooperative Promotion and Women's Affairs. Besides, a Woreda 

Food Security Task Force (WFSTF) was established, two years ago, as a lead 

institution for food securi ty program and with central role and respon sib il ity in 

relat ion to the safety net prog ram in the woreda. However, the task force is reported 

to be non-functional. 

There are also non governmental-development organizations that are operating in 

the woreda. There is one international NGO, named as, World Vision, and Ethiopia 

that is working in areas of food security. Besides, faith-based organizations like tile 

Evangelical Church and Ethiopian Catholic Secretariat that are operating in the 

area, particularly in service provisions like education, health and water. 

Furthermore, Love in Action Ethiopia is an indigenous NGO that is currently 
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HIV/AIDS prevention and control. Besides, Hadiya Development Association, 

ethnic-based association th at is dedicated to contribute for the development 

endeavors of Hadiya, is also operating in the woreda. Micro-finance institutions, 

wh ich are government-owned and operated, also exist in the woreda wi th the 

primary objective of provid ing credits and saving services. 

As far as informal institutions are concerned, Eddirs, which are indigenous self-help 

associations, also exist as elsewhere in the country. Besides, church-based self -

help institutions also play key roles in transferring resources, particu larly in times of 

droughts and shock periods. 

4.1.4 The History of th e Productive Safety Net Program and other Food 
Security Options in Lemo Woreda . 
In Lemo woreda starting from 1976/77 E.C. some disasters prevention projects 

were established and expanded to include th e food security projects (FSP) which 

consisted a Food For work Program (FFW) and Employment Generation Schema 

(EGS). This examined the underlying food secu rity problems in the area, and 

explored the releva nce of safety net program as a means to address the problem. 

At the moment Government is irying to cope WP food insecurity through giving 

emphas is to the new integrated rural development packages such as, Agricu ltural 

exten sion, rural social services provision (health), educa tion, wate r, and 

telecommu nication), feeder road construction, Natural resource management, and 

Ru ral credit schemas at woreda level. Hence, the Productive Safety Net Program 

interven tion to add ress the food insecuri ty at community and household level has 

been implemented since 2005 in Lemo woreda is also an integ ral part of the 

government rural development packages in general and food security option in 

pa rticu lar. 

Out of th e 52 KAs under the Lemo Woreda, 42 kebeles Vlere identified as 

chron ically vulnerable to shocks, hence have been targeted by the PSNP since the 

yea r 2005. As stated in the program implementation manual, the program has two 

components. These are public work direct supports. In both ca ses the mode of 

payment is in cash. The number of benefic iaries and amount of payment at woreda 

level for th e year 2006 are presented in Table 7. 
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Table 7: Contribution of Productive Safety Net Program 

Program Beneficiary HH heads Total family members included Amount Paid 
components in the program (in ETB) 

Male Female Total Male Female Total 
Public work 3531 1295 4826 10401 8866 19261 3466980 
Direct support 375 504 879 594 810 1404 252720 
Total 3906 1799 5705 10995 9676 20761 3,114,300 

Source: 2006 annual report of Lemo woreda Rural and Agriculture Development Office. 

4,2 DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE RESPONDENTS 

4.2.1 Basic Household Characteristics 

4.2.1.1 Headship 

Wh ile two-third (74%) of the total respondents are male-headed, the remaining one­
third (26%) is found to be female-headed households. This is as presented in Fig-4 
below. This is found to be comparable to the national average for headship , one out 
of four rural households are female-headed (CSA: 1994). 

Figll rt· 4 HeadshiJl 
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4.2 .1.2 Household s ize 
As presented in the table 8 below, the mean size of benefi ciary and non-benefi ciary 

HHs is 6.73 and 8.4 1 respectively. Comparison of thi s with national average HH 

size, which is approximately 5, ind icates tha t overwhelming majority of the residents 

accommodate household members that exceed th e national average. 

Table 8: Household Size by Category of Respondents 

Household category Household size 
Maxim Minim Mean 

Beneficiaries 16 0 6.73 - --
Non-beneficia ri es 16 2 8.4 1 

-
Total 16 0 7.22 

- --
Source: Household survey 
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Comparison of HH size for the two categories of the respondents (beneficiaries and 

non beneficiaries), however, reveals that the size for the category of non­

beneficiaries exceeds that of beneficiaries HHs. 

4.2 .1.3 Age and Labour capacity 

The age of the sampled respondents has also been assessed. Survey results show 

that th e med ian age for HH heads is 35. Fu rth ermore, th e survey result in the 

fo llowing ta ble 9 show that, 94.9% of the household heads are in the productive age 

interval (15-65) i.e. able to do full adult workload. Only 5. 1 % are under dependant 

age ca tegory (above 65). 

Table 9: Age category of Household Heads. 

Age category Household category Total Count 
Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries and % 
Count and % Count and % 

15-65 11 2(67) 47(27.9) 159(94.9) 
66 and above 7(4 ) 2( 1. 1 ) 9(5. 1 ) 
Tota l 119(71) 49(29) 168(100) 

Source: Household survey 
Note- Numbers in the brackets are percentages. 

4.2.1.4 Educational status 

Educational status of the HH heads show that out of 119 beneficiaries 46% are 

illi terate, while 10% can only read and write. The remaini ng 40% and 4% completed 

elemen tary and secondary high schools respectively. Similarly, out of 49 non­

beneficiaries, only 16% can read and write wh ile 45% are illiterate. The remai ning 

37% and 2% compl eted primary and secondary school level respective ly. 

Table 10: Educational status of sample Household hea ds 

Educational Status of HH Household category Tota l 
heads Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries 

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

Read and write 11 10 8 16 19 11 
Not read and write 55 46 22 45 77 46 
Elementar~ 48 40 18 37 66 39 
Second_ar~_ 5 4 1 2 6 4 

-
Total 11 9 100 49 100 168 100 --- -

Source : Household survey 
In th e above table for both HH categories, th e number of illiterate and elementary 

school leve l take the I.ion share wh ile those who can read and write, and secondary 

level are very small in number. 
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4.2.2 Food Security Status and Livelihood Condition of the Households 
Defining th e statu s of food security require deep calculation about direct indicators 

like calories of food intake. Calculating such figures requires a lot of data besides 

accurate reporting by th e family members regarding their income. For most of the 

rural households' income sources are intangible and unrecorded. Then. it is very 

difficult to define th e level of food insecurity clearly. As a result. the study forced to 

depend on indirect fi gures and qualitative information so as to see the level of food 

insecurity and livelihoods of the households. Such indirect indicators of food 

insecurity and livelihood condition include. size of farml and . livestock holding. 

amount of crop productions. number of meals per day. and famil y size are the 

dominant va riables which have some implication on food security. 

4.2 .2.1 Meals per day 

Acco rdingly. majority of the households in the Wored a were found either temporarily 

or permanently food insecure. The survey result shows that. the household food 

availab ility was flu ctu ating during different months in a year. From month march to 

august when households faces food shortage. households reduce the number of 

meal s per day for adults and children. This is presented in the table 11 below. 

Table 11: Number of meal s/day for adults and children during March to Augu st 2006 

Household category Counts Mean number of Mean number of 
meals/day for adults meals/day for children 

Beneficiaries 116 1.15 2.20 
Non-Beneficiaries 48 1.04 2.04 
Total 164 1.13 2.17 
Source: Household survey 

The above table shows that. both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries adult 

households eat an average of once per day during food shortage seasons. On the 

oth er hand. chi ldren those who are in school age eat on average of two times per 

day. Thi s is below the usual average number of meals (3 times per day at normal 

condition). 

4.2.2.2 Land ownership and Engagement in Farming 

According to the research conducted by SERA project in 2002. about 12.6% of the 

total households in Lemo are landless. Even for those wi th land. the average land 

holding size is very small. Accord ingly. the average land ho lding size of the 

household was 0.80 hectare. Thus. as survey resu lt ind ica ted in the following 
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summary table, out of th e tota l about 70.2% HH respondents' own land while th e 

remaining 29.8% have no land . Further more, about 57% of the respondents are 

engaged in farming whereas the reaming 43% are not engaged on farming act ivities 

(see Table 12). 

Table 12: Ownership of land and Enqaqement in farminq 
Household cateaorv Total 

Ownership Beneficia ries Non-beneficiaries 
Count % Within HH Count % Within HH Count % 

categorv category 
Have land 84 70 .6 33 68 .8 117 70.2 
Have no land 35 29.4 16 31 .2 51 29.8 
Total 119 100 49 100 168 100 
Engagement in 
farminC] 
Enoaoed 75 63 17 42 92 57 
Not enOaOed 44 37 24 58 68 43 
Total 119 100 41 100 160 100 

Source: Household survey 

4.2 .2.3 Livestock Asset 

Accord ing to the research result of SERA project, 12.9 % of the total households in 

the Woreda do not own any livestock and 56% of the households do not have ox 

(SERA, 2002: 150). Scarcity of al l these basic resources may indicate that 

considerable proportions of th e households in Lemo Woreda are living under food 

insecurity. This fact is also strengthened by the household survey information 

presented below in table 13. 

Table13: Number of Households who own Livestock (As of 2006) 
List of Ox Bull Cow Heifer Ca lf Sheep Goat Donkey Mule Horse Poultry 

Livestock 

Count 27 6 51 26 24 57 26 8 3 2 41 

Percent 16 4 30 15 14 34 15 5 2 1 24 
of total 
Source: Household survey 

Thu s, in Lemo Woreda, as many woerdas in Ethiopia, household livestock hold ing 

is given more weight in measuring wea lth . In the sampled households, ownership of 

pack animals (donkeys, mules, horses) which owned by less than 10% of th e 

households are less important compared to ca ttle and productive livestock (cow, 

calf, ox, goat, sheep and pou ltry). In the wo reda livestock holdings show there is 

minimal animal husbandry .in the area. If we take the ownership of oxen, only 16% 

of the households have ox whereas the remaining 84% have no ox. 
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4.2.2. 4 Household Livelihood Activities and Income 

As else where in rural Ethiopia, the livelihoods of the households depend on 

undiversified economic activi ties, predominan tl y ag ri cultural productio n. Information 

obta in ed from the seconda ry sources indicates that ove r 85% of the woredas 

inhabitants are directly dependent 011 ag ri cultural economy (HZFaE DCD : 2006). 

The HH survey result is also in support of this. As indica ted in Table 14 below, 

income ea rned from sa les of agricu ltu ra l products li ke crop production, poultry 

rea ring and anima l products, which is the leading sou rce of in come both for the 

benefic iaries and non-beneficia ries. Th is is followed by employment (salari ed job, 

food for work, cash for work and domestic service) as the second important source 

of income. Whereas, sa fety net income is the th ird most important for the 

beneficiaries, it is renting-out (of land, oxen and pack animals) for the non­

benefic iaries (see Table 14 in the next page). 

Table 14: Average Annual Income by Sources (ETB) for sampled Households 

Average Annual Income 
Non Total 

Livelihood activities Beneficiary HHs Beneficiary HHs 
I 
i 

Sum Mean Sum Mean Sum Mean 
I (N=119) (N=49) (N=168) 

Renting 2905 24 1457 30 2181 27 l 
----1 

Trade 644 5 323 7 483.5 · 6 : 
--' 

Sales of Natural resources 618 5 309 6 463.5 5 ~ 
Crafts 0 0 76 2 38 1 i 
Services 70 1 95 2 82.5 I 1.5 I 

Employment 11,095 93 5567 114 8331 103.5 i 
Agricultura l income 13,4979 1134 67733 1382 101356 1258 
Safety net total 10,0620 846 0 50310 423 
Total 250,931 2,108 7,5559 1,542 16,3245 1,825 J 

Source. Household survey (Note: Agncullural mcome IS computed based on curren t local pnce 
obtained from Lema Woreda). 

Furthermore, average annual gross income of the households was also computed . 

Accord ingly, average annual income ofa household is reported to be ETB 1,825. 

Taking an average HH size of 7.2 , the per capita income/day is computed to be US 

0.08 cents, which is by far below the poverty line (1 USO/day/person). It is, however, 

important to note that even if households tend to understate their income, the low 

level of per ca pita income is attributed to the size of the households, which is higher 

even when compared with country average. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 
This part of the thesis presents findings of the study in relation to the major 

achievements and gaps that are associa ted with th e implementat ion of the 

Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP). The findings are presented and 

discussed under the following two major ca tegories: 

1] Appl icat ion of rules that have been put in place for th e implemen tation of 

the Programme (PSNP), and 

2] Programme Outcomes 

5.1 APPLICATION OF RULES OF THE PROGRAMME 

The success or fa ilure of safety- Net Programme depends on the proper application 

of the programme's rules/principles that are set to guide the implementation 

process. According ly, the Institutional arrangements, Targeting (C riteria and 

Decision Making Process), Payment related issues, and Monitoring and Evaluation 

system of the programme have been assessed to see th e discrepancy (if any) 

between the intentions and practices on the ground . 

5.1.1 Institutional Arrangements 
It is increasingly recognized that unless institutions get-right first, any programme in 

general and the PSNP in particular is less likely to be implemented as planned as 

well as to bear the antic ipated fruits. This is a fact properly considered in Ethiopia's 

PSNP implementation manual. As discussed in the literature review part of th is 

thesis, the institution al arrangement of the PSNP incorporated three co re elements. 

These are i) Inst itutional framework , ii) Roles. and responsibility of organ izations, 

and iii) Key capacities for implementing the programme. 

Institutional framework: With regards to this element of institutiona l arrangement, 

it is stipulated in the programme document that the Safety Net Programme IS a 

component of the larger Food Security Programme. Thus, food secu rity line 

agencies at every level of government will be accountable for the ove rseeing and 

coordinating th e Prog ramme, with implementation of programme activities being 

undertaken by woredas and kebeles , line ministry/agencies and other partners. The 

framework comprises federal, regional, woreda and kebele level inst itutions. 

Whereas MoARD, FSCB, FFSSC , DPPA and MoFED constitute the federal level 
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in stitutional arrangements, reg ional council/ca binet, RFFSC, BoARD, RI=SCO and 

Line Bureaus are included as reg ional level in sti tutions (See also Annex- 3 for 

detai ls on the institutiona l framework) 

As the scope of the study is confined to wored a lower leve l, the foll owing insti tutions 

comprise the insti tutional framework, wi thi n the aforementioned context, at woreda, 

kbele and community levels: 

Woreda Leve l 

The Woreda is the key level of government that determ ines needs, and undertakes 

plann ing and implementation of Safety Net activities. 

i) Woreda Council/Cabinet 

ii ) Woreda Food Secu rity Task Force (WFSTF) 

ii i) Woreda Ag ri culture and Rural Development Office (WARDO) 

iv) Woreda Food Security Desks (WFSD) 

v) Woreda Sectoral Offices (Line Offices). These include wored a offi ces and 

desks of Rural Road s, Water, Natural Resource Management, Educa tion, 

Health, Cooperati ve Promotion and Women 's Affai rs. 

vi) Woreda Office of Finance and Economic Development (WoFED) 

Kebele Leve l 

i) Kebele Counr.il/Cab inet 

ii) Kebele Food Security Task Force (KFSTF ) 

Community Leve l 

i) Commun ity Food Security Task Force (CFSTF ) 

ii) Non Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and Donor Agencies 

iii) In add ition to the above governmenta l agencies, NGOs and Donor 

agencies are recognized with certain ro les in th e implementation process of 

the Safety Net F)rogramme. 

The program implementation manual (MoARD,2006) envisages that the above 

institutions, pa rti cu larly those at woreda , kebele and community levels should be 

established for proper implementation the PSNP in targeted woredas as well as 

KAs included in the programme. Empirical findings of study also revealed that these 

institutions were establ ished in the study area (Lemo Woreda) and I(ebeles . 

Nevertheless. some of th ese institutions are found to be either weak or entirely non­

functiona l. As indicated by key informants of the stud y. some of the instiiutions. 

particularly ttle KFSTF and CFSTF. which were dedicated to play key w les in the 
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implementation process, are found only on the papers, hence not practica lly 

functional in line with the manual. Accord ing to the key in fo rmants, members of 

these malfunctioning institutions are either incompetent or ove rburdened with other 

duties and responsibil ities Bes ides, lack of awareness as well as poor-follow-up 

and support mechan isms from higher level insti tut ions; i.e . from reg ional and federal 

levels also reasons identified by the informan ts. Consequently, there is lack of 

transparency in terms of who is actually playing the ro les and responsibil ities of the 

insti tut ions, hence a loop-hole for corrupt practices or for deviation from the 

standard s th at are stipu lated in the implementation guideline. 

Roles and resp on s ibility of the Ins titutions (Arrangem ents): Apa rt from 

establ ishment of the above insti tutions , the manual also clearl y states the roles and 

responsibil ities of each of the institutions (See also Annex- 3 for details on 

Membership, Roles and Responsibil ities, MoARD, 2006). 

The reality on th e ground , however, is observed to be d iffe rent. Findings ind icate 

that some of th e institutions are properl y playing their ro les and discharging their 

responsibi lities, whereas oth ers do not. As elaborated in the following pa rag raph s, 

th e WFSD, WRDAO, WC and WoFED are among the institu tions tha t are relatively 

pe rforming well and prope rl y shou ldering their responsib iliti es. Noneth eless , the 

KFSTF, CFSTF a[1d WFSTF are among the institu tions, which are with poor 

performances in terms of playing the ro les and responsibilities ass igned to them. 

The interv iewed experts and oth er key informants agree that the WFSD, and 

WRDAO are found to be with better performan'ces . In fact, most of the informants 

argue that WF SD is performing below its potential. They commented that since the 

food security offices are well organized, better staffed with skilled professionals and 

equipped with th e necessary sufficient information, it shou ld have been active ly 

involved other than over sight ing and coordinating the programme. This, however, is 

against the manual th at the food security offi ces are vested with various 

responsibi lities in the implementation process. Besides, the WC and WoFED, 

al though over-burdened, are among th e woreda level inst itutions that are reported 

to play their parts in the programme implementation process . 
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On the other hand , a number of other institutions are not, cu rrently, in a passion to 

properly play their duties and responsibi lities. From among those institution s, the 

KFSTF, CFSTF and WFSTF are found to be defective. The problem with th e 

KFSTF and CFSTF emanates from thei r non-existence,as mentioned above. 

Consequentl y, there is no KFSTF that is formally established in the KAs. Hence, 

there is no entity to act and/or function as a decision-making body that ove rsees all 

planning and implementation of safety net activities. Similarly, at community leve l 

there is no CFSTF, which according to the manual shou lders the primary 

responsibili ty of iden ti fying beneficiaries of the PSNP as well as mobilizing the 

c6mmunity for parti cipatory plann ing exercises. It goes without saying that there are 

no arrangements, as such, to discharge th e roles and responsibi lities of these 

institutions as enumerated in the manual. Rather, individual members of the Kebele 

Cabinets and DAs are observed to act on behalf of the KFSTF and CFSTF. This, 

indeed , is commonly identified by most 'Of the key informants as creating serious 

problems in the implementation programme, particularl y targeting . 

On the oth er hand, the problem with the WFSTF is non-functioning in line with the 

implementation manual. In the stud y areas, the level of commitment of members of 

this task force is fOl,l nd to be minimal. As a result, the taskforce is rarely observed to 

make important decisions with in its mandates. In fact , this has significantly 

contributed to th e weakening and poor performance of lower-level institutions at PA 

levels. To th is end , discussion held with experts who are being engaged in the 

implementation process of th e safety-net and food security programmes indicated 

that currently the Woreda Food Security Offices are not actively involvi ng in th e 

implementation process of th e PSNP. T~is, for them, has become an obstacle for 

other lower level institutions to play th eir roles. 

In general, for the key informants, the actual role-performances and shouldering of 

responsibilities by most of the woreda and kebele level institutions is far below the 

standard s and/or expectations of the implementation manual. When asked to tell 

about possible reasons, th e key informants largely attribute the problem to lack of 

equal level commitment among the different institutions, poor supervisions from 

higher level institutions, and lack of downward accountabi lity to the community. 
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Meanwhile, the info rmants expressed that the aforementioned problems coupled 

with limited or poor coord ination and inter-functiona l integ ration has become a 

roadblock to the successful implementation of the programme. The link between th e 

institutions and informal safety net is also an issue of concern for the informants. It 

was boldl y expressed the fact that the institutional arrangement doesn't recognize 

age-old informal social inst itut ions like the Eddir and Church-based support 

mechanisms is a se rious gap that is identified as a programme design problem. 

Furthermore, NGOs and Donors are also among the institutional arrangements with 

important roles in the implementat ion process. As the role of donors is more of 

financi ng the programme, thei r role in the local level implementation process is not 

as such sign ificant. The stud y, however, assessed the actual contribution of NGOs 

in supportin g the implementation process in the woreda. As stated in the manual, 

the implementation of th e PSNP should utilize and benefit from the partic ipation of 

non-governmental actors having relevant capacity, experience and experti se. 

However, findings reveal that nOne of the international and local NGOs operating in 

the woreda are involved in the program. Accord ing to the key informants , an 

internat iona l NGO named World Vis ion is working on food-security and there are 

few local NGOs, predominantl y faith-based, which are engaged in serv ice delivery 

like educat ion, hea lth and potable water supply. But, no one of these non­

governmental deve lopment actors are providing the envisaged support to the 

program in the woreda. This, according to most informants is because of the wildl y 

held belief that PSNP is the sole responsibility of the government. Besides, exist ing 

poor partnership relationship among all actors of development in the woreda is 

another facto r. 

Key capacities for implementing the programme: It is stated In the 

implementation manual that as the PSNP is multi-faceted, proper planning and 

capacity are essential for its proper ,implementation . Woredas have different 

capacities to develop and implement cash management systems. The following is a 

list of critica l capacity dimensions that woredas need to develop in order to 

implement the Safety Net Programme. The second group of recommended 
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capacities below will enhance the quality of programme implementat ion. (See also 
Annex- 3 for details on capacity issues, MoARD, 2006). 

i) Critical Capac ity Dimensions of Woredas 

• Presence of food security and DPP desk offi cers, or an Agriculture and Ru ral 
Development Office, at the woreda level; 

• Finance officers in the woreda . 

• Availabi lity of technical staff in the woreda; natural resource specia lists (e.g. 
soil and water conservation); field technicians. 

• Storage faci lities such as Rubb Halls and wa rehouses (DPPA, NGO, 
cooperative, private storage capacHy). 

• Sufficient numbers of cashiers at woreda to visit multiple kebele sites for 
·payment 

• Presence of sufficient DAs in Safety Net kebeles. 
• Availabi lity of store/warehouse keepers at storage sites. 
• Avai lability of means of transport, e.g. bicycles, mules, motorbikes, camel s, 

pick-up trucks. 

• Facil itate arrangements for regular and timely repair and maintenance of 
vehicles. 

• Kebele-Ievel participatory plans identifying commun ity priorities. 
ii) Recommended Capacities 

• Avai lability of infrastructure, e.g. rural roads, bridges that link woredas to 
zonal centres; 

• Availability of banks at zonal centre or certified rural micro-finance institutions 
(MFl s) at woreda level; 

• Avai labil ity of telecommunications at least at the woreda centre; 
As stated in the manual, Woreda and Kebele level staff and safety net personnel 
need to have sufficient documentation related to safety nets, and necessary 
planning and technical gu idelines. If woredas do not have these minimum capacities 
they will be assisted to acquire them before the transfer activities start. However, 
the programme also recognizes, given that woredas have different capacities, and 
they shou ld implement safety net activities that are appropriate for their level of 
capacity. As woredas develop more capllcity, they will move towards improving the 
integration of safety net plans into Woreda Development Plans, and implementing 
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more effective safety net activitie s and increasing the share of transfers provided to 

households in cash versus food as appropriate. 

In view of the above facts, the study assessed the capaci ty related issues in an 

attempt to check whether the minimum capaci ties and th e recommendations for 

enhanced level of implementa tion are in place in the Woreda. Find ings revea l tha t 

the majority of the minimum capacities stated in the manual are ava ilable in the 

woreda. However, there are also bottlenecks in terms of capacity. The highest 

decision making body- woreda counc il is overburdened by different activities. In 

most cases activities related to PSNP we re given least priority. 

Furthermore, resources pa rticularl y vehicles and professionals we re assigned to 

perform other activities. Th is resul ted in delayed decisions and related 

complica tions in prog ramme implementation. In addition to this, due to lack of 

adequate technica l staff as well as high staff turnover the programme is not 

benefi ting from the suppo rt by technical staff, pa rticu larl y in the decision making 

process of woreda council . Consequently, most of the decisions made by th e 

counc il are pol itica ll y tu ned with less considerations of technica l aspect. In oth er 

words, sensi tivity to pol itical ad ministration is given higher weight by the local 

officia ls rather than making technica lly sound decisions for the proper 

implementation of the program. Findings also show that al though capaci ty building 

trainings have been organ ized and provided, most of the trainings were held for 

short durations and lack consistency. In relation to this, those key info rmants who 

participated in the train ings were asked to evaluate the trainings in terms of the 

relevance, content, methodology etc. Almost all agreed th at the trainings are of 

relevance, but emphasised that the contents and ways the trainings provided were 

not appropriate for low level staffs. According to them, th e trainings also lack 

diversity. More importantl y, how to mainstreaming cross-cutting issues like gender 

and envi ronment were not included in the training programs . It was also pointed out 

that these factors have far reaching implications on the effective implementation of 

rules and responsibi lities · by different concerned bod ies that are organized at 

different levels. Moreover; it is li ke ly that they may impede the success of the 

By Tejera Molla, 2007 61 



, 

,\ c h it'\'c Illt' rll:-., ( iaps ;111d PrIlSptT! S of the Product ivc Sa fel y Nl' l Pmg r;lIll ill I:, h iopia : 

JJ/I' ( 'II.\(' f!! ~'J/I(J 11'0/"('(10, lIadia ZOI/('. SNNI'!!.:~ 

programme as well as result in undesirable outcomes, as most of th e informants 

pointed out. 

In general, information generated through Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and 

household survey also corroborates with the above facts obtained from the key 

informants. The discussants did not believe that appropriate and competent persons 

are represented in the task force. Besides, the problem of representation at the 

KFSTF level was identified as a serious issue. According to them, even if, is the 

KFSTF is non-functional, its failure to ensure fair representation of commun ity has 

resulted in mistrust and/or lack of con fidence in the institutions among the 

community members. Furthermore, respondents of the survey repeated ly 

mentioned that, in the name of KFSTFs, techn ica l staffs like DAs are dominant and 

influential in the course of the implementation process (See also Table 19, in part 

5. 1.2.2 Decision Making Process). 

Discussants of the FGDs also outlined that the problem of high turn-over of 

technica l staff among most of the institutions is a serious problem. Besides, 

administrative instability resu lting frequent replacement of kebele counc il members 

is aggravating the problem. This, accord ing to them, is a result of the political 

evaluation and corruption related problems. Furthermore, the level of awareness 

about PSNP is also a serious issue for the discussants . Members of the Kebele 

councils, besides, th e community at large lacks the knowledg e, thus is a, victim of 

distorted perceptions about the programme. 

From the ongoing discussion it is clea r that the need for appropriate institutional 

arrangements for proper implementation of the PSNP is wel l recogn ized and clearly 

defined in the implementation manual. Such commitment and/or action by the 

government is, indeed, in line with the theoretica lly and empirica ll y proven roles of 

institutions. To this end , the fact that 'institutions should get right' for the success of 

a program (Helmsing, 2001 and Ross-Larson, 2003) is established in the literature 

part of this thesis. Albeit the aforementioned efforts by the government, the findings 

of this study revealed th at, even though there are some encouraging efforts, the 

actual performances of the local level institutions is far below expectations . 

According to the findings , th e problems are largely attributed to poor follow-
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up/supervision, inadequate level of awareness, unequal level of commitment , 

capacity constraints, part icularly in terms of huma'n resources as well as lack of 

downward accountabi lity to the publ ic. 

Meanwh ile, as stated in the literatu re, poor performing institutions are likely to 

con tribute to disgusting results of a prog ram. Owing to thi s fact, it is sound to argu e 

that any possible problems to th e success of the PSNP in the woreda is, at least, 

pa rtl y attributed to the unsatisfactory level of institutional performance thereof. 

5.1.2 Household Targeting: Criteria an<;l Decision Making 
In order to effect ively use the limited resources ava ilable and to reach the intended 

beneficiaries a strong consideration of targeting is required. Accord ing to the 

MoARD targeting manual high lighted in the review part, PSNP is a combinat ion of 

both administrative and community targeting intervention from which the chronically 

food insecu re households are se lected to participate in public works or receive 

direct support. This holds tru e when people have better awareness about th e 

objective of the prog ramme , and when there is transparency with responsible 

bodies and community. Thu s, Targeting Criteria appl ied and the Decision Making 

Process is worth discussing. In what follows; findings of the study associated with 

the cri teria and the decision making process of the household level targeting in the 

PSNP implementation process. 

5.1.2 .1 Targeting Criteria 

The implementation manual of the Safety Net Programme put certa in cri teria that 

will guide the targeting process and the decision to select beneficiary households. 

Accordingly the following are some of the bas ic criteria that are clearl y stipul ated in 

the programme implementation manuai: i) households should be members of th e 

community; ii) those chronica lly food insecure households who have faced 

continuous food shortages (usually 3 months of food gap or more) in the last 3 

years and who have received food ass istance prior to the commencement of tile 

PSNP programme; ' iii) households WllO suddenly become more food insecure as a 

result of a severe loss of assets and are unable to support themselves (last 1-2 

years); and iv) any household without famil y SUppOlt and other means of social 

protection and su pport. 

c:-:::-:--.---.----
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Besides, having made the initial selection based on the above basic criteria, th ere 

are factors that should be examined to verify and refine the selection of eligibl e 

households. These include statu s of household assets (land holding, quality of land , 

food stock); income from non -ag ri cultural activities and alternati ve employmen t; and 

support/remittances from relati ves or com munity. 

To start with, the survey resu lt shows mixed signals. When asked the beneficiary 

respondents about the targeting criteria practiced in the Woreda, for the majority 

(79%) of respondents, as indicated in table 15 below, the beneficiary selection 

criteria adopted in the PSNP programme undertaken by government in Lemo 

Woreda was implemented by giving more emphas is for Issues like, absence of 

family support or remittance, ownership of livestock , having old age , fe male headed 

households, and loss of assets and inabil ity to support themselves. Yet, th e 

remaining, 21 % of the beneficia ri es respond that the criteria and the actual selection 

process were qu ite flexible and subject ive . Accord ingly, participation on other food 

aid programmes, disabled household members, off-farm income, landlessness and 

less productivity of land , have not rece ived food aid and emergency, and absence 

of enough food were given less emphasis than the issues mentioned previously. 

Acco rding to th e manual however these criteria are stated as basic and the most 

influential. These reasons with long list of possible responses are su mmarized in 

the table below. 

Table 15: Beneficiaries' responses (multiple) on the most important criterion to 
. se lect beneficiaries (valid N=119) 

Selection criterion Frequency Percent 
Absence of family support or remittance from relatives 116 99 
Ownership of livestock 115 98 
AQe of Household head 11 3 96 
Female head households 106 90 
Loss of asset and inability to support themselves 102 87 
Participation of other food security programme OPtions 95 81 i 
Members of HH are disabled 87 79 
Absence off- farm income 84 71 
Landlessness and less productivity of land 79 67 
Have not received food aid and emerqency 77 65 
Absence of enouqh food 60 51. 

Total response 1034 

Percentage of respondents who adopted any criteria 79 
regarding beneficiary setection (Averaqe of percent) 

Source. Household survey result, 2006 
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The other parameter used in th is stud y to asses s th e rule applica tion of the 
programme w ith regard to targeting was comparing the opinion of beneficiari es with 
non-beneficiaries. To this end, the survey administered by separate question 
des igned to captu re information from non-benefi ciari es including their views about 
the reason(s) for not being selected in the PSNP . Accordingly, the data obtained 
from th e nOll-benefici aries are summarized in table 16. 

Table 16 : Information and Belief of Non-benef iciary Respondents on reasons and . . f E I . f PSNP M If I cri teria or xc uSlon rom u Iple responses 
Reasons Informed by decision makers Believe that the reasons 

that the reasons were criteria were criteria for 
fo r exclusion exclusion Have enough food 10(20%) 1(2%) Own livestock 13(27%) 2(5%) Have land 7( 14%) 37%) Have better quality_land 5( 1 0%) 1 2%) Receive family support or remittances 2(4 %) 1 2%) Have off-farm income 3(6% ) 1(2%) Did not receive food aid or emergency ' 

cash transfer in previous years 2(4%) 2(5%) Don't have friends or relatives among the 
decision-makers 

~2%) 29(66!oL Nol participaling in other FSP 1 (2%) 1(2% Nol regis tered 011 the Kebele household 
list 1(2%) 0(0%) Not able to work on PSNP proiects 1 2% o OO!~L Not willinq to work on PSNP proiects 1 2% 0 0%) I don 't know 24% 37%) Total res[,onse 49(100%) 44(100%) Source: Household survey result, 2006 

Reasons of non-beneficiary respondents, as depicted In the above table, indicate 
that the most important criteri a, included above , were not unifo rml y commun icated 
to all of the non-benefic iary respondents : In re lation to this, 27% of the respondents 
stated that ownership of livestock was a reason for exclusion as to ld by decision 
makers. Furthermore, whereas 20% ":,,,e re to ld by the decision makers that 
availabil ity of enough food as a rationale behind their exclusion , 14% were informed 
about possession of plough land . as criteria for exclusion . Moreover, the 
respondents are not convinced that their exclusion from the program is based on 
objecti ve criteria fa irly applied while selecti ng beneficiary households . To this end , 
only less than 7% of the responses agree that their exclusion from th e program is 
on the basis of the aforementioned objective criteria, which were brought to their 
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attentions by th e decision makers. Rather, most (66%) be lieved that and reason out 

that absence of fri ends or relatives in the decision-making bod ies excluded them 

from the inclusion in the programme. Nevertheless, th is reason was informed for 

insignificant (1 %) of the respondents by the decision makers. 

Owing to the above discorordance in relation to fair and objecti ve applica tion of 

targeting criteria, the researcher tried to assess other variables to validate the 

contrad ictory responses by th e two ca tegory of respondents i.e., th e beneficiary and 

non-benefi ciary HHs. 

To start with, accord ing to th e programme implementation manual, larger HH size is 

one of th e criteria to be eligible for the programme. In terms of HH size, non­

beneficiary HHs have, on average, 8.4 1 HH members , whereas the fi gure is 6.73 for 

beneficiary HHs. (See also Table 8 in Chapter 4, on Description of Respondents) . 

Thi s probably demonstrates that there was a problem during beneficiary select ion 

processes. Comparing the food security status of the two groups also supports the 

above fact. Taking number of meals/day as an indicator, survey resu lt shows that 

th e beneficiaries on average have 1.14 meals for adults, which is slightly higher 

than 1.03 for the non-beneficiaries. Likewise, it is 2.2 mea ls/day for children of the 

beneficiaries , and this exceeds 203 meals/day for the non-beneficia ries (See also 

Table 11 in Chapter 4). 

Furthermore, comparison of land ownership and engagement in farming also 

supports the above facts. As sta ted in Chapter 4, the average land holding size of 

the households in Lemo Woreda is 0.80 hectare. As presented in Table 12 under 

the same chapter, 71 % of the beneficiary respondents own land as compared with 

69% of the non-beneficiaries. Despite this insignificant difference in terms of land 

ownership, there is variation in relation to engagement in farming. Accordingly, 60% 

of the beneficia ries are engaged in farming, whereas 42% of the non-beneficiary 

respondents are engaged in farming. This indicates that land ownership is not a 

powerful instrument that justifies inclusion and/or exclusion of beneficiaries. 

However, the ta rgeting practice is found to be gender sensitive. As indicated in the 

descriptive part of this paper (Figure 4), 26% . of the targeted beneficiaries are 

female-headed households. This is comparable to the national average , which is 
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25% for rural areas and is near to the . woreda's figure for headship i. e. 26% is 

fema le-headed households. 

From the ongo ing discuss ions, two contradictory responses are observed . The 

majority of the beneficiari es believe that the selection criteria are in line with th e 

implementation manual. On the contrary, an overwhelming majo rity of th e non­

beneficiaries are against this view. I n fact the latter group argues that the target 

group selection criterion was dominantl y based on reasons like favouritism and 

othe r corrupt practices rather than applying the criteria set in the targeting manual. 

The researcher, with the in tention to clarify the controversy, assessed and criti cally 

investigated the socio-economic characteristics of th e beneficiaries to learn if there 

is any intra-category variation . To this end, five important indicators of socio­

economic status of a household were first identified during the survey and FGDs. 

These include Dependency ratio, Land holding, Livestock asset, Household 

Income, and Headship. Based on these criteria, the following diagram shows the 

distribution of the 11 9 beneficiaries HHs as Bette r -off, poor and very poor' : 

Fig-2 Wealth Sta tus of Geneficaries 

Source: 5wvey result 

Ilene' oN 

~2 .0'Y. 

As depicted in Figure 5, 42% of the total beneficiaries are relativel y better of in 

terms of their wealth status, whereas the remaining 58% are either poor or very 

. Ind icators used for weal th ranking: HH size = Numbrr of Dependcnt HH members; Landholding""" ownersh ip of farm i:lg 
land; Li vestock assets= estimated current price of livestock owned; HH Income= Average annual HH income; and 
Headship= Female or Male Headed HH s. Thus, a HH is Beller of if il is good in terms of four or five of these indicators: 
number of dependants below fi ve; possesses farming I ~md; Livestock asset is estimated at above ETI3 1000; HH ab(we 
poverty line (ETI3=22484), and not a Female Hearled HH . If the HH doesn't fulfi ll 3 of these it is Poor, and if two or only 
one oflhesc criter ia it is labeled as very roar; according (0 the wealth rank i.lg in the eyes or tile woreda communit y. 
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poor. This clea rly shows that the targeting practice in the woreda is in conflict with 
the selection criteria, which gives priority to the poorest of the poor. 

Furthermore, survey results show that· there is also problem associated with 
benefiting all individual members of targeted households. As presented in Table 23, 
from the total beneficiary respondents on ly 33.6% have al l their HH members 
included in the programme , yet the remain ing 66.4% are with part of the family 
members being included in the programme. This can also be seen from the 
distribution of individual hou sehold members who are currently incl uded in the 
programme or otherwise . 

To start with , the benefic iary respondents (119) accommodate a total of 793 
individuals. Accord ing to the manual, all of the 793 individuals are supposed to 
benefit from the programme so long as the households are included. Nevertheless, 
the total number of individuals who are currentl y benefiting from the programme is 
559 or 70% of those who deserve the benefit from the inclusion. In other words 
whereas the beneficiaries have an average household size of 6.7, the average 
number of household members included in the prog ramme is only 4.7(see Table 
17). 

Table 17: HH Members included in PSNP and Household Size: Descriptive Statistics N=119 
Minimum Maximum Sum Mean 

Total number of 1.00 11.00 559.00 4 .6975 
HH Members 

included 
House hold size 2.00 15.00 793.00 6.6639 

Source: Household survey result, 2006 
Further analys is shows th at there is also va riation within the beneficiaries regarding 
the number of individuals included vis-a-vis their statuses . As can be seen in the 
following table (18), 70% of the better-off households are with HH size of 7 and 
below as compared with 61 % of the worse-off. This implies that the proportion of 
households above HH size of 7 is 30% and 39% for the better-off and the worse­
off respectively. Th!" statistics on inclusion, however, doesn't conform to th is . While 
1 0% of the better-off have beneficiaries of 7 and above, disproportionally only 7% of 
the worse-off fall in this category. Likewise, although the number of poor 
households below th e size of 7 is 61 %( compared to 70%of the better off), the 
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number of individual household members in same category is 93 %( 90% of the 
better off). 

Table 18: Distribution of Beneficiaries by Wealth status, Household Size and members included in PSNP 
Wealth status .HH Size Number of HH members 

included 
7 &below Above 7 7 &below Above 7 

Better-off 70% 30% 90% 10% 
Poor or Very Poor 61% 39% 93% 7% 

% of Total 65% 35% 92% 8% 
Source: Household survey result, 2006 

For the sake further clarification, the study used information from FGD and key 
informant interviews. Resu lts of the qualitative data show that the criteria applied in 
targeting mostly different from what is put in place in the manual. According to the 
informants and discussants, the decision making body who decides on targeting 
mostl y fa il to obey to the implementation manual. As a result of misunderstandings 
and corrupt practices like favourit ism and bribery, the poorest of the poor and 
neediest households are seldom included in the programme. In fact, the programme 
is deemed as a hand-out, which the decision making body thinks that it has to be 
rendered to as many households as poss ible regardl ess of the socio-economic 
statu s of households in the community. Accord ing to the above sources , th is 
problem of misconception is further aggravated by failure of the deci sion makers to 
properly communicate th e criteri a. It was also highlighted th at some pol itical 
administrators use their power to influence the decision of th e selection committee 
members dicta ti ng them to favour the formers' relatives in the programme, no 
matter how th ey do not ful fil credential cri teria to be eligible. Indeed , discussants 
exempli fied this mentioning the case whereby teachers , who were not eligible, were 
included in the programme. 

From th ese , it is possible to say th at the processes of targeting benp.ficiaries were 
probl ematic. In fact, according to th e informants and focus group discussants, this 
indeed , is a serious imped iment for the successfu l implementation of the 
programme. This is a finding in line with the available literature. According to the 
study by PANE (2006), ta rgeting problem i.e. errors of inclusion and exclusion were 
experienced in Food Aid prog rams o f Ethiopia, wh ich brought about a negative of 
dependency. 

Ity [1'/i 'l"lI \/"//11. l00 7 



Al: hi n 'l' Jl ll'IlI S, Gaps and ProsPL'l' ts or ti ll' Produl: l iw Sa ki )' Nl' t Progr:1I11 ill Ethiopia : 
'~ 'h{' ( '(lSI' oj LCII/o W o rt'/Ia , I/(/di(/ /.01/t' , SNNI IRS 

In short, findings reveal that for the beneficia ries targeting criteria are properly 
applied. Nevertheless, for the non-beneficiaries as wel l as the key informants and 
discussants, the criteria are only paper tiger, hence rarely appl icable. Indeed , 
comparison of the bas ic household characteristics and living sta tu s of the 
benefic iary and non-beneficiary groups is a hint to support that th e applica tion of 
cri teria is problematic. Moreover, it can be genera lly said th at, the actual targeting 
criteria th at have been used during the selection of eligible households in the study 
area lacks fairness, cla rit y, and accountability. 

The reasons commonly identified by the key informants, survey results and FGD 
participants include inefficiency of the institutional arrangements and lack of strict 
supervision and follow-up by higher-level institutions. Besides, the widely held 
dependency attitude among the publ ic that every individual deserves inclusion is 
also stated to be another reason causing and/or aggravating targeting related 
problems. 

5.1.2 .2 Decision making Process 

Decision maki ng process of targeting households was also reviewed in an attempt 
to furth er investiga te as to whether practical application of criteria is in line with the 
implementation manual. As per the PSNP implementation manual, there are 
designed institutional arrangements with clea rl y stipulated ro les and responsibilities. 
In this respect, one of the issues is targeting and beneficia ry selections. 
Administrative and community targeting . system is designed to be applied in the 
selection of eligible partic ipants. 

Th e manual, further, says that the actual selection procedures start at the 
community level with clea r support of CFSTF who are responsible for selecting and 
forwarding the list of beneficiaries to the KFSTF and through them to th e Kebele 
counci l for final decision. However, as stated in the previous sect ion on institutiona l 
arrangement, the KFSTF and CFSTF are non-existent. Hence, there is no formally 
established entity to act and/or function as a decision-making body that oversees ali 
planning and implementation of safety net activities. It is also found out that 
individual members of the Kebele Cab(nets and Development Agents (DAs) are 
observed to act on behalf of the KFSTF and CFSTF. 

Survey respondents, both the beneficiary and non-benefi cia ry, were asked about 
who makes the most important decis ion on actual selection of beneficia ries. 
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According to the respon ses indica ted In table 19 below, 34% of th e total 
respondents mentioned that DAs are very influential , fo llowed by 41 % who said that 
we all decide. The Kebele council with 25% follows this. Out of the remaining , 8% of 
them said the WFSTF and 5% don't know who decides (see Table 19). 
Table 19: Who decided which households in the community wou ld receive the cash? 

Respondents The D.A KFSTF Kebele WFSTF CFSTF We all Don't decided Council decided know 
together Beneficiaries, No. 40 0 30 10 0 48 6 Percent 34% 0% 25% 8% 0% 41 % 5% Non- beneficiaries, No. 18 0 12 2 0 8 8 Percent 38% 0% 25% 4% 0% 17% 17% Source: Household survey result, 2006 

The above response also shows th at there is inter-ca tegory variation in the 
responses between the beneficiary and non-beneficiary. For the beneficia ries, the 
community as a whole is the most important decision maker followed by the DAs 
and the Kebele Council. However, for the non-benefi ciaries, the DAs are the most 
dominant followed by the Kebele counc il and the community. The impl ication is 
clea r. DAs and members of th e Kebele councils play pivotal role in the actu al 
selection of beneficiaries. 

From th e total of non-beneficiary respondents, 82% stated that the decision was not 
faire; where as only 18% of the respondents rated the decision as fair (Table 20). On 
the other hand, 57% of the beneficiaries' respondents stated that the decision was 
fair, whereas 43% of them responded that there wa s unfair decision. Here, 43% of 
the beneficiaries are clearly in support of the unfair nature of the decision forwarded 
by the non-beneficiaries. 

Table 20: Do you think the decision was fair? 
Respondents Yes No Total- N Beneficiaries 68 51 11 9 Percent of (N) 57 43 100 Non Beneficiaries 9 40 49 Percent of (N) 18 82 100 
Source. Household survey result, 2006 

As can be seen from the above table 20, the proportion of respondents who 
evaluated th e decision making process as unfair is considerably large. These 
respondents were simultaneously asked to reason out their response for saying that 

By Tejera Mol/a, 2007 
71 

~ . '" 



AL"hi~\'cnll'nts, (j; lIls :lnd Prospec ts o rthc Produc ti ve Saki), Net Prng lulll ill Ethiop ia: 
'/lit' (its" or LeII/o Won 'do , II IuJin ZONe, SNNI)RS 

the process is unfa ir. As presented in the table 21 below, corru ption, predominantly 
favouritism by Kebele admini strators and the DAs is the ma in reason for 78.2% of 
the respondents. 

Table 21: Most important reasons for unfair benefi ciary se lection (multiple response 
from Non-benefi ciary only) 

Problems Frequency Percent Favori tism by decision makers 36 78 .2 All households didn't have egual chance to participate 25 54.4 Women didn't equally participate with men 22 47.8 Kebele meetings were not announced properly 18 38.3 No problems regarding beneficiary Selection 1 2.2 Other (poor follow up mechanisms, dependency atti tude) 6 14.4 
Source: Household survey result, 2006 

Next to favourit ism, den ial of the rig hts to equal pa rticipation is the most important 
problem reported by 54.4% of the respondents . Women 's limited involvement in the 
process is another important factor, which is closely linked to gender inequality, 
identi fied by 47 .8%. Fa ilure of the Kebele administrations to properl y convene 
meetings is also a problem for 38 .3% of the respondents. In add ition to these, lack 
of follow-up or supervision by higher government bod ies and eve r preva iling attitude 
of dependency account for 14% of the remaining respondents. 

FGD and key informant in terview results also substantiate the above findings. It is 
repeated ly mentioned by the key informants that actual targeting was made 
dominantly by the Kebele council, politica l cad res as well as DAs. For th e 
in formants the problem with the decisior] making process emanates from the non­
existence of the appropriate institu tional arrangements at the woreda and Kebele 
levels for the specifi ed task. Unfair and .unjust decisions have been made by non 
responsible organs without considering the implementation manual. Most of the key 
informants were of the opinion that decision makers mostl y exercise accountability 
to higher-level government bodies rather than to the community. Besides they are 
inefficient, corrupt, and undemocrati c. Moreover, the progra mme is commonly 
considered as a charity for the community and there is no feeling of ownership 
among the local government as well the ,community at large. Finally, the informants 
indicated that lack of strict monitoring and review of the prog ramme is one of the 
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underl ying factors that has caused and/or aggravated the problems of decision 

making du ri ng targeting. 

Also a consensus was reached among most discussants of the FGD on the 

aforementioned fact th at the decision making process is problematic. Surpri singly 

enough, the discussants further expressed that the Kebele Council doesn 't wan t the 

establishment of the KFSTF and CFSTF. It is also lea rned that power st ruggle is not 

uncommon among th e various (exist ing) institutions that are in principle dedicated 

for the smooth implementation of the programme. Consequently, the decision 

mak ing process is defective in terms of ensuring transpa rency, down-ward 

accountability, as well as genuine participation of the co mmunity. 

5.1.3 PSNP Payments 
Practi ca l implementat ion of PSNP payments in the study area was assessed vis-a-

vis what is stipulated in the implementation manual. In relation to this the survey 

responde nts were asked if they encounter problems associated with payments. 

Findings show that 58% of the respondents have encountered payment related 

problems of one killd or another. Accord ing to the responses, presented in Table 22 

below, fa ilure to timely effect payments and inadequacy of the amount are the two 

leading problems. Corrupt practices by PA offi cia ls and limited alternati ve mode of 

payments are also identified as the third and fourth major problems respectively. 

Tabl e 22: Most important problem regarding PSNP payments. 
Payment Related Problems Frequency Percent 

Payment were not made on time 119 100 
The amount of cash paid is small 92 77 
Corrupt practices: by PA leaders like appropriation of 39 33 
payments, benefiting individuals who don not deserve, 
and less payment for women than men 
Mode of payment not conducive 32 27 
Percentage of respondents who encountered any 58' 
problem regarding payments 

Source. Household survey result, 2006 
• As computed out of those respondents who have encountered anyone of the above 
problems are 58%. 

5.1.3.1 Timing of the Payments 

To start with the implementation manual, it says, "a Safety Net delayed is a Safety 

Net denied". In recognition to this, those respondents (58%) who encountered 

problems were asked to specifica lly enumerate the problems. Accord ingly, various 
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problems associated with payments were identified by the respondents and 

presented below. 

As depicted in the table 22, the fact that payments were not made on time is a 

common problem for all of the respondents who encountered payment related 

problems. Th is show that delay in payments has been a serious conce rn among 

beneficiaries. In addition to th is, ·the amount of cash paid is small for 77% of the 

respondents. Bes ides, PA leaders tend to take part of the payments; and also some 

individuals receive payments without involvement in the public works. 

As stated during th e focus group discuss ion with beneficiaries, Payments have 

been delayed sometimes for up to 2-3 months unti l the cash arrived. This has 

resulted in negative effect on asset protection and inconvenience on the pa rt of the 

PSNP participants. According to the Woreda PSNP coordinator, delay in payments 

was due to the delay of fund re lease by concerned regional offi ces , forced utilization 

of prog ramme's vehicles for oth er purpose by politica l administrators and some 

other administrati ve bottleneck at woreda level. 

5.1.3.2 Amount of Payment 

As far as the amount of payment is concerned, it is ind ica ted in the PSNP manual 

th at wage rate is ETB 6 per day per individual and may be adjusted according to 

market conditions. When the delivery is in kind, the payment will be 3 kgs of grain 

per day plus pulses and o il. It is assumed that 6 ETB will bu y the daily requirement 

of 3 kg of grain pe r wo rk ing day. The manual says that, any revision to the national 

wage rate for cash transfers will be agreed in cOilsultation between Government of 

Eth iopia and the donors through established mechanisms of periodic assessment. 

Survey results presented in table 22 before, show that the amount of cash paid is 

found to be small 'fo r 77% of the respondents. For both direct and public work 

participants, th e monthly payment is 30 ETB per individual in rewa rd to engagement 

in public works as well as for direct support by considering only 5 days Imonth . This 

amount was paid constantly for two consecutive years with out considering 

fluctuations of local market prices as mentioned in the implementation manual. 

Fu rthermore, the number of HH members included in the programme is quite 

different than what was stated in the prog ramme ma~ua l. The manual sa id that, 

once a given HH is eligible to be supported ; all HH members should be pa id. This , 
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accord ing to the survey resu lt holds true on ly for 34% of the beneficiaries. As 
presented in the following tab le 23, for 66% of the targeted beneficiaries, only part 
of household members are included which resulted in decreas ing the share of 
income when it was distri bu ted to th e whole family members. 
Table 23: members of households included in the prog ramme 

HH members included in the PSNP Beneficiaries respondents 

Frequency Percent 
Al l household members included in the 40 34 
proC]ramme 
Part of the household members included 79 66 
in the prog ramme 
Total 119 100 

Source: Household survey result, 2006 

The afo rementioned problem in re lation to budget rate was substantiated by key 
informants and focus group discuss ion. They claim that, daily payment of 6 ETB is 
not enough to fulfil their consu mption need compared to the prevailing high market 
price of consumer's goods and services. Added to this, since all members of some 
of beneficiary households are not included in the prog ramme, it decreases the 
economic value of the earning when it is distribu\ed to each members of the family. 
As concluded during focus group discussion, th e main rea son for not including all 
famil y members was th e unintended re,allocation of targeted resources fo r many 
people by deducting number of. fami ly members from the benefic iaries. Kebele 
administrators used th is mechan isms to avoid opposition raised by community 
resulted from unfa ir beneficia ries selectron and from the intention to benefit their 
relatives. 

Surprisingly enough the present amount of payment is with insignificant difference 
compared to the amount ten-years ago, which was subject to the cri tics of other 
studies. Accord ing to Sharp (1997) the existing FFW payment standard of 3 
kilogram gra in and 120 gram oil per day pe r person was set by WFP 20 years ago , 
based on nutritional requirements for an average family of 6 persons. 

5,1,3.3 Corrupt Practices 

As indicated in the previous table.22, corrupt practices by PA officials is found to be 
the most pressing problem for a considerable proportion i. e. 38% of th e 
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respondents who encountered payment related problems. These respondents were 

asked to identify top priorit y problems in re lation to the corru pt practices by PA 

leaders. Accord ingly, appropriation of payments by PA official s is found to be the 

first. Thi s is foll owed by no-working individuals who rece iv.e payments as if they 

participated in the various public works in the communities. Fina lly, respon ses 

indica te that sometimes women rece ive lesser amount of payments than male 

counterparts. 

Qualitative information obtained from key informants and FGD partic ipants 

corrobora tes the above finding . Accord ing to the informants and discussa nts, 

corruption is a sa lient problem mostl y observed in times of effectin g payments by 

the PA officials and DAs. 

5.1.3.4 Choice of Payment Intervention 

Similarl y, as stated in the Table before, mode of payment intervention is also 

identified as another problem area for the beneficiaries. According to the 

implementat ion manual of the programme, it is possible for a single woreda to 

decide to make paymen ts in cash in some kebeles and in food in other kebeles , 

depending on the following factors. As a general starling point, cash should be 

given after the harvest when food is in good supply and food should be given in the 

hungry period lead ing up to th e harvest when food is sca rce. Factors considered in 

the tran sfer of cash as a form of payment are near food surplus area, ava ilabi lity of 

active food market , preferences of the community, and presence of cash 

management capacity. Similarly, preferences of the community, absence of food 

markets near food insecure kebeles leading to a devalued transfer, lack of 

experience in cash management and better food management capacity are factors 

that should be considered for the payment of food as a form of transfer. 

However, th e findings show that in the study area the type of payment is totally in 

cash . Therefore, in ,order to check whether the payment was demand driven or not, 

the study assessed opinion of the beneficiaries regarding the distribution of food 

or/and cash as a form of resource transfer. 

The resu lt shows that only42% of the total beneficiaries' respondents are found to 

strongly agree or ag ree oli 'distribution of food as a form of payment. The remaining 
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larger proportion (58%) of respondents disag ree, strongly disagree, or indifferent to 
such mechanism of resource transfer. The response is as presented in Table 24. 
Table 24: Do you personally agree with the distribution of food as a form of paymen t? 

Response Frequency , Percentage Cumulative % 
----

~nglE~;r!",e_ 35 29 29 - -- -Aqree .. 15 13 42 
Strongly 9 51 
~~re~ ___ 11 
J?isagree __ 56 47 --

98 -----Indifferent 2 2 100 
Total 119 100 

Source: Household su rvey result, 2006 

Those respondents who are not in favour of food distribution identified th eir 
reasons. For most of them food is inconvenient to be used for different purposes. 
Difficulty of allocation for covering HH costs and fear of out-dated grain/food supply 
are also identified. On th e other hand, those 42% of the respondents who are in 
favour of food distribution as a form of. payment were asked to enumerate their 
reasons. Accordingly, such mode of intervention reduces transaction cost fo r 
purchasing grains, ;'educes corruption by PA officials, and timel y responds to life­
savings. Almost all of the respondents also suggested that the mode of payment 
has to be diversified depend ing on the reality in their locality. 

During the focus group discus sions, however, partici pants suggested that payment 
of cash equ iva lent to the food ra tion as determined by the price of the local market. 
The concerns about the payment of cash expressed included: the prevention of 
corruption 2nd its conven ience for saving and paying credit. At different angle from 
the participants of focus group discussion, some key informants suggested the use 
of both food cmd cash depending up o~ local food situations. According to them, 
food should be provided in times.when food is in short supply in the local markets, 
and cash should be paid in times of good harvest since the crop from own farm can 
adequately feed households. Therefore, with regard to payment options, payment in 
the form of cash has been going on the way what the programme implementation 
manual says. However, had it been the case that payment was made in a demand-

8)' Tefera Mol!a . 2007 
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driven manner, it wou ld have had significant and flexib le role in preventing asset 
depletion, according to the in forma nts and FGD discussants. 

5. 1.4 Monitoring and Evaluation of th e Programme 
The need for strict and partic ipatory progress tracking mechan ism is well 
recogn ized in the PSNP programme manual . Moreover, the programme's 
implementation guideline has clearly set the M&E system. This system, as stated in 
the manual , is expected to be a component of an integrated system dealing with th e 
entire food security portfolio, which is being developed separately, and for which the 
detailed specifications will be defined in due course. According ly, monitoring of 
PSNP refers to a regular flow of information on inputs uti liza tion and programme 
partic ipation, whereas evaluation includes both assessment of the success and 
constrai nts of process and analysis of th e impact of programme components on 
outcome measures. Furthermore , while monitoring is th e responsibi lity of each 
management unit, eva luation is generally undertaken by pa rtners, including 
independent units, and based on a sub-sample of the ove ral l prog ramme. 

Review of th e M&E system indicates that albeit its positive elements, littl e emphasis 
is given to tracing the progress in relation to outcomes at household levels, 
specifica lly asset protect ion. In fact. from th e M&E system presented above , it is 
clea r that the M&E system gives due attention to the tracking of publ ic works, hence 
community level outcomes of the programme. Besides, the system doesn't seem to 
address how and who is responsible for ensuring wheth er the implementation 
process is in line with the manual as well as on the right track to bring about the 
intended result. Specifica lly, as to whether the envisaged institutional arrangements 
are established and/or are properl y playing their roles and responsibil ities, whether 
targeting criteria is applied fo r beneficiary selection, the decision making process is 
acceptable and upto the standard, whether payment related and other procedures 
and properly conformed by the implementers and so on. 

Furthermore, review of the program documents uncovered that timing of eva luation 
is another major gap, which is mainly associated with prog ramme design. Accord ing 
to the M&E system described above, the process review is expected to take place 
six months after initiation. Besides, qualitative and quantitative assessment wi ll be 
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co nducted two anel a hal f yea rs into the project. Meanwhile, the asset protection 

dimens ion of the outcomes can be measured and ve rified in a yea r pe riod starti ng 

from programme in it ia tion; i.e. a period required for graduation of a batch. Thus 

apart from the M& E system's bias towards the public work projects, there IS no 

rev iew to be conducted annually to know if the PSNP is successful in terms of asset 

protection. Moreover, as the evaluation is a sample based, it is very difficult to take 

corrective actions for red ressing constraints and problems observed in the cou rse of 

programme implementation at woreda level. 

The above shortcomings, however , are not without implica tion to programme 's 

implementation process in the study area. To start with, problems observed in 

relation to rule applica tion are significantly attri buted to the lack of strict and 

participatory monitoring andlor follow-up exercises in the woreda. According to the 

key informants and FGD discussants, no external body has so far been in the 

woreda to know if th e programme is being implemented smoothly and to check if it 

is in line with th e implementation guideline thereby take corrective measures to 

redress deviations observed. Consequently, problems associated with institutional 

arrangements. targeting, and payments have been allowed to perpetuate . Besides, 

the programme is increasing ly resu lting in undesirable outcomes and the danger of 

missing the intended prog ramme's objectives is becoming a common concern . 

Finall y, the M&E system also stipulates that lessons leamed from th e evaluation 

undertakings will be documented and disseminated to other areas, Such a strategy 

responds to gaps that result from excluding woerdas not included in th e sample, 

But, accord ing to key informants 'the study woreda has never been included in the 

sample for evaluation nor benefited from lessons learned from success stories, 

(See also the Annex- 3 fo r details on the M&E system), 

--.- ---- --:-c-:-:--::=::.---
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the assets of the targeted households. This is indeed true along all dimensions of 

th e househo lds' assets. 

In relation to th is, the sampled beneficiary households were asked to compare 

Iheir assets condi tions before and after joining th e PSNP. In other words, the 

respondents were asked to rela te changes in their asset condi tions as a resu lt of 

the program. In connection with this, the five ca tegories of assets , namely, human, 

physica l, financia l, social, and natural capitals that are the building blocks of a 

household's asseU live lihood were used. Besides, sets of speci fi c indicators were 

appl ied to fac ilitate respondents' compari son of changes in th e assets conditions. 

Accordingly, as indicated in fortllcoming' Table-25 for nearly two-third of the total 

respondents (69%), the PSNP has made sign ificant contribut ions to protect HH 

assets from being depleted. For the remaining one third (31 %) of the respondents, 

however, the PSNP couldn 't rescue th e deplet ion of their assets. 

It is, nonetheless, worthwhile mentioning that fu rther analysis of the responses 

shows that the re is disparity between those beneficiaries who are re latively better­

off and thOS,,) who are poor 0 1 very poor. (Please refer previous section, 5.1.2 

Household Tarqeting on categorization of respondents as better-off and poor) . 

In what follows i ~ discussion of the specific direct effec!s of the program as 

witnessed I)y the different wealth category of respondents comparing the present 

asset condition wilh that of before .ioining ·the prog ram. 

Human Cap itai 

As depicted in Table -2~) on next page, because of the PSNP , 75% of the 

beneficiaries have been :::·rotected from depletion of human capital as shown by 

sortie indexes ()f h8;:; itil and educational statuses . Accordill ',j ly, 66% of the toia i 

responden\s the lev",; 01 dti lization of health care facil ities has either improved or 

. rernained 'JrlchGnged, when compared with their status prior to joining the PSNP. 

Wilereas, U18 rema ining 34% of the respondents reported that their status of 

utilizing hea lth care faciiities has deteriorated. 
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assets of the targeted households. This is indeed true along all dimensions of 

households' assets. 

relation to this, the sampled beneficiary households were asked to compare 

dr assets condi tions before and after joining the PSNP. In other words, the 

,pondents were asked to relate changes in thei r asset conditions as a result of 

, program. In connection with this, the five categories of assets, namely, human, 

ysica l, financial, socia l, and natural capitals that are the build ing blocks of a 

usehold 's asseU livelihood were used. Besides, sets of specifi c indica tors were 

plied to facili tate respondents ' comparison of changes in the assets conditions. 

cordingly, as ind icated in forthcoming' Table-25 for nearly two-third of the total 

;pondents (69%), the PSNP has made significant contributions to protect HH 

sets from being depleted . For Ule remaining one th ird (31 % ) of the respondents, 

wever, the PSNP couldn't rescue the depletion of their assets. 

is, nonetheless, worthwhile mentioning that further analysis of the responses 

ows that there is disparity between those beneficiaries who are relatively better-

, and lI, 05 ,o. who ilt-" poor or IJGf-y poor. (Please refer previous section, 5.1.2 

)userh')id Tar~Je t in g 011 categorization of respo ndents as beller-off and poor). 

wh at follows is discussion of the specific direct effects of the program as 

tnessee IJY the different vveailh category of respondents comparing the present 

;set condition with thilt of before .ioining -the program. 

uman Capitai 

3 depicted in Table-25 on next page, because of the PSNP, 75% of the 

"neficiaries have been ;::-mtected from depletion of human capita l as shown by 

)rf'l e indexes of heDilh and educational statuses. Accordingly, 66% of the totai 

,s ponden~s the levI"; of dtilization of health ca re facilities has either improved or 

,maineci 'Jnch anged, when compared with their status prior to joining the PSNP. 

IhGreas, !he rGm;J ining 34°/., of the respondents rep·:xted that their status of 

tilizing hcalih care facilities has deterioratecl. 
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Table 25:D irect Effects of the PSNP on Househo ld Assets by Wealth Statu s of 

Beneficiar Respo ndents (N=119) 

Spec ific Indicators for Effects 
Percentage of respondents whose Assets have been 

protected by Wea lth Status 

of PSN P (%With in category and out of Total) 

• 
(For comparing cu rrent 

status with before joining the , 

~ • . program) . ~ 
HH Asset Category Better of N=50) Poor N=69) Total (N=119) 

Count % Count % Coun t % 

~-

__ J::!Ll"!."-~ CapJta l 
Utilization of healthcare 

f-
Heal th faci lities improved 39 78% 39 57% 78 66% 

School enrollment of children 

Education increased 36 72% 60 87% 96 81 % 

School drop-out reduced 36 72% 69 100% 105 88% 

-- - ---- -
Abil ity and read iness to apply 

f-- -
Capability skills/knowled~mproved-

41 82% 51 74% 92 77% 

Av erage (Category) 38 77% 50 72% 88 74 °/~ I 
c--£tlys ica l Capita l 

I ----I 
Refrained from rent out or 

Land share-cropped out of any land 34 68% 31 45% 65 55%j 

1---------
Avoided sell of livestock assets 

llves:ock to bu l'.food ______ _ ~ _ _ _ 44 88% 33 48% 7~ __ 6~~ 

- - - - ---~~ --- ----
----

-,~ 

, Retained own food production 
40 I 

I 

I 
C~~P..:~ ______ ._._. to eat than sellino 80% 41 59% 8 1 J __ .§§_"I£, 

-
Fo:r; t!quipll18nts 

78%L78% 
and OlllGr H H Farm tools/HH equipments 

___ f''2.vslc~;1 assets prevented from beinq de Dieted 39 78% 54 78% 

Average (Category) 39 39 79% 40 58% I 67% 

L Financia l Cap ital t '" i-----i 
fA,".,"" "" "'"' ""00'" _____ .§.aving___ buy food , 34 68% 38 55% 72~O!~~ 

I 
Average (Category) 

~~ 
34 68% 38 55% 72 61% I 

~----I 
'''''l """'-1 Involvement in social 

Soci81 inieractiCJnl institutions like Eddirs, Mahiber 
1 i 

Inclusion _; etc maintained 36 72% 44 64% 80 I 67 % I 
. 1 _ _ __ _ . __ -1 

Ave.-age (Category) 36 72% 44 64% 
80 I 5~:~'~ 

~~ural Caflit~1 
Reduced involvement in fire 

Deforestation --~?d collection and sell 45 90% 40 58% 85 71 %~ 

Reduced soil erosion of farm 
I 

Soil erosion land 
40 80% 50 72%_ 90 I 76% I 

Ave ra~ e (Category) 43 85% 45 65% 88 74 % I 
r- 69% 1 . - ,.. 4 (J/ R? 
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Further ana lys is of the responses shows tha t the better-off are in a better status of 

util ization than th e poor. In rela tion to thi s, out of the respondents in the ca tegory of 

beller-off, the proport ion of respondents ~hose utiliza tion sta tus has been protected 

is 78%. But, only 57% of the respondents in the ca tegory of poo r have been 

rescued from asset deplet ion in te rms of hea lth dimension. These figures, however, 

~ndica te that the positive effects of the prog ram are not proportional to the size of 

~esPDndents distributed across the two wealth categories. For 78% of the better-off, 

which account for only 42% of the tota l · sampled beneficia ries , the human capi tal 

(health) has been protected. Disproport ionally, the program has been successful in 

maintaining the statu s of hea lth ca re service utilization for 57% of th e poor, which 

account fo r 58% of the total benefi c iaries. In other words, o nly 23% of the beller-off 

are with deteriorated level of util iza tion of the service , which is by fa r less than 43% 

for the poor. The implica tion is clear. Even though the PSNP has scor!?d an overa ll 

better success in te rms of protecting util ization of health ca re services , the effects 

on th e poor is not as signifi ca nt as that on the better-off. 

As fa r as education is concerned, the PSNP has made inva luable contribu tion fo r 

protecti ng human capital as ind icated by level of school enrolment and dropouts of 

children. As presented in same Tabl e 25. before; due to the prog ram,an increased 

investment in chi ldren's school enro lment and keeping children in school for longer 

period of time are witnessed by 81 % and 88% of the total respondents respective ly. 

For the remaining 19% and 12% of the beneficiaries the program neither ensu red 
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engagement in income genera ting activities, according to the respondents. In fact, 

a slight in tra-category varia tion is observed wilen the responses are viewed aga inst 

wea lth sta tu s. As can be seen in the Table 25, the better-off with 82% slightly 

dominate over the poor with 74% regard ing the protection of capability. 

Physical cap ital 

Survey result furth er shows that , for 62% of the total respondents, depletion of 

physica l assets has been protected because of joining the PSNP. Nevertheless, the 

program has been unable in protecting the depletion of land , livestock, and crop 

production for the remaining 38% of the respondents. 

The PSNP has, for 55% of the total respondents, contributed in mitigating renting­

out land and/or share cropp ing practices for the sake of filling household 

expenditure gaps. However, the rest 45% of the respondents, predominantl y the 

poor, are still found to rent-ou t and/or share cropped out to cover the gaps. 

Meanwh ile, 68% of the total respondents also reta ined own food production to eat 

than to se ll . The rema ining 32%, wh ich are predominantly from the category of poor 

are less protected in this rega rd s. 

The PSNP is also of paramount importance in avoid ing the sell of livestock assets 

by HH to buy food for consu mption. This is supported by 65% of the respondents. 

But, livestock asset is being depleted for the rest 35% of the respondents, the 

majority of whom are once aga in the' poor. Meanwhile, more-than three-fourth 

(78%) of the respondents, regardless of their wealth status, reported that their fa rm 

tools and other household equ ipments have been prevented from depletion. 

Results of asset inventory of the beneficiary respondents also SUbstantiate the 

above findings in relation to physica l capital. According to computations based on 

the survey results, the sampled benefi ciary respondents, on average, possess 

livestock asset worth ETB 965.4 at the survey times. Comparison of thi s with the 

situation a year ago, shows that there is no significant depletion of liVestock assets. 
, 

A year before, the average economic value of th e livestock/household is estimated 

to be ETB 643. In fact, this improvement is attributed to the fact that the number of 

livestock asset has dramatica ll y increased for 88% of the better-off, although it has 

/3)' 74el'fl Mol/a, 2007 
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decreased for 52% of the poor. A result of the asset inventory is as presented In 

Table 26 below, 

Table 26: Number of livestock and Farm Too ls/ Household Equipments Possessed 
Be fore and After Jo ining the Proqram 

Asset Average number/value 

Before JOining After Joining the 

- , . k 
the erogram proqram 

Lrvestoc 
--,--

Oxen ,2 ,2 
Bulls ,5 ,3 --, 
Cows .3 ,2 

Jieifers .2 ,5 
Calves ,1 ,2 
Sheep ,1 ,6 

Goal ,1 ,2 
Donkev ,03 ,05 
Mule .02 ,02 
Horses .01 ,0 1 
Poullry .4 1,3 
Estimated Economic Value(ETB ) 643 965.4 
Farm Tools/other HH Equipments 
Plouqh 1 1 
Sickle 1.8 1.5 
Pick Axe 1 1 -
Axe 1.5 1.4 
Grail Mill/Slone 1 1 
CharcoaliWood Siove 1 1 
LealheriWood Bed 1 1 
SDade 1 1 
Bee Hive 1 1 
Radio 1 1 

Source: Household survey result, 2006 
Remarks : the physical assets presented above are only tllOse HH assets that are currently in 
working conditions and an estimate of economic values is based on current market prices, 

Moreover, as ca n be seen from the above Table, there is no asset depletion in 

terms of farm tools and HH equipments, Accordingly, the number of household 

assets possessed by overwhelming majority , of the respondents has either 

increased or I'ema ined unchanged when compared with the number possessed 

before joining the program, In fact disaggregating the inventory resu lts by wea lth 

status of the respondents showed that there is no significant difference in relation to 

the afo re-stated increment in the number of the assets between the better-off and 

the poor. 

" 

._-- ,---,--
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Financi al Capital 

The effect of the PSNP on the fin ica l resources that the targeted beneficia ries 

possess is also assed, Findings , presented in Table 25 , show that 6 1 % of the total 

respo ndents avoided to use their savings to buy food, hen ce the prog ram has 

prQtected the depletion of their financial capital. However, the remain ing 39% of the 

respondents have repoli ed that savings have been used for co nsumption purposes , 

Cri tica l look at the responses, however, ,ind icates that the effect on financial asset 

va ries across wealth sta tus of the respondents, Accordingly, 68% of th e better off as 

compared with 55% of poo r have benefited from the positive effects of the program 

in protecting household savings, In other wo rd s, whereas household savings have 

declined fo r 45% of the poor, this has been a case only for 32% of the bette r"off. 

Social Capital 

Finings also Sl10W that PS I'oJ P has brought about promising results in prolectirlg HI-I 

assets via safeguard ing the depletion of social capi tal. To this end, 67% of the tota, 

sampled benef icia,'18s indicated that because of the prog ram their inclus ion in local 

i(; \ '8 ! socia! ;ns ' it~;tion s has either ;rnprn\/ed . The re main ing 33% , hOVv'8ver. still face 

difiiclolties if; c'-we I" c<)sts related to th eir social lives, predominantly sontributions to 

l"ddi rs and \~ahib(' rs (s e'') Tabl ~" 25), 

,';5 ino k':.:.ted in ta t)ie 25,cornparisor) of responses vis-a-vis the wealth category 

shows that there is still a variation in ie rms of the effect of the prog ram on ill'" social 

C:lpi7ClI. \';Jhere2.s around the lhree"foulih (72%) of the better oft pr!joyed the ben efit , 

·t is 6 '1 ~{ cf ;h" poor who have benefited from improved level of social !ntcr3ctiOI'S . 

;: is hO\VI"ver imi~o;':ad to men tion thai;) I'elalively less weight is giver~ by 1he 

1'8:0: '(' ; ',,':',:),':[5 ;0 social c3 ::-.it,,1 when compared 'Nith other the other assets, 

=' .. ;er:j~!:il!v, '::liJin,;" '3hcrN lila! PSNP has a considm3ble effect in protecting the 

, ncltur,;! (;apil:~i , O ~1': " c f '01'" !::uiiding blocks of household asset, as indica;ed by 74% 

of the to:ai ~"'~nek:3 ry "e,-,pO;-lde:,ts, 2:.11, for the rest 26% cf th l~ respondents tile 
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involvemen t in fire wood collection and sell has significantly diminished . The 

responses, however, indicate that the effect is much more perceived by th e 

resiDondents who are rela ti vely poor. 90% of the better of, who already had limited 

involvement in fi rewood coll ection and sell, reported that they are not currentl y 

involved In such activities that accelerate deforestation. But, the effect of the 

program on the poor, th ough appreciable, is still found to be less significa nt. As 

indicated in the Table, 42% of the poor are still involved in fire wood collection and 

sell for generating additiona l inco me. 

Checking the probl em of so il eros ion of farmland is also another contribution of the 

program that has a bearing on household asset condition. In relation to this , 76% of 

the tota l respondents revea led that, due to the program, the level of farmland soi l 

erosion has reduced: hence their asset has been protected from depletion . This is 

an effect, which is perceived by 80% of the better off and 72% of the poor. 

Finally, those respondents who consti tute 31 % of the total beneficiary respondents 

and whose assets have not been protected from depletion we re asked to identify 

their reasons. The reasons are presente~ in Table 27 below. 

Table 27 : Reason of Respondents whose Assets Not Protected by t he Program n= 

38(Multiple responses) 

Reasons Beneficiary Respondent with 
Asset Depletion (N=38) . Frequency % 

Inadeq uate amount of payment 69 32% 
Only part of the HH members included 52 24% 
Timinq of payments 40 18% ! 
Exclusion form other programs (FSP) 29 13% ~ 
Corruption by PA leaders 29 ~ Tota l 219 100% 

Source: Household survey result, 2006 
A proportionally large number (32%) of the respondents attribute th eir asset 

depletion to inadequacy of amount ,.of payment to cover their household 

expenditures. This is followed by inclusion of only part of the household members in 

the PSNP and fa ilure to timely deliverer payments are identified as the second and 

third most important reasons for asset depletion by 24% and18% of the 

respondents respective ly. Exclusion of household members from other food security 
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programs and corrupt pract ices by PA leaders are also reasons that together 

account for the remaini ng 26% of the respondents. 

Meanwhile, qual itat ive responses obtained from FGD participants and key 

in forman ts corroborate the find ings; i.e. the success and failure stories as a result of 

PSNP, which have been discussed so far. 

With regard to achievement of ou tcomes, the positive effects of the program in 

rescuing household assets of the targeted beneficiaries are the facts supported by 

key informants and FGD participants. Discussants of the FGDs revealed that the 

beneficiary households are benefit ing more form frequent visits to modern hea lth 

insti tutions in the local ities. Besides, . because of the prog ram their ch ildren are 

enjoying increased level of school enrolments. The discussants also share the fact 

that the PS NP is instrumenta l in protecting the depletion of the human, phys ica l and 

financial assets of the beneficia ries as well as to the prevention of commonly shared 

natural and social capitals that directl y affect the households' livelihoods. 

Nonetheless, part icipants of the discussions have reservations concerning these 

effects of the programs on al l beneficiaries are all alike. To this end almost all of the 

discussants emphasized that those beneficiaries that are re latively poo r are still 

vu lnerable to asset depletion. But; for the beUer-off, which they think were included 

due to errors of inclus ion, the program has become a good opportu nity fo r asset 

creation. Consensus was reached among most part icipants that whereas they are 

not confiden t enough in confessing the 'asset depletion of the poor, they held the 

opinion that the payment by PSNP is an additional injection of resources for the 

better-off. 

The key in forman ts boldly explained that PSNP has prove n successful in terms of 

brining about encouraging results, particularly in protecting the asset depletion of 

the beneficiaries . However, they identified the specific effects d isaggregating along 

the wealth status of the beneficiaries. On the one hand, the effect of the prog ram on 

the poor is much more magnificent in areas of health , education, and consumption. 

Bes ides, the program is, at least partially, a rescued savings and livestock asset 

that would have been used by the poor for consumption pLi iposes. Those 

beneficiaries who are ve ry p oor are still prone to depletion for three main reasons. 

First, the defect ive institutional arrangement in the area gave a room for corrupt 

practices, wh ich resu lted in the' exclusion of some household " members of the 
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beneficiary households from the program. According to th e respondents, had it 

been the case that all members of thei r, households were included in or benefited 

from the program, the income tran sfers would become adequate enough to rescue 

the depletion of their assets . Second , as a result of lack prog ress tracking in 

practice, correct ive measures were not taken as they occur. Finally, payments 

made by the program are not sensitive to pri ce fluctuations in the local market. 

5.2. 1.2 Indirect Effects of PSN P on Househo ld Asset Protect ion 

Respondents were also asked if the PSNP is making indirect contributions towards 

protecting asset depletion at household levels. Accordingly, the majori ty (around 

90%) of the total benefi ciary respondents agree til at PSNP has positive effects in 

areas of social, economic, environmental and political lives of thei r communities, 

wh ich in turn con tribute for asset protection of households. The remaining (10%) of 

the respondents, however, disagree that.the program has meaningful effects on the 

respective communities in general and household leve l asset depletion in particular. 

Those respondents who born w itnesses to the aforementioned program's 

contributions were asked to enumerate the specific indirect effects. This is as 

presented in Table 28. 

Table 28' Social Economic Environmental and Politica l Effects of PSNP (N=107) • • • 

Indirect effects 

I 
Percentage ~ 

Social I 
- -I 

Creates social equity/rescues the poor and marginalized 8 1% 

I -
Protects from the exploitation of informal credit 19% 

Economic I 

Helps to cover costs like tax and contributions 41 % 

Support to pay inputs cred it 36% 

Protect land renting-out 15% 

Creates employment opportunity 8% j Political 

Creates peaceful environment between government &. society 46% 

Encourages popular participation 43% 
--

Increase .access to be a member of ruling party 11% 

Environmental L ! 
-I 

Reduced soil erosion 160% 
, 

. -! 
Reduced defo,estation 40% I L---- _~ __________________ ~ 

Source : Household survey result , 200G 
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As can be seen in the Table , creating social equity is the most important 
contribution of PSNP for social wel fare development, wh ich is identified by 81 % of 
th e respondents. According to them, the contribution of the program is vi tal in terms 
of rescuing the poorest of the poor and marginalized segments of the community. 
Th is is in support of other findings on the redistri bute role which intended to redu ce 
the impact of poverty (Michelle. Adato,Akhter,and Francie Lund ,2002:2-4). The 
program is also identified by 19% of the respondents as a safeguard from 
exploita tive informal credi t services. 

Regarding the economic effects, the program's positive contribut ion for covering 
expenses for tax and differen t con tributions is identified by 41 %, whereas the 
program helps to pay credits for inputs like fertili zers as noted by 36% of the 
respondents. Protection of land renting and creation of employment opportu ni ties 
are also identified as pos it ive impacts by 15% and 8% of the remain ing 
respondent.s, res pectively 

Furthermore, posi tive effects of PSNP that are associated with politics were 
identified. According to 46% of the respondents, the prog rarn creates peaceful 
environll1er",l ~~· e:ween govern ment and society. For nea rl y equal proportion (43%) of 
the respondents, tile fact that PS f~P encourages popular participation is its positive 
politica! im~~a;:;L For the remaining (1 1 %) of I"espondents, increased access to 
membersil ip of the rulinq party is also due to the program. 

Finally, the respondents identified the positive effects of PSNP towards improving 
natural resource degradat ion re sulted from soil conservations practices by public 
works progra rn under the PSNP. According to 60% of the respondents, the program 
is contributing towards controlli ng acceierated soi l erosion. Moreover, the prograrn 
also contriilut(; s towards all eviat ing the problem of deforestation. The respondents 
brought to the atiention of the researcher that fire wood co llection and sell used to 
:)e a HH coping strategy during shock jime to fi ll their financial gap in the study 
mea. HoV/e'/Gr, follow'ng the PSNP lhere has been a red uced influx of households 
in the collection and sell of fi rewood as identified by 70% of the respondeni s. 
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5.2.2 Undes i ra ble Outcom es 

The PSI-.JP document. in add ition to sti pu lat ing the intended outcomes. wh ich we re 
bl'iefly discussed in the previous section , recognizes that the program is likely to 

! come-up ',\lith some undesirable ou tco mes that hinder the intended ou tcomes at 
household ;is well c's co mmuni ty levels. In this regards, th e document pays due 
attention to s :.ch effects as dependency syndrome. 

In light of t!l':, abo'l8 , the survey respondents W!3re also asked whether there are 
negative effect s exhibited as a result of the PSNP, which wou ld constrain the 
program fTrJr~' ! bringing about long-lasting effec ts on asset depletion of targeted 
households. In ~hi3 regards, the majority of the respondents, both from benefi ciary 
.and 110n .. ber. eficiar/ caiegories , stated that the program is not without negative 
effects. Fil ;oirlCjs S!j 'J vV that the effects of the program on self-I'e liance , consumption 
and saving . ;,1 fo ['103 1 safe ty nets as well as on '. h 8 I>ocio- politica l lives of the people 
are among tr,p' :nos! impOI"ta nt llE~g a tive res! !: t":". that deter the success of the 

. progralTl . Tile n~ " por;ses are presented in tile T;;ble 29 . 

. Tab ie 29: U nde ~~.i:-2, Dle Outconles of the progr:wl wh ,:) re n:.:1 58 .. . _ -- ... ---.. ... ----- . - - -.-... - -... - -._. - --. -- '-" '-'---~ "-' --I'-----""-------'" : . Undes iruble Oulo::ol11,,$ Percentage ; , 
' .... . -- - _.-. -- ., . --.-,-------- -----.. . -- -- - - ... - - .... - - - - -- - --_ ... _- _.---, --- ·--- ---1 ' -' rea1rH' . ~ - ne r- (IE:~ . , . ~\ ' aitill 'd n ! 53% " , ...... . . ... ~l I-':~i' I J _. I \~ .f ' . ..... I i ,.. - - . . -. ------.--._-- -....• -_ .. _._. - --~--. -- -- -- - - - .. .. --. - --_ ... _ ....... --/-- --_ .•.. ,------,; 
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help in stitut ions. The PSNP completely ignores the community's informal inst itut ions 
that have been at the centre of past initiatives for copping-up ri sks and hardships. 
Finally, the res t (12%) of the respondents emphasized negative effects of the PSNP 
through triggering conflict between the i'ncluded and the excluded . Bes ides, as a 
result of implementation problems loca l level cad res have been ca pita lizing of the 
program as a means of securing polit ical support, hence th e program seems to 
discourage pol itical plu ralism. 

Attempt wa s made to assess the level of recognition and mitigating strateg ies put in 
place by th e government to deal with the aforementioned negative effe.cts. Crit ica l 
review of the PSNP document , however, reveals that undue attention has been 
given to most of th e outcomes and no strategy has been devised to avert the 
problems. Indeed, with the exception of dependency attitude , none of the above 
problems were recogn ized while desighing th e program. 

As far as dependency is concerned, it is ind ica ted in the PSNP document that "the 
program should be implemented so as to complement , not crowed out household 
efforts to be tide over potentia l shocks and large needs .. .. the program should be 
designed and implemented in away to' dfscourage the development of dependency 
attitude and r;egative effects among beneficiary and th e community (MoARD, 
2004:4) 

Apart from recognizing th e problem of dependency as an undesirable outcome of 
the program, the specific strategies of addressing the problem is missing both in the 
program manual as well as the implementation guideline. 

In the final analys is, participants of the FGDs were given the chance to forward their 
views and comments on the negative effects of the prog ram. The views and 
opinions are found to strongly support the above findings, particularly in relation to 
widespread dependency. Full information gathered from FGDs is presented on 
Tabie .30 ,next page. 

By Tc/ere Mollc. ]007 
92 



A'_ ili··, ,: fllt' nl';, (i ap" a lfd P r(ls ;,l'l'!" Or ! he: 1'1 {lduct In' S;!I;':[ y Nct f1rosr:f11l ill F! hioJlla : 
~ ('asC' (!/ I f'I/IO II 'o/'( d(/, II.u/u!....l.o//(·. li.\,NI INS __ ~ __ 

Table 30 : FGDs on dependency attitude. 

-Level of Agreement in FGD Indicators of Dependency Attitude 
Sessions 

100%(5 of 5 groups) Safety net transler should not be confined to chronically food i n 
Iy secured housellolds; rather should benefit overwhelming maJori 

of the househgld~ 
80% (4 of 5 groups) The program has to continue for longer years (even under goo 

conditlontin order to make their livelihoods sustainable. 60%(3 of 5 groups) The program develops the attitude towards unwi ll ingness to d 
their own work on the beneficiaries. 

60% (3 of 5 groups) Beneficiaries' engagement in public works takes more time tha 
times for their own farming activities. 

40%(2 of 5 groups) Households rent out or share cropped out their own farmland 
expecting inclusion in the SNP. 

40% (2 of 5 groups) Household sale livestock assets anticipating inclusion in 
~-

PSNP. 
Source : Author's preparation based on Focus Group D,scuss,ons, 2006 

The summary in the above table indicates that in all of the five FGD sessions the 
participants believe that safety net transfer should be for all rather than only for 
chron ica lly food in secured household s. Besides , in most of the sessions i.e . 80% (4 
of 5 groups) the participants support the bel ief held by the benefi ciaries that the 
program has to continue fo r longer yea rs (even under good cond ition) in order to 
bring about sustainable liveli hoods. Furthermore, 60 %(3 of 5 groups) of the 
groups were found to believe that the program is cu ltiva ting bad poor work culture 
as it encourages the attitudes of th e beneficiaries towa rd s unwillingness to work on 
their own farmland : Same level of agreement is also observed owint) to the fact that 
the public works take more time than times for their own farming activities. 
Similarly, in three of th e fi ve FGDs, the pa rti cipants agree that benefi ciaries of the 
PS1·JP are spending much more ti me on public works rather than on own farming 
activities. To substantiate this, the survey resu lt shows that the beneficiary 
respondents, on average , participate on public work spending more than 20 days 
per month (66%). This is, however, aga inst '(he implementation manual, which 
asserts that the beneficiaries should invest around 80% of their work time on their 
own livelihood activ ities to avoid depend8ncy. The consequence and concomitant of 
th is, according to the discussants, is ,,:)set depletion rather than asset protect ion. 
Furthermore, 40%(2 of five groups) were found to support the statement that 
households rent-out or share cropped out their own farmland by expect ing inclusion 
in the PSNP. Similarly, the same (lumber of FGD sessions, the participan ts agreed 
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that most households sell their livestock assets an ticipating inclusion in the 
program. 

Most of the key informants were also asked to comment on th e negative effects of 
the PSNP. Almost all of them share that the program has resu lted in most of the 
aforementioned effects. However, they mentioned that th ere are households who 
rent-out land or share cropped -out as well as sell their livestock claiming for 
inclu sion in the program. According to them, inefficient institutional arrangement, 
misunderstanding about th e essence of the prog ram and design related problems 
are among the underlying causes for the 'negative effects of the PSNP. 
Most of the findings, presented and discussed before , in relation to outcomes of th e 
program also corroborate with findings of other studies. According to PANE (2006), 
safety net transfers like food aid programs brought about positive and negative 
impacts. Accordingly, wh erea s the positive impacts are more on communal levels, 
th e contribution of the transfers is insignificant in mitiga ting food shortages and 
household asset development. The positive impacts of the program include: 
contribution to bio-diversity/ environment and in frastru ctu re development, as well as 
generating employment opportunities . The study also uncovered that there are a 
number of negative effects' of such safety net transfer programs. Due to targeting­
related problems, the program has aggravated the problems of dependency on a id 
and decreased the ,productivity of farme rs. Al so the negative effect on local market 
distortion is emphasised. Besides , it has a negative impact of eroding informal 
institutions or coping mechan isms of the aid recipient communities. This is in 
support of the find ings of this study. However, the program did not influence the 
traditional food habit of the recipients, according to findings of PANE, hence is not in 
line of the findings of this study. 

In general, the findings of this study, particularly in re lation dependency attitude as 
an undesirable outcome of the PSNP is in support of other findings of like PANE' 
(Ibid) and Fasil( 2005), as quoted by PANE (ibid) , However, according to the study 
by Jenden(lbid) on an employment safety net programme implemented by SOS 
Sahel in Ethiopia, there is little evidence of negative impact of the project, 
particularly in relation to dependency. 

Therefore, owing to the fact that the PSNP recognizes dependency as an expected 
(undesirable) outcome of the programme (MoARD, 2004), it seems that 
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dependency attitude is resulting from the program. Besides. the find ings tend to 

support the fact that weaken ing informal' in stitutions such as Edd ir, church support 

(mitswat). rem ittance . and transfers among th e extended famili es. which are named 

as common form of informal sa fety nets by Tassew[2004J. Indeed . review of the 

program document showed that. the possible effects of the program on informal 

sa fety nets wa s not recognized in th e program document. Thus, it is not unsound to 

infer th at weaken ing in forma l sa fety nets is also another undesirable outcome of th e 

program not expected at the stage of designing. 

Thus. the findings of the study seem to provide adequate evidence with an 

implication that the PSNP. in parallel to partly contributing towards protection of 

asset depletion. has resulted in undesirable outcomes and/or negative effects th at 

are worth co nsidering if th e program is to materia lize its purpose and objecti ves. 
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CHAPTER SIX- SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

6. '1 SUMMARY AND CO NCLUSION 

Combinations of natural and man-made factors have resul ted in a serious and 

growing food insecurity problem in many parts of Eth iopia. In recognition of the 

gravity of th e situ ation of food insecu rit y and vulnerabil ity, the Government, in close 

co llaboration with its development partners, has developed a Food Security 

Program, one component of which is Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP). 

The PSNP is intended to serve a dua l. propose: direct suppo rt and intensive publ ic 

works. The program designed in 2005 intended to address the needs of about 4 .8 

million chronica lly food-insecu re people in 267 Woredas in different reg ions of the 

country 

The implementation of the Ethiopia five years PSNP started ill February 2005. As 

part of th e government' s effort to ensure effect ive implementat ion of the PSNP, 

program implementation manual has been prepared; training and awareness 

, creation activities were undertaken at different levels; target groups were identified 

for public works and di rect support, and ca pacity-bui lding measures have been 

taken. 

Meanwhile, regionai level official reports described the program's implementation 

both as pl'Omising as well as problematic. Apart from this, however, there is a 

research gap perta ining to the achievements, gaps and prospects in relation to the 

PSNP implementation in Ethiopia. 

It is aga inst the above background that this study was designed and conducted to 

identify ma jor achievements, gaps and prospects of the PSNP implementation. 

intensive investigation of the implementat ion process was possible taking the case 

of Lemo vlO reda of Hadia Zone, which is one of the 267 targeted woreda in wh icil 

the PSNP has been implemented ever since the year 2005. With in its scope, the 

study dealt with safety net transfers aimed at protecting household asset deple/ion. 

To this end , issues pertaining rule appJications towards the achievement of the 

program outcomes were assessed vis 'a'vis the implementation manual. 

The study triangulated different techniques to collect qualitative and quantitative 

data from primary znd " econdmy sources Afresh data was collected , among others, 

from a represent8tive ly drawn beneficiary households, key-iniornlonts, and focu s 
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group discussants. Critical review of pertinent documen ts further substantiated the 

first-hand information. Final ly, the study employed tools tha t are appropriate for data 

analys is and interpretation of findings. 

Based on the findings of the study, a number of conclusions are made being 

classified under the most noticeable achievements and gaps. Albeit the 

interrelatedness between design and implementation of a program, these are 

separately outlined, on ly, for the sa ke of presentation. In what fol lows are, 

therefore, the conclusions along with summary of the major findings: 

6. 1: 1 Achievements 

Design level 

• The Government has put in place appropriate polic ies, guidelines and 

institutions for effective implementation of the program. The PSNP is well 

integrated to other food-security programs. 

• The rules that guide the implementation process are clearl y stated. More 

specifically, differen t level (from national to community level) institutional 

arrangements are clearly defined with their mandates, roles and 

responsib ilities as well as requi red 'minimum capaci ties. Targeting criteria is 

well established together with the decision making process for selection of 

el igible beneficiary households. Mode of payment as well as its amount and 

timing are properl y addressed along with procurement procedures. 

Monitoring and Evaluation Systems is devised for progress tracking. In 

add ition to the afore mentioned ru(es, the envisaged outcomes of the PSNP 

. are articulated . 

• Besides , negative outcomes of the program like dependency syndrome and 

distortion of local market prices are recognized. 

Implementation level 

Institutional arrangements 

-

• The majority of th e .. institu tions were established in Lemo Woreda for the 

implementation process of the PSNP. Most of the institutions, especial ly the , 
WRDAO and the FSD are with better performances. Besides , the WC and 

WoFED, although over-burdened, are also exerting utmosi efforts to play 

their parts in th e implementation process. 
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• The majority of the minimum capacities stated in the manual are ava ilable in 

the woreda . Besides, capacity building trainings have been organized and 

provided for purpose program succ;ess. 

Targeting 

• Targeting criteria set in the implementation guideline are, at least partly, 

applied by exis ting institutions in th e woreda . Considerations include issues 

like, absence of family support or remittance, ownership of livestock, having 

old age, female headed households, and loss of assets and inabil ity to 

support themselves .. 

• Some of the targeted households are found to fulfil the criteria in the 

implementation , hence worth included. 

Payments 

• The mode of payment is found to coincide with the interest of most of the 

beneficiaries, wh ich is in the form of cash. Besides, the amount of payments 

is fixed on the bas is of the implementation manual, wh ich is ETB 30 /person/ 

month . 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

• Annual progress reports are prepared by the woreda and submitted to the 

regional government via the zonal department of agriculture and rural 

development. 

Outcomes 

• The PSNP has brought about promising resu lts in a way to achieve the 

intended outcomes. The program is found to have both direct and indirect 

effects. 

• The direct effects of the program include protecting the depletion of 

household assets, namely, human , natural , physical, social, and financial 

capitals in order of relative importance from the highly protected to th e least 

one. In terms of the Human capital, the program has greatly affected the 

education, health and capability components of most targeted benefactress . 

The effect of the program in protecting natural capita l involves mitigating 

deforestation and soi l erosion that are directly linked to the household asset 

base. Besides, the effect of the program on protecting physical capital is 
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evident in its contribution to curb poss ibi lities of land rent-out or share 

cropped out, sell of iives tock, crop production as well as farm tools and 

household equ ipments In addit ion, the program has also contributed to 

inclusion of the poor in social in teractions as it supported th e beneficiaries to 

involve in !oca l !evel social insti tutions. Indeed, by way of reducing possible 

exclus:e,n of the poor, the program has preven ted the depletion of social 

capita ! for the beneficia ries. Finally, th e financial capital or household savings 

has been also protected by the program from being depleted. 

• Indimcliy, the F'SNP is also found to contribute to household asset protection 

throu9:1 its eflecls on the socio-economic, political and ellv ironmentallives of 

the Deople. Among the most important of these are, reduc ing inequality, 

covering diffe r'ent costs, promoting peace and stability as well as reducing 

burdens on the natural resources. 

6.1.2 Gaps 

Des ign I~'!.£!.l 

• The impiementa tion guideline doesn't provide the specific rule as to which 

organ ;~, r~'Hnd ated l() e"tabiish which speci fic institutional arrangement. Also , 

til e ter",;€; for the institutions is not ciea rly defined in th e guideline. 

• Targetir ,y criteric: is rlol '!.'itilou t loopholes for committing errors of inclusion. A 

case in pc:int, it. takes for granted the appropriateness of selection processes 

in th e pa" i as a justi fication for inclusion in the prug ram. Specifica lly. 

households who received food assistance prior to the commencement of the 

F'SNP are el igihle for inclusion . 

• Regarding payrnen ts ~ the amour t set as a benchmar'k in the implementation 

manual is by fa r lower than existing locai market prices . The need fo r 

amend rT:en;s " r:d/or flexibility in reia tion to mode and amOlJn l of pavrneni is 

recOfJn :.o:e( while designing ttle program. Nonetheless , top :(-)1'<)1 insiitutions 

"' :'e Ill;;nriated to make ihe amendmcnts; hence the decision· makino power 

of the local institution:; is yet lO dec8ntralize. 

• Gaps ;';(0 observed in the monitoring am::. evaluation system. Tile timing of 

8'.'al,)atlon is !l ot ,r)roperly specified. Moreover, the M&E system is seemil1gly 

biased towards the publ ic work proj(~ cts. with a neglect to establish the 
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Targeting 

• Targeting criteria applied in actual selection of beneficia ries were sometimes 
found to be fl exible and subjective. Thi s, mainly emanating from gaps in 
institutional arrangement , resulted in an inclusion error. A considerable 
proportion of the ex isting benefi ciary households do not fulfi l the cri teria set in 
the implementation guideline. By the same token, there are households who 
qua lify for inclusion but not benefiting from the program, hence an exclusion 
error. Equally important, the targe ting practice is such that, predominantly, 
only parts of the household members of the targeted beneficiaries are 
included in the program to rece ive the income transfers. The main reason for 
this is the intention of institutions to equally distribute benefits for all 
households, regardless of its compliance to the implementation manual. 

• Th e decision. making process in the targeting practice lacks transparen cy, 
downward accountability and participa tion of the community though 
envisaged in the implementat ion guideline. The dominant perception in the 
area is that individuals, mostly DAs and PA offi cials, and not the institutions 
are influential in deciding over inclusion or exclu sion of a household from the 
program. 

Payments 

• Th e mode of payment doesn 't practically enteliain requests in the form of food 
a/or a combination of cash and food depending on realities on the ground. 
Hence, flexibility is not practically observed . Similarly, the amount is found to 
be inadequate to cover household 's income vs expenditure gaps. 
Nevertheless, .no adjustment has so far been observed during the last two 
years regarding amount of payments. Consequently, price fluctuations in the 
local market coupled with the abovementioned targeting problem of not 
including all household members is posing. a serious challenge for the 
adequacy of payments . Delay in payments is also found be a serious gap. !n 
most of the cases, the payments were delivered long after chronic food­
shortage seasons passed. The problem is further aggravated by corrupt 
practices by' PA leaders that appropriate payments of some beneficiaries. 
This payment related problem is, indeed, found to be one .of the main factors 
that jeopardize the success of the program: i.e. protection of household asset 
depletion. 
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Monitoring and Evaluation 

• No assessment has been undertaken to know wheth er the program is on the 

right track especially in terms of achieving the intended outcomes th rough 

established rules, 

• Intensive follow-up and review has so fa r been inadequate, The ro le of the 

local people and other institu tions particula rl y NGOs are marginal in prog ress 

tracking , 

• Ach ievements and gaps obse:-ved in the course of implementation are not 

prope rly documented. The woreda has never benefited from sharing 

practices/lessons from other wOfedas vlli thin or outside the region. 

Outcomes 

• Notwithstanding acrievements of ~Il e program within the context of the 

foregoing gaps, a host of sllo,tcomings are also observed in relation to 

outcomes. 

• There is disparity in terms of the !evel of achievements wi tnessed among the 

I'lousehoid assets, Whereas IlUman, rl atural and social capitals are areas 

where the effect is significant, Tile physical and financial capitals whic~, are 

key to tile households s ust ai r;a bl ~J live lihoods are relatively less reccued. 

Besides. the direct, effects of til " prog ram ore no' equally shared .'lnl or'g all 

households ta rgeted' by lile program. The success of the p;ograrn on the 

poorest of the poor is less satisfactory when compared with the beUer-off. 

Whereas the former enjoy protection from depletion of the hun ran cilr)ital 

relatively, the latter are fou nd to U,,8 the income transfer fo r asset Ci'%~i ()n 

;J ur~ose , wt:ich is against the direct intention of the program. 

• Negative effects .ct the program EO re also uncovered by the study, idos! 

import2ntiY" oepend ,Ot lcy att itude, developrTliln! of bad consumption h2!'):!': 

andweaken;ng ()f info:-mal safety nst an" found to be HI<" "',.' '1Ji 

com;equences 5 ~'C concomitants of the ~' rogram imple rne" tJ~:(jn, 

Furtllermol'e: · .the inci irect positive dfect of promoting pa:i ici pation and 

empowerment of the poorest of th e poor households so r,l ':)times )'8 ils te. be 

genuine and practical. 

, " .... 
)'./.:: 
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In a nutshell, the PSNP envisages income transfer to chronica lly food insecure 

households as a means to protect asset depletions thereby reducing the likelihood 

of insecurity and vulnerabi lity of the households. The program's implementation 

process was designed to be guided by well -es tablished rules pertaining to 

insti tutional arrangement, beneficiary targeting , payments as well as moni toring and 

eva luation system. The implementation process has brought about promising 

results th at directly or indirectly contributed for protection of asset depletion i.e. the 

intended positive outcome of the program. Howeve r, there are also a number of 

gaps observed that impeded proper implementation of the program. As a resu lt of 

defective ru le application in the woreda and partly due to design level gaps, the 

success of the program, particularly in te~ms of protect ing the most important assets 

of the poorest of the poor benefi ci.aries is below expectations. Moreover, no strategy 

is put in place to dea l with the undesirable outcome of dependency. Besides, th e 

program is not integrated to informal safety net institutions and its implementation is 

weakening these insti tutions. 

Therefore, based on the conclusions, th e foll owing recommendations are made for 

sca ling-up the achievements and fi lling the gaps observed, so far, fo r a better 

prospect of the PSNP implementation in Lemo woreda in particular and th roughout 

the cou ntry in general: 

6.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 

General recommendations : 

• Revision of program implementation manual with due consideration to 

scaling-up of past achievements by ,strengthening success areas and 

redressing g<lPS observed in the course of implementation. Equally, the 

government has to ensure that' the guideline is communicable and/or 

under standable to members of the local level institutions. 

• Designing appropriate program and implementation guidelines is only one 

pa rt of the equation. Much more emphasis has to be given to the practica l 

application of rules, particularly at the grass-root levels. 

• Ensuring good governance among the institutional arrangements for the 

implementation process deserves due attention with immediate intervention. 

-::-:::-::--,....,.--,::------­
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• F'artnersh ip and/or pa rti cipation of local level development actors is of 

paramount importance to the success and sustainabi lity of the program 

impacts. Promotion of synergy among different food security 

programs/projects is also equally important. 

Spec ific recommendations: 

• Institut ions shou ld, in practice , get right. Particularly, the government should 

ensure that woreda and kebele level institutions are performing well or in line 

with the implementa tion guidel ine. Special attention should be given to 

making the institutions transparent, pa rti cipatory, and accountable to the 

beneficiary communities and th e public at large. Capacity building trainings 

for members of woreda, kebele and community level institutional 

arrangements shou ld be provided with a focus on good governance, the how 

of mainstreaming the very purpose of the PSNP, targeting criteri a, and 

decision making as well as on how to mainstream cross-cutting issues like 

gender, environment, HI V/AIDS etc. Sensitiza tion and/or populari zing the 

program document and its implementation guideline to all members of the 

institutions is also of paramount importance. Furthermore, awaren ess raising 

sessions should be organized for the community at large. 

• Reconsideration of gaps observed in relation to targeting. Possible revision of 

implementation guidelines should refine the rules stipu lated in relation to 

beneficiary targeting criteria and the decision making process. There has to 

be a strict targeting cri teria and a transparent decision making process 

especially for beneficiary ta rgeting. Care must be taken in defining criteria as 

some of them are found to encourage and/or re inforce dependency attitudes. 

• Payments, particularly the amount, should be amended and need to be 

practically fl~xible to reflect rea lities in re lation to local market prices. To this 

end, the woreda level institutional arrangements need to be empowered to 

make decisions perta in ing to the amount and mode of payments. 

• Monitoring and evaluation systems has to participatory and more than any 

·thing practical. In deed, as most of the problems in the implementation 

process are, at least partly, attributed to lack of fo llow-up and supervision, 

this has to be boldly defined and implemented . Besides, possible revisions of 

the implementation guideline should address lack of mechanisms to track 
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progresses in terms of the effect of the program in preventing asset 

depletion. 

• Strategies should be put in place to mitigate negative effects like dependency 

syndrome and other undesira ble outcomes like the effect of the program on 

informal sa fety nets. 

• Strengthening networking and partnership among different actors, particularly 

loca l level institutions like NGOs/CBOs in the implementation process as well 

as during prog ress tracking is of pa ramount importance 

• Finally, action-oriented resea rch works should be encouraged to draw and/or 

rep licate good practices that have implica tions to effectiveness, efficiency 

and sustainabi lity of the Eth iopian Productive Safety Net Program. 
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A II II ex -J Table-3 Sample Size Distributioll 

Popula tion (HH ) Sample Size (HH heads) 
Beneficiaries . Non- Beneficiaries TOTAL Beneficia;: ~'!~ s Non - Total S. Sa mple , POPULATION Beneficiaries Sample size n Keble 

M F Tot M F Tot M F Tot M F I Tot M F Tot M F Tot 
1 Wogile 93 36 129 142 62 204 23 5 98 333 15 7 [2'2 8 4 12 19 9 28 

Aba ra 

miss 2 Homa a 15 3 58 21i- 195 290 116 406 22 , 10 ' 32 7 3 10 25 10 35 I 

k. 
, 

Age ra 
I , 3 Le ignaw 119 39 I 135 56 19 1 254 95 349 Ie~. !5 7 3 10 21 8 29 

Kabech o 
I 

lsg- -- -- _ .. _ ' _. 

"1 
4 I Bilagele 31 ! 18g 235 J 0 1 336 393 132 5 'J.~ 23 : 6 29 13 5 18 31 10 41 i I 

i 
I 

; I Ambicho 

, ! , 
~.~ 143 72 -- 1 215 128 54 

1

182 271 126 ~q7 --20 12 3~~ 6 3 9 22 13 3C: .0 -
5 Le ign aw .' -

I 
I 

I Ponko I 
I 

I--;;;--cl J 
236 ~ 902 

i 
2c:d 

Total ; 666 777 331 1108 1"43 567 ! 2010 98 ~ 14 0 4 2 18 60 140 60 ~- .L Source: Autho r's computation based en woreda council reports 
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-----

[~[ ;lItd wri 1 \' 

)D 6. Tcrl ::t r y 

A. lIousch,,] d I'rol' i ] c 

2) lsI II i s a rcm~t! ~, - IIl'<tfh·d hOll: a ·llo! d? «(' i!T! t' O ll e) 

How relz..ted Male [M] or Age 

t o head of f emale [F] (Age in 

Name of the househol d? (circle complete 

member (Wri tc code) one) years) 

-
(5) (6) (7) 

\1 F 

1 2 

-- ---
1 2 

r-------+- 2 
- --

, 2 

1 2 

; 2 

I, 2 

1 2 

l' 2 

I' 2 

, 2 

I, 2 

, 2 

, 2 

1 2 

1, 2 

o 

I-~-------------------' 

I Yes: 1 \ No: 2 1 

~es: 1 No:2 ! 

1______ _ _ ___________ ~~ ___ i 

Can he or shc Hi ghes t grade Labour 

read a letter of school capac i ty 

or newspaper? completed (wri te 

(Circle one) (wr i te number - code) 

or 00 if none 

(8) (9) (10) 

Yes ~(, 

;l --
1 , 

----f-- , 
1 2 

----~ --
1 

~ -------J 
1 

~ 1 2 

1 2 

, 2 

1 2 
, -------, 

" 2 I 

1 2 ~ , 
---, 2 

--
1 2 

--, 2 

, 2 

=t~ 
, 2 

1 2 

\' 



Lia:.!:: · ~ k):,r' 1 cl£!/,r;u 10- h eaG \-.1· :',.usf hold? - _.- - - .::-.--

() ... , . ~ .• I • 

GE- .[[\( , !t: iolliv. !:f" hC<:U/Wllc 

B . Live I i hood 11': t i v j tic::.; a mi 1 ncomc( 1 0 <l:';: ; C :'; Gj ';J dU3 t i llll) 

T- Di d U;)-y~;~ i nl--Ik,w ' W"Y "ont~1 Tot.aG ",onthl y I you]" hO I,"P,~'" ld II i. n t.he 1 a:,t year income earned 
Cd" I dll t hi s " cl'I'l ty I did your while doing thi s I during l asl I household earn work? 

I yea,., I iI1COtn~ei ~-~'(:::I::ing I I 
': I I Ii i (Circle one onJ;;' I : i ! <:r.-]') o/-c- ! I i _________________________ ~ ___ + ____ ! ___ .. _ .. onJ~ _ __ ! _____ ____ I ~fJirr pf!r month) I 

J I (1') I (~ 2) I (13) ; :~:~;;:'~:c'o~;:;~--o;,; :=~k :t~ ,~C=F , - .~.- :=--f -~=--~==:I 
I I , , i " 

I 
I!: 

! 
" "---- ~- ----:~-. ~:--.-:~.-~:.,- .. -.~:-:~.-;:.:~ . --~ .- ' - -i-~;' ' - --';-,;~~---::- -' . '-"1-1 -.-; _._. __ .-.-.-.. : .. --_ .. --.. - . -- '--~ .•• , :, ' 1:'1 " ______ ••.. _ ._ .• _ .•. _ _ .. __ .• ____ . ..!_. _____ .. ___ . . .. l .. ___ . ____ ._. ! _. ____ . __ .. _i 

c_ 



-'--l-'~T'~~~,yor;~-{;,--T ;;~w !I1a~y mo~th ;' TT~t-':l:-:;n9,lltl;i l' I 1 jOlil' .,o:]501",J <I I '" the last \'ca r ! '"C""'" can,"" 

I
I C"do Il' do n -.i:-: activi t y I di d your II while doi ng: thi ~ dUI' i ng l as t how .. ehol rl ear n work? ii' 

Live] in(Jod Acti vity 

I 
I
i I! )'ea1:1 . ,1

1 

i llco",o ":0," do in,; ! 
\ tid ~ WOj: ki' I ' I I ,c'~l, "" I " i,d. ~ win . 

1 __ ' _____ .. ______ ._ _.-.1 ____ i va/I~ ____ J---- __ ------j~a:.~~·~}~~:~~~~h-! 
. . , 

I I ' , ! :~O~Dn::~~~;I) Nit !'IWCES~;I NG ------ ---+---1----·----·---····f---·---·----··---+--··· ---.. ----j b" II i nPo lo, .. "0' " "" .• ,,1«'. '"·,·,,d. ,,;'::-, ---·-t;------~,~;---·-\~--T- 2--·--;--·· ~·----·-.-11 ---- -.-- ----. ------1 , d,· ink s. e:... I I I __ . ____ ._ .. _._1.._. __ . ______ . ....1 

r·SL.1 ii,;~ :dr ,)j,,,: i(·i::;,k(c.g. l~i i~~jj.·-1 3;' I",; \ ;, i : J 4 : I I 
1 

i I I I ; 
___________________ .. _._ .. +---___ .. __ .. ___ . :._._. _______ ._. ___ J_ .. __ 

S 'I ' (. k I ," . 
~e : '\ '''. ,\' ", I, _. _. .... ,I 

i .. -------1 
, (- I i ll g ,(·0 ".'( I tl ll (! 

.J J 1 , . ' :',. ! •. . : 
··OTil l;;;------------ --·-- --- -T-------- t--------- - -'-l-- -- . ----- -- -1 ::~;~i"~ ___ ··_~:=_~~:~·==·==~~~·- ~ -l~~:-==~-~~==~t-.. ~.-=~;- -~· -~-.t~---~ ~-'_.'~- .; :Ih!l oy icnd :ng ! 4"; I It ' :; \ 1' i ':, , ~ -;0~~~ ( '3P\'~~i f 'y~ -~~~~=.~-~~-==-~_=----- '-'-1-'~2'- '--- !--~~:;~- . -- - :~-,-: -- --j~--~ -----~-- .---~- . ------------ ------ -- --- .-t---. - -- -r-

o

• - - --- -·-----r;:-~,;~· , -;-:0 ~;;; ,:,~! ~ '-,---

._------_._. __ ._._-

, , , i _. _______ 1. _____ • _________ • 

J 2~ =, - 6 :! :,'i1111 " , 
! •. '·"'I1",,:i:,. i , , 14 , :-1: ~ 12 H! r ';'t!;~ : ! . __ L. _______ .. _________ c ___ ..:.. 

, 
. ~, .. 

.- -. '1 

.. ____ .. _J 



ll' Access to L~nd 
r ' 

__ 'I Yes 

I 

'. , 1''' ".Me,,~ giv~ _.io Ye. 'N~ r-l-f-'-'--'-.: -~u-.w-
mllch l and" I Other much l and? 

1 1-1 ___ _ 1 
'I~-+-

(hectares) . ' (!lec t<1rc sj 

1SI ''' '''' ''10PP,. d 2 I [, ::"r"",d "wiI I,,,,d 
1 
I 

J--- ------- out. 1and I 
l 

i:l 11 ··--------·--IUc:~;1 ('d olll I ,,-,,-d'-!--- 2 '~--l 
I . __ J ________ _ 
! 1 2 ----I -_.---j(;;:;:-,-. -i Cl IH-: --l 'n I' 2 i -~ 

I ;!Ild i __ _ 
1?l' I; ! i 'd in I;I!H\ 

! I !': (,!H, ' ( , IW I'll r I I i i, I I JI 
I" I' ~- _f~""--- -- I, I 
.....l.-. ~~ __ ~ ____ ~, __ ~_-.l2~ __ -,--~~_.-J 

Y~'S: i\o: 2 

(18) 1(' Y(·s, whf? [Ci rcle (Ill tlwt (IPI'iy] 

.---.----- ReGs~n Tve~'--' --- Rea son ~ 

-; "'--~-;:~"d , '1" I " 1)1I1' [' lO d --r;;- ~-,,-,,-,;, lI'nl e ',lI,eI Ih,lI ' W(' '1<'l d ~ 
-- - i \I;;:- '~-::-ci .cci ' ,, :;;;-1'>1' I""" I v -~ -.;- --I \\,-;1,;7 "''''e ,"ollgh I~J~-\-O-- I 

_~ ____ ._J_:~~~._~; _______ ~'.:~l~:(~ . _____ . ___ j ____ +_~:~~~~_I._,,_l '~ _________ _ I \i'~ 'i~'l'lil'(; c,lsh !(I!" Sf.hChJj illg 8 r :'\( ' dOll ' Al; IH~ ;l('t'~'~S In p!(ll:!~h (Jnrl ... I 
I J ' ~_. ______ J_~-:J'l'~~_____________ ___ _ ____ .+~. _______________ _ " I II'" ""('ded l';: sh 1'0" ,·nr i" I 19 I Tfl(~ i ~l!1(1 is li tH") ! ' qu;! l : L Y 
I ob! i gi:t Lions (c.g. \\'c,dd i ng) 1 .. _--_ .. _+--,. 
i ii',-' HC'cch'c: nlsh f or oUlCr 

5 1 n'<l~ O~lS (spec i fy):---------- - - -- -- --­
I 
I 
I 

10 

I 
-.--.---~---.. -------------- _.L. 

- -"--No-: -2 ----l 
~- .. -----.. ---.---,---' 

!yes: 1 





E. Self- Assessmen r. 

(25) Comp,'red to thi s t i me before SliP. IS o 2 3 4 

your hOCisehold bette r off. worse off. or 

t he same? 
8 9 10 

(26)])0 you Ihtnk you are better off, 
G 2 3 4 

iViJr!;l! of f. or lhe same as an average 

hnuscho ld i.n this v i llage? 
8 9 10 

Ceues: Better off Codes; Worse of f 
). \\'{' h<.H'C In:l'l'5S t o mOl" . land : \l· •.• 11;,\,1;' il':;s 1:.111-1 (01" ll ll hH~th 

;:>. 5'J:n"Olw i n OU I" household who IW ;-; i J I ':Ol IIt ' upr . ) . Son: l.' .'lll' III "UI" !lOu s ubGlcl .~0t ill .... r died 
4 , \1",. I'.'ccivcd ass ls lance frollt till' ,';<li"!'lj" 'I. lop .;"'I"l' ClOt :nc.;J uded o n t~,.· ~;d'vl~' 1H'1 

F, I NF() I ~ M I\1. TI<I\NSFI;:~S 

" ", ill!' its: : i :; 1 ; Ill' t· 'I!' .'.' ", 

5 

5 

Y/o:.'se 
,.' 'i 

G 

,- . 
fj;,T, 

7 

7 

I Re ason fo!' not -------1 
r ece i v ing assistance I 

Type of ass i stanc t! recei vcd Before safety net 

Program 

lift er safety net 

Program 

I a fter inclus i on in i 

I Yes No i Yes No ~~~~=:.~·---i 
1

IIIr"ni l :<I ''''OS (rrom ""L,lil'(' 2 I 2 1-' 2 3 4 5 I 
I i \"; fl,!.! ('] Sf'\rill 'rt') ! ------I i 

rO ' h q· «"'["il ,i f' , ;--------I~-----;- I --~--~- - 3 4 5 ---I 
17,~'!1 I ,, :,, ~ (" :,,, I "rr :;!) 0 ; , 2 [ -,- -;--;- -- " 5 , 
~ ; (\ III l)j ~I d II, gl r I 1 . ::! - ------l~- ---·--;-----T-;-- ---;- ---:;-----5- - 1 

I ,," """""':" "'''~~T----- 2 -~-------I------~--~--L~-~---~~ .-~~~-~-:= 'I' ~( I'd ). ! ! I 1::! J 1 2 I 1 2 J <I 5 

t\:;"~i I";~' ~=-~-==-=--=1:=- 2_--- --- t~=-_= ___ 2 __ J--=~ ___ ~ - ~;" --~ --



I-After saf~i;y n;;t---' lle\i"on' for hot '!i~t. :~ ... _~.,:::. . . ~ ".(.; ·t,...,· 

:~Px:og:rtam . re'c,ei ving assistance 1::: ;,."':.~ :~ ,. , af:~~~J~inclusion in 
." <;'1 

safety net program 
Yes No Yes No 

Pree labour 
2 2 2 3 5 Free usc or oxen or oxen or 2 1 2 2 3 5 p' lough (for farming) 

r-rc e us e o f pack an ima I s (fo r 2 2 2 3 4 5 l ra ~1spo r I.) 

Other (spec i. f" )V 
2 11 2 2 3 4 5 Codes: I1ca.son for no t g !VIII !! aS~lstanC(l after JncJl1 'il0n In sa f£'ty nct nrog r am 

5. tlll l l ! ( . ..,pt-(" ! f y) _______ _ 

G. porma I Transfers 
(28) 11 tI ll' ! ~JSl Y {.~~lr. '.'lhal as s Lst.i:mcc did your hou:;chold ITc('il,l~ C,'om g() "ernmcnt o r (lid < lg{: l H· i, · .~ ? -

Progr brnmci Pray i der I 
Typ e of ass istance r ece i ved Amount 

I -I I '" rool! ;11 I _ _ (Kg) 1 2 3 4 --
,-t "I' (' ;j ';I. __ (Hi t r ~ 1 2 3 4 

-
---- -
1:' )1 H i- - i ,'"m p!t l)Yl11t ' I ! I _(Kg) I 2 3 4 

( ' i!'~h ~ wm 'l~.()ynll 'llt (I> i 'T) 1 2 3 4 I -

I 
FJ ('I' :;i ,('d:-: ,1/, 1 n,)!~; _(Kg) 1 2 3 4 -

i 
Fn' (' ft'!" ! i l : :',(, r __ kg_ Hi I ,. 1 2 3 4 

_(kg) 

{' r ed j 11 1,1 );! (! __ (Hi IT) I 2 3 4 

l 
----------

-;, i \'VS 1 ()ck __ (;\umht,t,) 1 2 3 4 

-- -j 1)\ hl'l (" 1)1'( i : y) - - --.-l1 2 3 4 

J ---------
.. _-------

{;odt's: Prug: ;l1mllC/p rO V i d( ' 1 

I JJI 



II , Asse l inve n t.o r y 

Number Number 
r:-- . 

I If thc number owned to~ay i s i ncr-casco or 

f\ ssc t 
Cost of \ 

Own ed Owned Replacin g decreased compared to be fore i nclus ion ill 
to day. before One (Birr) SNP, why? , , 

I 

inc lu s i on (c ircle aJ 1 that apply) 
i n SNP 

(30) (31) (32 ) 
(33) I -

,i ves loc k 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 I lxcn 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 I --- - - -.-- - - --- -III I I s 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

-
(}\\'S 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 
" --

!vi J"CI"S 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 

-----
'(:l I \'('S 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

I ~h('l'P 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 I 

I 
-

----, 
0(11 :; 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 I , ------
I 

), 1l1kl'Ys 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1-' t - -==1 

:u l ( 'S 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 1. lor.sC's 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

I 
ornels 

1 2 3 • 5 6 7 8 9 101 1 12 13 14 

~ 
foul t n' 

1 2 3 • 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 roduct i \Ie asse t s 

-

------j 
) I ough 

1 2 3 • 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 '" , 
1 

---' 
i c klc (maci;id) 

1 2 3 • 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 __ --.-J ) i .:k axc (doma) 
I 1 2 3 • 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 I ----
I 

xc ~met r (' llia) 
1 2 3 " 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

----1 I ,)C (rnekotkocha) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

;>ade (ak(:fa) 
1 2 3 • 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1: ' 14 

-

=~ 
'raditional beehive 

1 2 3 " 5 6 7 B 9 1011 12 13 14 
, 

)der n bcehi vc 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 ,. -± ',leI' pump (hl:lnd/foot) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 11 12 13 14 

I 

);1' 



, . 

'.~- -
1. Fooe! Secur i t :t 

(34) Du':' ing last year (1998 E.C). diJ your ncu,;ehold suffer any shcrtagc of foo:'! to eat)? {Ci rcle one) 
Yes 1 No 2 Which moths in the last year did your hou:~eh o ld have problems satisfyi ng i.ts food r, e (~ ds? (C;;-cle ali that appl y) 

I 2005 
~ 2006 

-I May Apr Mar .1 reb Jan Dec Nov Oct Sep Aug Jul Jun May Apr I Mar 
, 

14 

1
15 

1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

0 5) Durino the worst month :ast year, how many times a day did the adults and children in your households t!at? 
i 

Number of mea 15 per day I 
(Circl e one for each row) ~s 

- h _ 

1
0 

2 3 4 - - ----- --1 

L.

_C_h_i_l_d_r_e_n _ ____ (_._S_C_hO_(_,_I-____ / _________ ._~_" kil1g . I 0 _______ 2 _____ 3 ____ 4 ____________________ ~ 
lIon- l n fant s ) __ 

__ 
Code: 0: sornel ime~ passed (l wholp day wi thc.u t eating (In yL hln g:. (36) Househo ld r:xpcnd i lu r e Indicate t he a v('nlge hOlJ sehold expcn d i :"urc in one mon t h for til l' ro~lo.vi n g l isl~~O r items 

I I I tems 
Average househo ld Av erage Itou scho \ d 

I ~--. Expenditure in One month Expl: Il c\l turc ill Olle 

1 

I before joining the PSNP Ilwnth after (a m ount in Birr) Joinin o th e PSNP 
I . -

-

11'1I1! (,hilld consumpt i.lll (f"(l(}c! ;~Ild j"( '\ ; It cd 
, 

11 

, , 
1 

I t. ('ms) 

I 
i 
1----- -

~ 
2 Ili dustrial l'oir. rnnd i i i l'S 

J Social scn' i ct'S (such : IS ro t" ell i ld r cll. 
l'duqll i 011 , hea I LIl etc) 

1 4 FxpvI se:; ~T' \ a t.:ci t n soc i ,, \ i ll s !.i tLil iotls I (Iddi r , mchabc r. ('l e ) I 

G S .. I'. ! !1g 

. , , 
li hI' . s wei r 1 ( 1 , ) ) 

K. Targel.ing 

I' 

! I \". ,. [ .. Sel: [ j nil 1\2 

I 

I ~=======-.j I Y es I ~ 

.1,'1 

1 No 2 
J 

I 

\ 

\ 

\ 



1. Food SecUl-i ty 
;34) Du ;- ing last year ('098 E.C). did YOLlr hc u:;ehol d suffe;- any s hcrtage of foo:'! to eat)? (Circle one) 

Yes 1 No 2 Which moths iii t he l ast yea r did YOllr hou!"-iehold have prob!ems satisfying i ts food rleed~? (Ci"cle ul; that appl y) 

! 2005 
2006 

-I May Apr Mar / Feb Jar. Dec Nov Oct Sep Aug Jul Jun May Apr I Mar 
0 

/4 
1

' 5 

, 2 3 5 6 7 B 9 10 11 12 '3 14 

(35) Durina the worst month las t year, how many times a day did the adu lts and children in your households e at? I Number of meals per day 

(Circle olle for each r ow) ! ;\duils 
0 , 2 3 4 

I Chi id rc ll (.Sch oo I- I i'q:::ck i ng, 

I 
0 , 2 3 4 non- infant s) , 

i Code: 0 = !~ OmeLlrne :, pa s s ed d whol!' day WI [hout ea Llng an YL h l ng. (36) lIo llschcl d Expend i l u r e Indicate the a \'e r age 110lJ scho l d e xpc ndi Lure i n one monlh for l h l · 
foll owing I is Ls o f i l ems 

I I I tems 
Avera ge househo l rl A vcr-age hOll scho I d I Expenditure in One month Exp~l1d llun: ill On e 

I 
before joining the PSNP l1Io nth aftcr 

0 

(amount in Birr) Join ill o thc PSN P 
I r;- q" wa' ho!d f'o ll :, umpt jnn , rood i:lld l"l'l:r t l' d 
, I , 

i J. l ' !\1S) i 
--_. 

2 !11,lu s t r iai C OIr.mod ii i l' S 

3 Sn(" i ,l! s cn<ic l':~ (s ll c h ; IS 1"0 1 (' h j I d 1" ('11, 

l'dUl' i l liO[l, heal lh el c ) 
, 4 F.\pells (' !; ~. (' I a l~d l <) ~oc i ' l l i ll s ti l utiotls I (idd i r . nl C' lwbc r, l'l e ) I I 
I 5 I "" i ng C o :: " tl:o " -(S I"'" i I'y) 

--.-L i 
, 

, 
K. Tdrgel l llg 

1 No 2 
I 

J 

I f ~.. ! !JK. ; " 11 · I IJl II · I, ) Sec ti on KI. 

0 
0 
0 

I 

I 

j 

\ 

\ 



Total 

(43) I r t iJ('se househo I d rnernbe r s had no t been work i ng on t he PSNP pro .i cc t du ri ng those mon th ,...;, wh<: l 

2. (hL l ,k, IL I' 

J :\ ! !"II.I!III: ... d .",)J 9. ·f!·;tdiLlgl ,:"Llig ! 0 111; 11 kt· t 

10 (ltlll ' l" .'111,' 1 pI j ;, 'ot !11I.)II]( -

II Snlm'llilllg (·1 :.1 t~' i"" 11"': ) 

12 i\",1 111I.: - \\"t !..ltl.L!' dl '1"· p:,.,.'I ' 'U;Il I ,·r:·.,I,!f'·~(il(" 1 ••• 0111"1 1111111 1" 

Xl'lil 



r .-.-
I ' . . . " " i'li?.:,. . .. r~',6r.· , '.. "j:~; I 

. ' I ;;;:.<Y.i '.' . ' . .',., . '. ,. 
' . ;~ . , . .. ., '... I' . .• . Ij;;;'}~;'C:,::'> " , ~.! ,,' ' , , ~ : r; !;~ui. :Jil:JUlr" lii{t. ~" " c,/ .;.,' ! ,.,:~; r{'t 1,~f:Y, ~~~ 1;:0~Y ',' .;~i;J:'<t}; W-'i"cc It'" : W1~ : 

I , 
I 

I 
I 

I I -
I I I 

I 

I 

, , 

I 
I 

i 
I TOlill 

I I 
I ! 

, 

(43) I r these hOllsl!hn ld membe r s had not be cn wo r king on the PSNP projec t dur ing Lh oc;C' months. wh.:t woul d the y ha \'c h(:en do i Il g ills lead? rCopy 10 (~J(It' {rom, ;/2.] 

2 3 
._---

2 J 

2 3 

Act ivifies [circ1e all that apply} 

~ 4 5 6 7 0 9 10 II 

4 S 6 7 " 3 10 ~ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 t 

10 Code 

;----

, 2 3 

2 3 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 

I 
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 

Codes : 

8. 1'; 1 i d l'hl» t oYIIIl'Il1 (1111 .:r,1 I.o n ". i i \" i 1110: I ,'1I:1M( "I I I \' So mil' wll"l"l' , ,1: ") J . i'II,'l1di, ll! '; . ' Iu,n] 

10.U 1111 1 <'111\'IPl i" "'1 1111,,1111' · 

;; S.", (.I r. : ,· 11,: 1 <Ill ,"I ! ,.: ::\11 " 

,"'1\1 1 11': 
I:! 1'\" , hllh:-A ",hl!1).!'dl : l"'p:,' j" {1 'II:UI'·L· ·d ltr' ·:'iI'''l",,jIIO't .1,1 1\111, 



r 
~ . ... - - . ' .... - ~ , (44) Why do you think your household lVas selec t ed to receive food or cash from the government Safety 

Net Programme? 

We have no labo r 9 We own no livestock. or only a few 

livestock 

2 We are landl ess 10 We ha ve no source of off- fstrnme. 

or very little off- focrnme 

J We have a small l andholding 11 Members of our househo ld are 

di s abled or mentall y challenged 

4 We hav p poor qual i ly la nd 12 We ha ve no fa mi I y support or 

r em i t l ances f r om re I <-ll i ves 

5 We don' produc (~ enough food 13 We have not rec e ived ot her 

governmen t assi s t ance (P.g. food aid) 

6 The hou sehold head is rCl~<d c 14 Our house hold is part icipa ti ng 1!1 

other food secur i Ly prog r ammes 

7 Th C' rc we r e no etcllr selec t ion crite ria 15 Po I i L i ca I camm i LmClll 

\\1(' dnn' t llOW 16 Sizl' of' rami !y o r !l llmber 0 [' 

d ~ Il (,Il(I~1I1! s 

(45) Who (kcicivd wllil ' l lllfl llst'llolds ill ti l(' comJllunity would r cc:e iv l' the r ood or ('<Ish? 

ole Reason [Circle a ll Reason 

_hat that apply 

ly 

The D.A dec i dl'd 6 Communi ly Food Sccuri ly T"lsk Forcc 

Kd )l'il' I:ood S('('IJri t \' T;LSk I:nrt'(' 7 Tlie conI/nun i ' y (Il l ' (d I dt'C i <it'd 

lng(" hI'!") 

KdH'] C' Count' i ] () r I\d mill i ~~ t r; I I i O il 8 !JOIl i: Il( )1\' 

W()r('cb Food Sl'('U r i ! :: Ll,"!.; ]:or( '(" 9 TlJ tTl' \\';t:~ !ll) St' It,(, 1 i'111 · a: lh'r ~ I )11 1 ' 

1 lit' vi] ]: l ):( ' Il'l't,j Vt,d ~;( lIll l :lh ing 

- WOI !,d;l ('CHllj(' i 1 or !\ilmini:;II,:I! iOIl 011 ll'1 (~,Pt' " i I"y): , 

." 



- .:) 
(46)Uo),()11 thinl.; 1\H'clt'ci . 0 1l\\':lS lair?(Cirr '[t'OI U') 

L. U::w of' PSNP Cash ell' Food 

r tll(, [;,:-; 1 Y(~Clrs. whill did YOll do with a ll tilt ' IIInIH'Y you rt 'c'('iv pd? 
(('in ,1(' !III Ihat ilIJ/'!Y) 

i' msumption i terns Yes No Birr Investment items Yes No Birr I1lhdl t SlClpil' roorl (e.g. gr.-I i 11) 1 2 
, 

l!chl repaymcllt I 2 ,ught nlht'r rood «(' ,g. mea I ) I 2 Bought sl'l'd s f"or farmi Ilg 1 - 2 f) ughl g r oce r i (' s (S ~II !. SUg;1 r 
BOllght fert iIi ZCl" f"o r 

Ji ' /,P(', Sq<lp. kero sl'IlL' . etc) 
ral"lIling 

nugh 1 clothes or cloth I 2 I';, i I for Iwa Ill! cosl s 1 2 lye soml' c(-lsh 1.0 he I p oLhers 1 2 I) .. i d 1'01' educ e! L i Oil ('os [ s 1 2 --
r '11 [ s Ollie mOIH ' Y to othe r s 1 2 LSl'd COl- hus i !less «(:.g. 1 2 

I reid i ng) 
:Iid ta xcs 

1 2 Bough! lives t ock (SpL'C i f y): 1 2 
1(: i C\ I n ' l l i g ;-It i on s (s pl'ci r y): I 2 

r 
-~ Ollll'l" ( S IH 'C i I'y): 1 2 

(48 ) I r yOllr J"t'cei v I'd 1"1"1'1' I"ood .. lid rrom the Silrl'! Y 111 · [ 1)l"ogr(lIIl1llt". or wo rl'I' d OIl;1 rond -rn r -work P j ( l.i VI" [ , \\" 11 <1 [ d i d you d l) lI'i ! h ; 1 I I [11(' fond you ITI" I ' i \"l ·d? (C i I"t " Ie ; 1 I I t 11 :11 ; !PIlI \" J 

------
Consumption items !Yes No Investment items 

, 
Yes No I 'sold ,, :1 til e Cood fo r r a sh 1 2 \\\' a 1 I! a I I the CO NI I 2 -

· ,,01 d th e rnod La bu y olhe r Cood 1 2 \\'t, gi. I\, (' i I to live::: tock ro r feed I 2 • ::-;0 I d some 0 r Ihe food and ,Il e the Wl' gave all Lhe food to o t h e rs as a 'st 
p:l y rn C'!lt ["0 )" something 

" gave a ll til<' rood C:lW[j Y t o others 1 2 IV l' g<.!v C' .:;orne o f the rood as a 1 2 o r~ e cded it. more 
[)ilymcli t. Clnd CIte t he res I 

· gave ,s OIIl E' o f" the rood awny and n Lc I 2 Olh " ,. (spec i fy), 
1 2 "c rf';,t 

-



M. Asset protection and Building 

~~".,. No , 
"'-.' 

'" 

PSNP PSNP 
<9) Have you enro ll ed more of your chi Idren in schoo l 

2 3 pO) Have you kep t your ehtldren tn ' sc hool for longer 
2 3 afle r tha n before the SNP? 

Ha ve you used heallheat-e fae i It lt es afler the SNP 
2 3 than be fore ? 

l-
I (';;12) Have you consume: ! mo re food or bel ter food after 

2 3 than be fore the SNP? 

l~ 3) I-la ve you avoided having t o sell hou se ho ld assets 
2 3 to bu y food a Ft c I' SNP? 

',54} Have you "Ivoidcd having to lI SC' you r savings to htl}, 
2 3 food alle r SNP? 

-55) H:1Vl' you retaincd your own rood production to eal 
2 3 yours!' I ves Lh i S Yl';I r. ra t.her than Sl' 11 i ng it ? 

' 56 ) 

2 J 

)7) 

2 3 

(58) \\'i t II i 1I ynu r h Ollst -lin I d, whn .1<" I WI] I y C'O I ll'c I t'r! Inc)S l (J r a I I 0 [' l il t, I"otld () r <: il sh r rom I IH' s; I! ~'1 ': 

(59) \Ii t h ill your hOllS ('h old, who dccidl'd ho I\' to lise lhl' c<ls h o r rood fr om lite Sarely \cl PrognHnml'? [(' in-Il' OIlC only ] 

Codes- l ' I ,!,',"ld,·d i ll qlH' 

:!' I ""flslllll't l WL tli 1It\ ~I''''I 



4. the who fe :;';useho Ie: Ql!C i ded 
N. Payments 

(60). lVas t here any problem regarding payments I Yes 2. No 3. J don' );/low) 
(61). If yes. what de you thi nk was the most important one? 

(Circle all Problem regardi ng payments yes 
lha l appl y) , 

I. Pa yme nt we r e not made on time I. 
2 The amount of cas h paid i s smal! I. 

3 The quanti ty of food r ation was small I. 
4 The qua 1 i t y of ra t i o n was low I. 

5 Some no n- ·u//y'\ .· ; . 'odkYmglla I S -i' .. ",""" . ~. I. 
..-<'. ~..-...<"_\ (. ~ 

6 PA leaders took part of the payments 

a nd lIsed for o ther purposes I. 

; Women were paid less \han me n I. , A'" ( ~: "I_ 
62 ). Do YOll pc r soll;"lily a g ree wi th the distribution of food as (\ form 

() r 11ilymen t ? (C i IT I e III1/: 0111 y) 

1 SL rongly ag r ee 2. Ag re e 

3. S rong!y dis<.lgrL't' 4. Di.sagrcc s.IndtlTcrcl . t 
63) II' ':/).1 ag r{'e', wily? (lIar. Ot 2 f"l' .... pnll.'-;cs 0/1 ordcl" ()/"PI"/ul"iIY) 

I. 

2 

65). II YOI d.)n' :Ug.rt'l', wliaL ;Iilt'rllati\'l' form or paymt'lll do yllll stlgg('~ l ? 

no 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3. ~ I i.'\ or h;ll r rnnd il nd hill r I" ... ~h 
66).11 \·!ll. :- lIggest cilsh paYlIIl'nl, whil ! dn you tilinj, should!n- \Il(' nllt'? 

I. ,I ; !!!l ' l'IJUiV;lic'lll. \0 thL' IrWd ! I(I\C for d, li!y Icd)(lUll' 

2 1,i t.:1' l'tlniv;!lt'!lt 111111(' lIIillil!llll!l gO\'l'I"!lIllf'1I1 wagl' 

4 . 1 fl,!', (' !If I i ril':1 

5 ()I~II': (:,p'.' ii"~.J ___ -"=============== 

-



o. Socio- 8spnoJhSl(common for' both hencf iciaries and 
non benef i c iar i es) 

68). Do you cons ider yourse l f as ; 

1) Il ich 2 \ Med ium or 3) Poor 
6 9 ). IVhy you ha ve labeled yourse lf to one o f the weal th s t at us cat ego r y in your a ns wer to ques tio n number (68) above? 

€o). What a re your key economic 'asse ts t haL YOLI think a r c vit a l Lo yo ur household l i ve I i hooc" 

v' 
----------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

___________ ___________________ @ Whal a l·c th e probll' lIs 
l J ' __ :L~ "- ! .-Jl->J--­

I? '·t ..:. ..-e pr C' \"ai! ing ill th e imp lcn1(' nlaLion of the PSNth 

--- -,..-- -
-
~ Di I"f'ercnL aSIH:cls Pos i Live rmpac l Negal i vc i mpilc L I 

I 

I 
Socia l Impa c t 

!I( ' t l I I h 

I 
I Edtl l '; 1 t i n il 

---I 
- It u l·bu ng 

Economi c Impac t 

I n " f llllt' 

I 
\ Id~ ' k l 'l lu g 

I -

I 
1'0 I i L i C rt 1 Impa cL 

I 1I11- i l'ip;11 i l) ll 
I 
I 

.. . __ . - _ .. _--,_ ..... . ---- - - 1---_. ._ ---- -- -- I 
-~ 

i 

- , :.1 lM...' )j1 C cc,\-: ) 
. , . 
t ~\,,""::'y..~ 

---------'------- _. 

)'111 



K2. Ask i f the r espondent is from Exclud eJ (Non-

74). Why was your household not se l ected t.o f2Ce l'Je food OJ" ca f.h f ~ '(;m t he ~o'/Cr !lm(m l Sa leLy ;~et 
Programme? (Circl e all t hat apply] 

I •• :Vha:t we were I" What I believ~l 
~ __ ~ ________ ~I ~~~ ___ · _ · _· __________ . _______ + ____ t7~1_d ,." . ~ 

1 We are no t so poo r as th e se lected hOusch(_, .i_'_I._s _____ . __ . ___ 
1 

I _____ ---r;--,-_L I 
2 We ha ve e nough food i' ! 2 , 

We own l i ves tock 
I 2 I 

3 

no Reason ' 

4 We a rc lanrll cs s j 2 
---.r-----------------------------------------+---------+-----.----~ 5 We ha ve s ome lew d/ e nough lan dl or bet le r qua I i ty I a nd I 1 2 ! 

6 We r ec e i ve rami i y s upport o r rem i ttances I' 2 ! 
,~7 --~:-~ __ -__ -______________________ --__ --__ --__ --__ --__ --~~1 --,-- tl : --------~ r- We h;w c o tho r ~ n c:orn c ._J 

8 Ou r househo ld did not '-ecelve foocl aid o r eme r genc y c ash t 1 

I
I lrrllls!'c r III pre v Ious yea r s 

~.l.l7 ends o r r e latives among til l ' d(' c i s i ~-n--- ------+ , 12 9 I don' - -----1 

mak ers 

10 We an.' !lot pa rti c ipali ng in ql hc r f ood securi Ly prog r:H1JS 

We.: <tn' lloL n..'gisLl'rt·d on the Kebclc hOl!s{'ho l d I i sl 
-------------------~ ~ Our hous(·!11l 1 d i; ; II I) I ;11) Ie 1. 0 wr) r k nil PS,':P PI o jL'C 1..'; I 1 I 2 I f----+-------------------------------~.----T:"-------! 13 Ou )" IHHIS{'lln ld 1.<'; Il r )1 wi 11 illg 10 wdrk 011 !lS\P pro,jc('i S • I ! .:. ! f-----4-------------------------------------------- - -+---------_+_ . ~ 14 \\\' (1)"(' n (l l ("()Imrill( 'd I n ht, a IIll'mlle!" ni'!lfll i li t:; 1 1 p;'lrt y I , I : ! 

f-'_S __ -j-I _d0_"_' _1:_'"_"",_, ________________ .___________ -----t'-,' -==~2:----'-_ 11 
16 0 1 h {' ] n '; I ~;(lll (Sp{ ' (' i r y): 

~ --' 

" 
12 

ircl e all (Ci r cl'3 aJ 1 
-----,--------------------------------, 

Who decided? I ----Who decided? -------! 

I 

at apply 

The I) ,,\ dc'(' i dt' d 

2 

I t hat apply i 
f---------t-----------------------~I· 6 C(1111I :11 111 1 l y Fn0d Sc'c uri 1~' Til :-.k h1 1 (' ( . 

'j'llI' (,() lI1 l1aJlli!~ ' (.i'{' illl <ll'l'i, ll'd! 

5 

._-,-------

No '2 



;ircle 

·,11 that 

,pply 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
--

6 

7 

8 

9 

'l 6),~P() YI)U I h i Il k /1(' d('(' i s i 011 was 1';'1 i!? (C i I (' II' (l IlC) 

(77) I r No (1I1l I 1" 11 n. did Y01l comp I it ill ? [C I I I ' II' nrlt'] 

, , --"'I 

(78), ] rYES «' !llilp I ; 1 i r II' (l), Wllil did Y (lU ('limp]; lin I <1 I lit' (' () Ill' C n It'd pl' r so II II r I If Til " '? 

, Heason [Circle all Reason 

that app l y 

\ 
\ 

KelH'I (' <tulhor i, I {'S 
10 TIH'rt, I S r In- dHW'omp I" i II '0 

WoredCl au tho r iii (:'s 
11 We dOll' ~~Il(J1I' who . t o ('(lmpl a ilt 'n 

ZOllal ,-Ill t 1101' iii l'S 
12 I , Wotl I d III) 1 do ;r 11 y good '0 

compl,l i 11 

] ~eg i ona I authori 1 il's 13 I <1111 I 00 r, i gl,ll' lwd () r illl imiti;'ll{'d 

t o {'o lllpl;l itl 

I ~api cl l~ csp()!lSl' T(,(1111 14 

Commutl i ty meet i fi g IS Th e d(,c i s i Illl - IIwk('bIH ! saml' 

pl'opl t' who IWilr lite <lPP('cll S 

Other r(~;ISI)Il (SP(' (' i i'y): 

Church 0)" 1Il0~qUl' Il'ild{TS 

NCO, WFI' o r (11101 hl'l org;1l1 i r.;-Il lOll 

(S)1('1' i f'y: ) 

I 
OLhl'r (' :P{' (' i l'y; ) 

(79), If' YES ( compl";llI·d), \nl~ rOU !' cornpl~li!lt successful? [Ci r cle one) [ 
;;::~ 1- 1-----' 
y~ No2 I 

End of intervi ew fo r non- booecmo I dEY 

Thank th , inlerviC'wee f o r their time. 

Thank You Very Much. 

--



1. Check List For Key Informant Interview 

I. What are the achievements and gaps on ins titutional arrangements? With relation, to 
arrangements, fram e work, and roles and responsibi li ty and key capac ities starting from 
woreda to community level. 

2. Is there any prob lem re lated to target ing process (in re lation to beneficiary se lection criteria 
and decision making process? If so, why? 

3. Do you clear ly' now th e se lection criteria and decision making body at Kebele ancl 
community level ? 

4 . Explain the problems, causes and alternative measu l'es re lat ed to payment (amount, timing, 
Illode and oth ers)? 

5. Do you have in formation or suggest ion on monitoring ad eva luation? When ancl how is 
going on? 

G. Can you explain the con tri bution of safety net program on household asset protection? 
7. Can you describe th e negative ancl pos iti ve effect of the PSNP in respect to soc ial , 

economical, politi cal and env ironmental? 
I S. Wh"t mcasurc s do yo u reeo illmend to sca ling achievelllcnts and ovcr comes tite probleill s 

I' rev"iling in the illlplelllcntation process? 

2. Is s lI cs For Foc ll s C ro llp Discuss ion 

I. Bencficiary selection c rit eri a: the illlp/elll ellialioll gllitle lille Vs Ihe pl'{lclice. 

2. The deci sion making process: who decides and how? 

3. Inc lusion and exc lu sion of household from the prog ram. 

4 Payment re latcd issucs (tim ing, amount, and choices) 

5. Cont ributi o n of th e PS NP fo r houschold asset protec tion. 

(,. Thc relation s hip betwecn productive sa fety net program and inforilla l salety nel. 
7. Produc ti ve safety ne t progr'"11 and dependcllc y altitude. 



I. e lIcci, List For Kev Informa nt In tc rvicll' 

I . What arc Ihc ac h icvcmcnts and gaps o n ins ti tuti ona l arran gcments? W ith rclati on to 
l a lTangcments, framc work, and rol cs and respo nsibili t)\ and kcy capac itics s ta l·ti ng li·om 
woreda to comm un it y Icvel. 

2. t'S th e rc any problem re la ted to targetin g process (in relat io n to bene fi c iary sc lce ti o n c rit e ria and dec isio n making process? Ifso, why? 
3. Do you clearly no\\ the se lcction c riteria and dec is ion making body at Kebele and 

commun ity level? 

4. Exp lain the prob lems, causes and alternativc meas ures re lat ed to pa:{ment (amou nt, timing, mode and ot hers)? 

S. Do you have informat ion or suggestio n on monitoring ad eval uat ion? W hen and ho w is 
go ing o n? 

6. Can you exp lain thc co ntributi o n of safe ty net program o n househo ld asset protec tion·' 7. Can you describc thc negati ve and positive cffect o f th e PSN P in respec t to soc ial , 
cconomieal, politi cal an d env iro nmcntal·) 

8. What mcasurc s do you rccommcnd lo sca ling ac hie\'cmcnt s and ovcr comes tlte prob lems prcvailing in the implcmcntation proccss? 

2. Iss ues Fo r "O CUS G ro up Discussion 

I. Benefic iary se lection c rit eria: the implemelltatioll guide lille Vs th e practice. 
2. The decis ion making process: who decides and ho w? 
3. Inc lus ion and excl usion of household from the program. 
4. Payment re lated iss ues (t iming, amount, and cho ices) 
s. Contributi on of the PSNP for househo ld asset protecti o n. 
6. The re lation ship between producti ve safety net program and informal safety net. 
7. Produc ti ve safety net program and dependency attitude. 

Xxvi 



List of Organizations/Institutions represented bv Kev Informants bv Cateoorv b 

Category I nsti tu tions/Orga n izations Remarks 
Had iya ZOI , e Agriculture and Rural 

Governmental Development Department 

Organizations Had iya Zone Finance and Economic 

Development Department 

Lemo Woreda Administrations 

Lemo Woreda Agri culture and Rural 

Deve lopment Office . 
Lemo Woreda Food Security Desk 

I Lemo Woreda Finance and Economi c 
I 

Development Office 

Kebe le Adminis trat ion Counc il s In the fi ve kebcles 

Love in Ac ti on Ethiopia Loca l NGOs 

No n- Hadi ya Zone Dev ' ty Assoc iation 
-

Govern men tal Churches 
>--- , 

I 
----- - _.-Orga nizations i Eddirs 

i , 
I ----- - - - ---

-I Opinion leaders like Teachers, Elders, e tc 
----I Indi viduals 

1 

-I l_oc al level political party members , 
I 
I -

. \ ~" 



., 

Annex-4 Institutional Framework, Membership , Roles 
and Responsibilities of the Institutions and Key 
Capacity Issues) 

I. Institutiona l Frame work 

The Safety Net Programme is a component of the larger Food Security Prog ramme. Food security line agencies al every level of government will be accountable for the oversight and coordination of the Prog ramme, with implementation of programme activities being undertaken by woredas and kebeles , line ministry/agencies and other partners. Within the aforementioned context, the following institutions comprise the institutional framework : 
Federal Level 

(i) The Min istry of Agr:culturl! and Rural Development (~,IloARD) (ii) Federal food Security Coordination I3urcau (FSCB) i ii ) Federa l Food Sc..::urilY Steering Committee (FFSSe) LV) Disaster Prcverllion :md Preptlredness Agenc y (DPP.'-\) v) Minist ry of fin ance and Econornic Dcveloprilcn: CvloFED) Regional Level 

i) Regional Counc il/Cluinet 
i i ) Regional Food Securi ty Stccring Cornmittec (RFFSC) iii) Regional 13urea ll of Agriculture and Rur<l l Dcvclopmcni (RoARD) IV) Regional F{)oc\ Securi ty Courd ination Offi ce (RFSCO ) v) Re gional Line Ollrcaus 

Woreda Level 

Tile Woreda is the key level of government that de term ines needs, and underta r.e~ pl:;:lIlnin~1 and 
implementatiofl of Safety Net activities. 

i) Won:d:-t COUlKrl /Cal'in..:t 
!I) Wurl..'da Fu\)d Sccw II~ 'I ;Isk I~{)rcc (W FSTF) 
:Ii) \.von:da l \ griculllllC and RULli PcvL'lopmelli Ofric ... ' {W/\R DO) iv) Wnrcd I Food SCt.:Lll'Ily Desks (W FSO) v) \Vorc{b Seetl1r;11 O ftl CI.::; (1.1111.: Officcs) These Inr..:1U\k won:d;1 orfi ces and cksk .. or J<ula l i{o:L, j;, \\',11,::. Nal ural Resource :'vlan:lgl..'lllcllt. Educnr ion. 1 k .llr h, COUpl.'r:l t I v,: Promo! Ion ~lIld \-V Ollh':l; S :\ f (;L:r; vi) Wu red:t Otfic,' of Financc :!lId Et.:ollolllic Dc\d0pL1ll..'n t (WoFED) 

,I(ebele Level 

i) Kcbck Council,C lbl rh'l 
II) Kebelc Fnlld S(,Cllrrl), T:lSk Fnrcl..' (KFST F) Community Leve l 

I ) Cummuni fy FooJ Security Task Force (C'FSTFl ii) NOll GovernmC' llcti OI,S,l1l i/;!t lons (NGOs) and Ihlll (',r Agcnci('s iii) In .!<Idilion to Ihc;lbo\'(: govcl'Illl)cnta! agcncJ(,';. ;\liOs and Doner agcnci· . .-s arc rel...l)~', ni/ed \\ IIh I. • .-rtli:} roles IJl l hl' ImplclllClllallon process of the Safi.'ly i\'':1 P l o~r;lnlllle 2. Members hip , Rol es and resp onsi b ilities arc envi sag ed for key government agencies a t each level. 

3.2. 1 Federa l Level 

Ill ... · ,vlu:\1{I) IS rcspunslbk fOI \1\'crSlt:hl :,nd eoOrdtna ll\ll) I)/" Ihl...· Satl:I~' Net I'rt1gralllm ... , Ihhhll;h Ihe h,tkr;d ! olld :-i 'XI II it)' Cnordill:ll iUIl Bm ~' . !11 ,I'SCI!) liS roll..' ... JIlcludc ' 

' ,'.,"i 



r 
I , 

provide kchnic~ 1 support for planning and imph:mcnt<l ti on of Safety :~ct act ivi ties, including the 
deve lopment of technical guidelines, and training, including for spec ific publ ic works and based on request 
from FSCB and the regions; 
liais ing with other line ministries (water, socia l affai rs, etc) and development partners for Icchnica: 
ass istance, r If example, w ilh res pect t o p astora l a Tea s, join! i nlcgrated c rforls, ',rain ing a nd t echn ica l 
guidelines, as necessary and based upon rcqtl e~t. 

(ii) Federal Food Security Coordinatioll Bllreau (FSCB) 

Thl.! FFSCI3 reports directly to the Ministry of Agriculture and Ru ra! Development. It s duties and responsib ili ties arc to: 
Coordinale rind oversee the Safety Net Programme 10 ensu re thaI the: programme meets food security 
objec tives of the cou ntry; 
Allocate PSNP resources to regions and ensu re that funds reach implement ing wonxlas, and that they arc 
properly utilized. 
Ensure appropriate linkages of Ihe SafelY net Programme with other Food Sreurity Programme Interventions. 
Hold quarterly me!.!tings with regional food security offices to revi!.!w progress of th!.! Safe ty Net Programme 
and discuss related safelY net issues; 
Rev iew and provide feedback {)l1 repo rts submitted by regional food security offices on the implementation of 
regional Safety Net Programmes; 
Provide technie;~d support to regional food security offices on coordin:l1ion and implementation of Safety N~t 
projects; 
;v1obi!i7C !..:dllltcai assistancc as needed from sectoral agencies; 
1V1onilor overall e:.lpacity to implement PSNP activities. Identify ga ps. Err.;ur~ mcchanlsms an:: in place 10 

:lddn.!ss an y gaps in capaci ty. 
Facili!,rtc regional implementation of the Environment and Social Managemcnt Fran~c\Vork 
Facili t:lIe information exchange and document experiences :lnd kssonsle:.Jnlcd across regions: 
Slr brnit periodi!.: progress report s on implen:entation of the Sarety Net Programme to MoARD. 
A!1uc.!te sa rcty ne t resources to regions, and cnsun! that they are properly utdi;t,::d. 

Impleillent the Rapid Response Mechan ism described in Annex 4. 
j\ lonitor ~md cyaluate adherence to PSNP proccdures and gui;:kllll{:s, effect i\· cl~::ss 01 Liti liz.afion of rCSOI'JrCe,. 
;!llJ progralll!lIC imp~lC[: 
t"pd:!!e I'SNP guidelines and operational rnech:uH:,ms In rc spoll"t' 10 :-"1<\:1: [·I!·hllll~s. RRM ilnd cl11crg!ng 
I:'·;\ le",. S,: ,.ilss..:mill;lte as n:,:ccss;1ry 

n~c Federal FOll" Secority Steer ing Committec (FFSSC) prov ides o\·cr:lil :1(1\·u:e [0 enS,ll"e t!l:: proper 1l11picmentJtioll 
of fODd security strateg ies and programmes, including the s;!rcty f\'CI Progr:l ~nm..: Tire FFSSC is nlildc up or 
represcnt:lll\"CS frolll MoARD (chair of FFSSC), the f7 edcral Food S:.:eurilY Coordi nation Bun.:;nl (sec retary of FFSSC), 
lhc :,\lilll :-' [fY or Financc and Economic Developmcnt (M("IFEO), the i'--lin ist,y or Fede:·al Affairs, the Disaster 
Prepan:dn..::-;s and r'rcvcntion Agenc y (OPPA), the Ministry of Water Resuurc..:s Dne!oplllenl. Of riel' of Women's 
A rfairs, thc Regional food Security Coordination Offices, and (hc represcnl;ltives of the ~ionC)r cOllllnunity (currcnt ly at 
4) . !tS duties <lnd responsibilities arc to: 

Offer o\"cra ll advice to meet food security objectives: 
Provllie pcriodic recommendations to the MoARD; 
Hold quanerl y meetings, with a specific agenda for sarClY nel issues: 
,\sscss the resource cont ribution of the Government and donors: 
I. iaise closely with the agricultural and nJtural resources main dinsions of thc Mo .. \RO with regards tn lilt"' 

pnl\'lSIOJl of technical support to regi ons (e .g. tr:lIlling, deV('lnrll1~'nt of [C ci11l1c;d m:l nu;ds. and guideline:: ), 
;llld 
Perfurm :lIlnu;t! rc\·icw of 1 hI.' Food Securi ty Progr:11llll1e and forward fl' !.:011l:11I..'!ld:llI 0IlS for imp1crncllt:lIion: 
'\ S'I..'SS p..:rhlnn:lllce of monitoring aile! cvaluatlon SYS tl'lll illClwilll!! [he R:lpi.1 !~I..'-;P()I1SI..' iVlech:lllisll1 

1l "/1 111"11'.:(!" / '''CI"('11I1I111 (///(I j)rcjl(//"ct/II (,.\\" Agel/(Y (1)1 '1', 1) 

TIl e DPPA's pt"il1li.vy mandate is to respond to food WId 0/1113:· IJasic tleeeis of {J80ple f1ffected by aClIte, 
unprcrlictav:e disasters under emergency appeal circumstalJces I-lowl..'vcr. aiv(~11 its substantial IOf}lstir 



r 
capacity and experience ~ith management of food aid, as vlell as the relevance of some of its regular activities such as the EWS to the safety net program, it will provide the fot/owing additional support: 

• Provide National Earl y Wurning Information : 
Parti cipate, when conducted, in Food Security Needs Assc~smcnr~ for the Safc!y Net Programme; 
Assist on logist ic issues for food rcsorJrccs when Il.::cdcd. The Minis try of Agricultu re and Rum] Development will give instructions to the DPPA 10 fulfil thi s funct ion. The logisti cs icsponsibi lity of the DPPA \V iii include warehous ing, tendering, awarding. and contract ing transporters and effect ing paymcnis. • Partic ip;:l lc in ann Ll al reviews conducted by MoA RD to iden ti fy arC<lS where coordinmion needs 10 be improved; 
Coordin a [ ~ with FSCO 10 ensurc.: no gnps emerge b::lw(;cn thc PSN P and cmergency <lssis,<!nec" 

\) l\4ill isf,), a/Fillallce and F.WI/OII IIC Development (MoFED) 

In tht: eontcxt of the Safety Net Programme, MoFEO is responsib le for d isbursing safcty n ~ t resources to reg ions bascc on th e s izc o f the targeted food insecure population and in line ",,"itll requests sub ll1il!ed by FSCB. In addition, MoFED ;1SSUllles the usual fi n.:1neial rcspl'n ~ ib i lities under the normal govcrnnleiH finJ" eio.l sys tem (e "g" reporting, audiling, CIC")" 

3.2.2 Re g io n a l Leve l 

tj /(cgi(}l;(ll (:o/llwiIICabil,e; 

rill,; R:.:~!i(lll :lI Counci l/Catli nct is thc highest deci sion-maki ng body at lhc regiona l level. li s major fC:iponsilJililil.:s ;elatcd to the Sarcty Ne t Plograillille arc to revicw "and approvc: 
Food securit y and safelY net unnual plans and budgets submitted by woredas throu!;h the Regioll.:ll Oere;nt of Agrieulf;Jn:: :md Rur:iI Oc\"e lopl11l'nt (OoARD) based 011 th c sizc o r chro :1i c food insccure pop u1<lti on: :-!tld Annu<ll :l11U biannual progress rcpons on implemenTation or the regiona1 Safcty Nct r~ogr;\1ll1l1c .1Ild lHili n ti oll or its budgc t. 

I I) Negiolln! Food St.'CI(I";I)" S!I'I"!"ilig ('o/llmillC(' (N rrS(") 

I h\' i~(gul!l;L1 Fond ~t:("llflty :"it(l'flng COlllllHlll'e (RFSS(") pnwidl':; ad\ i(c IL' l'ilsurl' Ihe pr'Jpcr Iillp1cllll'l~t;i!llln nf ti.hld il'l"tll:!y slrall'~i(s :!lld pmgr;lIllll1l's:lt tlW .. q!I~)fl:11 k\"cj Thc RFFS<." :lis{) c:lsurL':; crlc"::li\"t: illh:gra[lU:l or the r~'~lt1l1:l ! S:llL"iy '\"I !'logr;lI11me 1nil) the rcgioll: ll dn"dup!11t:IH pl:111 :lIld P:Ir!KIP,IICS 111 mOllltoring ;!l1 d L"I ';llll,llion o!' S;lt-':ty ;-\~,: Jlro~ralllnlL" :1cII\"i:ICS lIH.:luding the R:lp,d 1{\'SIJOIlSl' ;\krh:l1)is1ll" The RFSSC IS made up of f"I:jlI"t'Sl'nta ll \"l'S frol~l [ilL" Rq:illn:d lJU f t.':Hl or :\!;;I"!culture :111d I ~l,r; l l [);:\"clllpment (.::l1:lIr of RFSSCl, ihl' Rcgion.d !"ood Security Coorlh!l:~:llll! Uureull (S(Cfetary (If FFSSC), the BUTe;1u nl" 1"lnance :md Ecollomi c Dc"c!opmcnt t MoFEf) ), rhl' Bure;;lI of C lpaeit\ Building, lhe Dis<lster f'rcp:rredness ;md Prevention BUrC:lll, [he 8 ureau or Wa[er Resources, IhL" Ourc:llI of Natl/ra i Resourccs :lIld L.a n:l Adlllinlstratilll1, the UlIrl' :llI o f Cooperatives Promo tion: and N(~O rc:pn.:scn t:lti\"cs 

1/11 Negiollol nUI"I''''1 f)/ AgriclI lllIl"l' 11111/ Nllm.' /)('I '('/ofJ lIIl'lIl (Uo; t/U») 

I[s duties lllclude: 
Ovcrsl'eing the Il1t egratioll of safety Ilcl a(tivilics into thc Food Security Prog ramme and th( reglOn,,1 rur:,: ue\"CIOpIllCII' strategy; 
Providing overall guidancc [0 the Region.1I Food Securi ty O lfl!.:e ami line burc:IUs 10 en~lIre coord inat ion 011 pl nnning :Jod illlpiclllcntalioll of thc rcg ion:i1 Saret y Net Programme: 
Gisbursing periodiC s;Jfcty net budgel to worcdas ,mel line bUTC"lIS based on Ihe an nual .,1I0C;I[iol1 appro\"cd hy the Regional Counei!: 
Pro\ Idin~ Icchnic:d S!.Ipporl to rl'~~lllll:!1 load st:cll ril y nrtices un il11pktncnt:II :0n Ill" Safe ly Nel :llld r(blL"d ;IC li \,liles: 
1 : Il Sll : "ln~ el"liciclli Pl"lllllrt' ll1Cn! wht:re applictblc (sec Sl'CllOIl 5"S) 
RC\"lcwlng :11111 pn)\ ,ding rcedb:\d: on r(ports suhrnillcd by Re~iol1;d !"ood Sl'(U l lt> ('l)Ordllw tHlll O!Ttccs on lmplcllll.:ntaliotl or ";:tti..'I Y ncl inlt:rvclltll)!l"; 

rh~" R(~i0n;11 l"l)llt! SCl:llrilY ("tHlrdlll;!111l11 Ot"lic( (RI:SC"O) rcpurts It I the I{l'glon;': !30/\J{!) 
( ~"l"hrm':;IIJy :1l'(uullt;,hk" 10 Ihl' FL"\k'r;d Fond Sl"l"l \l l l ~' ( "uordin;1l1011 111I1(;HI w;thin 1he ~::Ikl) 
J-'.FSC'() :1(1. ... . 1. ... Sl'lll'l ,!l Y ufthl' I<I:SS(' li s resJ)(ln"';IJl!lilit:s also iJlcllHk" 

J IllWCV\"I" il IS ;11 " 0 

"\;('t fralll(\\llr !\ Th, 



• Developing and c;onsolidattng annual implemcntat ion plans and budgcts for regional Safcty Ne t Programmes in line with proposals from woredas and line bureaus: 
Mobilize technical ass istance as needed fr o.11 the regional li ne bureaus; 

• Identify and monitor capacity to implcm.:nt PSNP :.1ctivities at regional, worcda and kebele levels. Ensure mechanisms arc in place to address any gaps in capacity. 
Ensuring implementat ion of the Environment and Social M~lI1J gelllc nt Framework 

• Holding quarterl y revicw meetings with government and non·govemmenlal agencies involved in ' implementati on of the Sa fety Nel Programmc in the regions, to moni tor and coordinate safety net interventions; 
Approvi ng NGO plans of safety net activities, budget and beneficiar ies, and consolidating these into regional safety net plans; 

• Collecli,ng and rc viewing progress reports from woredas, li ne bureaus and other agencies e n g:l~ed in safety net intcrvt'ntions, and prov id ing feedback to those organizations; 
Coordinating mon itor ing and evaluation; and 
Preparing quarterly a nd annua l progress reports a 11 implementation of the Safety Net P rcgramme for submission 10 the Regional BoARD, as well as to the Federal Food Security Coordination BureaL! . 
Ensuring to the extent poss ible a co·ordinated usc of emergency resources for public works. 
~stablish and implement the Rapid Response 1\llcch~Hlism described in Annex 4. 

I') Regiunal Une Bllreaus 

These agenc ies: 

3.2.3 

Incorporate PSNP activiti!.: s in their ye~lrly progr:ulllllcslaetion-plans based upon the specifiC opportunities PSNP resources represent in terillS of iabour·based activities, capacity bui lding and avail abi lit y 0 1' supplementary nOIHvi.lge costs . 
In itiate worcdas LOs to includc PSN P plans in their yc:!rl y progr<1rnrne activitics/pbr,s, in c lud in~ C<lp:!CJt y building, and train ing in panicutar. 
Coordinate with RFSCO the timing of v:niolls c:lpaeity effo rt s and ensure timely technical slippor; and procurement of essent ial it ems. 
Providci techn ical assistancl' to Regional Food Security Courdination Office and wop.:-da liile o ff ices III plann ing, illlp1cmcnt.llloll :Illd Illonitonnt: ofSat"e lY Nct pro.le(15: ,md 
lJ n(h: rta~l' :lIln ual re\'jews oj" technical SPCl"Ii"Il":!l llIlIS and \\ork Ilorms of Safet y Net aCli\ III('S III ,I"SISI III cnh:l!lcing ,he s:!I{:ty !let tCl'!l11ICIi manu:iI 

Woreda Leve l 

rhe Woreda is thc ke y level o f gO\'CJ Il Illen ! Ihal tktcrlllities needs, am; uJldert:J!,cs p!..mn ing ~I nd irnpleI11CIlI :ill{JlI oi" S:l:·:.:ty Ne t acti vi ties. 

:J if"o l"l'da ('(JllI/ci/l ( 'ahlll("( 

The Woreda COllllCii is the 'highest dcclsion-ll1aklllg bl)dy ;I t wort'd~1 k\'cI and is responsible for the alloc:lliun or :-; al"cl y ne l resources to kebeles in line with sitc of "utncr:lbk popu i:tl ion and based on the recomlllendations of thc \Vorc~b Fuod Security Task Force. 

III II'II1"C(/,1 Food Sc(·ur;/.\" lilsk Forc(' (W/-"'\"TF) 
This committee wi l! not dupl iclle ni sl J11 g si mila r struClllrt'S, h~ll will budd upon prcvlOus instit ut ions sud I ;IS tht' Wt'fet\;1 De\clopment Commillec or the Worc(b DJ:-;;ls Il"f l're\'cJ1!lon C('lllllliIlCC, wher.: rcle\':J11I, and wdll~t' ' Ir • .'nl!.lhcncd as necessa ry. \Vhl'1"l: S11Cli CUllll ll l!!eeS (1, \ 11tH CX 1St the \\'FS'I"F shou ld be made up of the he; I(1 oi t11 C \\'()r:,la Rllr:1I [)eveIOpmenl Orti(.:c or thc \Vorctb .'\d I11 111IS1rallO ll (who :lctS a'i chairpcrson), and represClllali \ t', 1'1 um lhe Woreda o nices " /": Food Security {who :l clS :IS sccrctary ). Fin:lt1cc, N:l1u ral !h'souree artice, Capant y Bu ildin g, '\~ I ie u ;tu l c ,IIH [ [{u fal Devt.:!opI1lCllt, the DPPII . \\Ill/lIen 's ,\ 1"1";11 fS, :I!ld i'< COs Illelusion Oi"wOIl1CII in th l' ":OIlIJ1l1I1Cl' I.'" cl;collraged The Worctb FSTF' s dUIICS within the S:l felY Nel Progran,lmc ;Irc 10: 

P.eview and r ecommcnd kdH.'1c ,inn!I;,1 Sakt:; Net p 1:11I'i for appnw:ll, Illc luding the 101;11 1l'1111hl'l (If . hel1cfi·t:l :lrl es oflhr SafclY I\!cl PrO.l!r;llll l1 \l·: 
('ollsohd;11l' :l1lll u;d \\" (\rcd~1 sar .... l) lIet pf:,lls :H1d hlldgct :\l1d IJlrl"1~ : trl' )11(.posaf'i for rt'sortrcc :1 1~1ll";!lI\)11 til l'e .;tlhnl;tred to \Vort'd:1 Ct'lIn CI~. 



· . . 

Ensure close co llaborat ion with Regional and Worcda Food Security Olliees and Worcda Council; Participate in monitoring and cvalu:ltion of so fely net acti vities, including the Rapid Resp0nso:: Mechanism. Provide direction and ass istance (0 kcbclc$ in establishing and train ing KFSTFs. Hold qua rterl y progress review meeting all safety net <lc! ivitics and provid-.: impicITIcnling agcllcic!-! wi th feedback; and 
Rev iew mon thly progress reports on safety net activities. 

iiI) Worc~da Rltra/ DevelofJl1IclIf Office (WR DO) 

The Head of WRDO acts as ch:1ir of the Worcda Food Security Task Fo:-cc. Other fl.nclions of the WRDO arc to: Oversee integrat ion of Safety Net activi ti es into the F",od Security Progr;]lllm'~ ~'llld ; hc ·\"orl'da rllra! dcvclopm~nt strategy: 
e ManJgc and organize acti vities for both safety net beneficiaries and addi ti onal bcncr;ci;lric~ due !o emergency (the latter in conjunction with DPPI3), 

Coordinate implementation agencies involved in the SafelY Ne t Prog ramm..:: Rece ive and review Illollitoring reports from Worcda FSTF, and forward to th ..: \-Vorc(!:! COU!lCt!; Ensure provision ofl'.!chnical input from Worcda sectoral offiees to the su fety net implc:mcllun::; 'Igl'.)·:::';, Submi t monthly prngress '': P0 rl S to the Won:da FSTF; and ' Maintain ... :.:curatc n:cuids ofkebelc :;afcty nct activities <lnd benefic iary li st~, 

The WFSDs :Ire responsible fw coordi na tion of Safet y Net activities <lnd ~Ire tcchnically ;lCcotlnt.,bk to Ihl: RFSCc.;s, The!1 duties include : 
.. \CI .!s Sccn.'lary for Ih(' Wonxl:! FSTF and (or Ihc Earl y Via rning Ccrnmill l'::, :\lld ::s :1 ('"l;11 p:~inl fo~ .!l1 surl.:ty Nct issues in Ihl' woreda: 
Ensurc [hal;J p irelilh.' of prorcts is prepared ( incl udin£ ihose to bc inlp!cmclllcd dt:I,ng Ihe :lfI!'U:II 
pfo~r:trmnc c)'ck ;md tilflsC 10 be impi..::mentcd in case of cll,c rgellcy} in COilsult'llj'JIl \\ liil ;h..: K~';lC1..: !-\" ,I'.! SeCllrjl~' r:l ~J..: F<un:, 
.\ I'J hrl l;-;c tcrh,ucd :lS~ :.~:;II1l'l' :IS m'clL'd t'ron~ worcda :;cctoral offices: ! !1dcllal~(' lCglli;1I llhllllhJf'( o g .1110.1 ~'\:tlllall('n in coordin;J!IOll with \\'orcc i;r ~cuor<l: qn;~l'" 1 !.,\Id quarter!) tl'Lhn,cd t"l \ IC\\- ill\;CI'ng wl1h il1 lp!cme!11ing ,c~clI(ic ~: Sllh!llil Illonlhly prCl :;r~'~,~ rcpor[" In thc Wared,l Rural Ol'\clOpmenl Offjc~' : .\1<1,:11;1111 aCC,;1t1.I11.: l ~'LOld~ ,If kchek S:lfcty Nc: aCli\'ili~s and lisl of bcr; .. ol'ic:.~rio:s: ,i1ld . ' Pro\ldc: Illforlll :I IIO!1 01: 1;!lgCI arl';lS :llId ,~clec!ed bencficiarlcs [(1 SCt;tl)r,;1 Onil:t'S ;:nd \1!11\;' a~cH:ll'S L!;',lll ',l'\! III pl;!I11111l~ "lid l!llpl~,'1l1cJ\!!ng S;l fct y Nct activitie s. 

These includc worl'da offlccs and dcsks or !\ gncu lturc, Rur<J1 Roads, Waler, Nat ur;!I Resource .\ i.ln :lgeln:nI, E~llIcation, IIc.dth, Cooper:11 ;\' 1.: Promot 1011 :lnd Wnmcn's A ff<Jirs , The responsibilities o( the') . .; d~rSIlC!l'S ;ilCil!dt.: !m:orpOf;J tc PSN P .tCli\'!IICS in their yearly progra mll1es/action-plans u<Jsed UpOl1 Ih.: Si'l°\. II ·c \lpPolwn;II":s PSNP resources rcprl'scnl in te'-ms or 1.lbour-basl.:u :lct;vi ti\:s, capacity build m~ and I\ ';n l:lb;;,ty (,,-5li pplclllcillary nOIl-\\,;I!.:C coslS. 
• Pro\,i(k Il'Chnical :IS ,~I"I:111CC :lnJ tlaining to tcchn ical pe rsonllcl .11lt! Kl'[H' l,' ",. 1(1 III pl 'll ln !p~ ;1I1~ 1 lmplcmcntat Ion of S,:f\.'I~' Net ;tCll\ ,: Il'S: 

( OIl Sll:ld'IIC ;md CUll1pll!!1t~ thc prupos,l!:i of Ihl.: Kcb\.'1c Fuod Security Task h~n'\.' 1,1 tn.:,; rpll!;ltc 11ltn II',,,' wornb S;tli:t)' N":I pl.lII; 
l}1I(k',t:tl\e proJI.:C! screcning in :H:O:lml:IIlL'L' with thc EnVIrOlllllL'1l 1 <Ind Social .\~:!Il;'.I; l'nl'll! h.l'!lI'\\'\)'-~ PrL'p;U'l' ;ICllv lt y illlpll'll1cn latiun pl:tn ... am! rcqucsi hud!;cl for Implemcntat iDn; Impkmcllt :;afc.:ty Ill'\ :!e:lvil,es al I\..:bde and community !c\'cls: ClmduLt tllo1,it(lIJIl!~ :lIld l'VaIU;I\!OII of :1,~ li\' lll eS, !Il ccllbboral!On With uti IL'l l:k',1:1! \\I"nL! k', .'1 st:t l\lhnl(h:n,·, ,md 

Prep lie and st r!mu! qll,lItL'l'ly prO l!.fl'S,:. and lin:trlci:,! n.:purt s to \VRI)O \ . 



VI} W OItWA OFl'tCli Of FINANCE AND EcONOM[C DliVEtoOI'MEt-., (WoFEO) 

The WoFED is respo nsible for ensuring that: 
• The budget fer Ihc Safe ty Net Progr:!lll1TIe is received in a timely manne r :1t the \vored<l levei to guaranlee smooth itnplemcnfatioll 0: :Ipproved plan and act ivit ies; and 
• rimcly .iisburscmcnt of the safety net budge t is made to sec toral oflices for safet y net :lclivi ;ies and tne purchase of relevant equ ipment and materials, and "lo the implementing bodi es . 

3.2.4 Kebele Level 

Kehelc COllllci//Cahill c/ 

This body is ;he highest political decision-making body in the kcbde. The kebele coullcillc<lbinct wiil h3VC the fall ow[ ng responsibi lities: 
:\pprl)',lc kebele Safety Net bcneficiaries;../' 
Identify people eligible for publ ic wo rks and d irecl SU[Jport ; 
By partic ipating wi th the people , idl~nlify activities for SafelY Net purposl's: 
Approve Ihe kebelc Sarety Net plan; 
Visit shelf projects and adapt th em to the Safe ty Net plan as required ; 
Create an appropriate atmosphen~ for prop~r payment II) thc bl' nefi ci~ries: 
r::n:,Ul"C th'lt the Safcty Net programme is linked. and consiste!lI wil h. Nil.:!" food securi ty intcn·cillioni: 
I:nsur.: th;11 l'~ l ch S:lfcly Net benefie i ~ ry household par1ic ipalC:s [n o ther food secur ity intcrvl..' nt ions a s :lppropri:lI':; 
.\ ~ a1l\t:lin r':l:ords on the stiltus ofbe ncfi ciary hOllseholrls aild keep the commll1llt y j;lfarmed, 
On·dup I1lt)n thly re]Jorts to the worec!u cab inet; 
Over<;ce food security acti vities in the kcbele, including those vfthe S:!fcty Net p!llgratnl1~e, 
lie:lf :Inc! cOl1sider individuals' complaints or ~lppeals regarding S:lfo:t y Nelllla tter~: 
P:I r!l CiP:11l: :lS required in the monitoring und c,,:tillation sys tem for th e food s<.:curity p rogr~Ull !ll Cs. A·,·hele /-"",;./ St"("/II"//.I· Task Force (KFSTF) 

ThL' f..: F...;TF . ..; a tkTI :: :Prl -rn;tking body 11" 1/ U\'l-r .~ ·:: c: s al! pl,"~;lil1g and lI11pk'n:clll:lIlOn u! $:lk'IY :lct actl"!l' -"::; !t 1<; t"lilllh'd III L·:k·h J'L·:h:!Il! \ :o;sOC!<lIiOll (PA) :·lr Kebc:l" .Intl hl!1lds lIpon [lrl'\-"i~)lIs IllS;[IUl[On:!i strllCtures such :IS kcbclL' ! l~'\ d\lPI1!',::1! t ·,l!Ill11Ji lcl' Ilr Kcbek DI'>:lStl'! Pre' cn\[on CO!lllll1l1,.'c. K 1-":';1 F mCI~lb~TS ~nd~ld,: thc Kebch: .- \dn;lllISiI,tl;,lll i)c .. ~o h·pi1lcr! 1 Agents. (·01ll1lllltlllY 1J:l s~'d Ill'alth \Vorkl':"~ (CHil\\ J. 1"':;lchl"! ";. Y()u:h ;i'iSO(1;!l l\l J\:~, CiC rile lIl:nIJlll!!~j (\Hll jllbill III of [he KI STF me/ucks: :1 Ch:llt"jk'rson of Ihe t';xhdc 1.'(Jl IIK!i . :1 rn '::l11bcr from [h.: "l't.el.: ('nul1c!!. ll[ll· I)," Ili.Hl" Ikvl')11P1l1l"!lt l\gl"l1ts (D.-\s) :IS :!v:ltl"bl c I!1 thc 1' .'\ : ·hrl"': ~'tL'ltcd t"l'prc."l·!lt:\'i,·C's or '.'.n:llcn·s ~:Hnl ps: :Inc! , ·0\ (1 LIt: l"IC~! !-cprcse llt:ll i\·cs from c:ldL'rs ;lIld ~oul h (one from e:1Ch l!Wl:p ) 

TIll' "ISI"l- . Illlhe l·C'Jlt·.:, t o rlbl' S:lfety NCi jlrogrtllll1llC, [s r::sponsible tlH" 

'\gIL'l·lnl·n t \Iuh Ihe \\orcda on Ihe general 1111pkme11l :1I 101l pnlt'~'dlllL"'i :IIHI rok..; and rl' spOnSlb!l!tll''i of l:lll1l·l'rtlcd [ndIVidlhtls: 
l·Ulll1!1llll!ty nll..lb ili s:..t tion to identi fy and priantl/e communi ty llcctk 
jl l;ul pnorlll sed activities with community members; 
]"bl.' KFS·! F \\i!l support DAs planning work wtl h iden tified coll1!1Hlnitles t~~IIGwlng P;UI1Cip:lt01"r I.\;[lcrshcd 
p :;II!IlIll~ .!.!uidclines (MOARD) and Lint Burealls spc.:i lic proposa ls (schol)ls, etc) 
Ba::.cd on s.lCh comr ·c:hens!\'c local /collllllunlty b:lsed devclopment plan s, spl.'t:lflC ;I(.:t i, itles til bL' :, c!cc led In COll",III!1tc lil l Silfc.ly> net plan. 
["hL' ~: [-"SIT \"ill str ive til ad\·ocale ti}!" (:0 l11pk111l' nt:lr y rl'SU llr~·c ~ ;[l1d ;l(hIIIIUI!,d stlppor; for til,,: :Kil\'itiL'~ IIHil(;:lt·.:(l III Ihl' uverall dC\elOP[lll"1l1 pbn . ilH.:llllli ng mohllt/i!l ~ Aolt"-il·.:lp l"lr~lrr" . ,Inti I)ther F\ ;Ind dCI LohllH1tl'1l1 pJ(,);!r;1Ill1l1es. 

· : ·: lr ~cl bnll·tiCl:lIll'S ;md p:C1"l1l"IP;lIl1s for pllhlll" \\mks :111,1 d lrl·c l '>lIppllll ha'>e,l OJl ~·\'l nnH1!'II~ l;tl ~!dln .\! 
~"L'rL'I ';l"::' : 

Jlrc p;IJ' ~· K l·hdc S.tl i.'t y :--'kt Pb !~ III L'lll1SlIlral l(11l II :111 \\"ored;1 \l,.: to r.d \Itrl ~l' 'i. lllllutilll!-! plO!lO'i~ ' ~ :lCln IIll' :'. ,Hill !(k"I1I :(\ 'll"l\ls (Dr tcch ni .:al aSS Istance. 
\ 1.:IJ\I;t1l1 1!1[IlIIILOS of K FSTF nln'l [J1J,:~ nn S ,IIl·,' "L't IS.~\ I ~'S, KdlClc: "';o lt ~·t' ;'-iL'i ,!~·1 II II!l :'. IISI :J( p::ll :1-1 1);II;I S 
dl)d [llll."~ll·S " le!lt1It! .. 
l :st"hl[~11 :md t!:!1tl nf (·(IIl1IlIUlllly Fu{'d \eL·III Ii\ l.h!.. For ce. ollld 
;'.llll l·1j l;l!l· III llhlllllll!ltl~·. ;11)( 1 l·\:llu:I1HJl I (,r ".d·:I~ !Ii:! :ll·tlllllt: 'i IiH:llldIIH: l~h·l:':11i,t I\~'r";hl· \l l ·l"h.II!:" 1l 



• Fo ll owing review of the resu lts of monitorir,g Jnd evaluat ion, the membership of thc KFST F may be reviewed and mod ified in accordance with the norm:ll government procedure , 

3.2.5 Commun ity Level 

('Olllll1l1llily Food Sccuril,V Task Force (eFSTF) 

The Commun iiy Food Security Task Force's pI imary responsib ilit y is idcnti fic3tion of beneficiar ies of the Safe ty Ne! Programme, Its functions also include mobilisat ion of the communit y for ~ar!il:jpatory planning exercises, It is composed ofa.representat ive from the Kebele FSTF; a Development Age n[ (i f ava ilable in th~ village); two or three women's representatives (e lected); two or three men ' s representatives (clec[ed): a youth repre'sentative (elected); and an elder's representati ve (elected). The responsibilities of the CFSTF arc fO : 

3.2.6 

Identify the names of participants in the Safety Ne t Programllle in their rt!spec tive villJgcs according to selection gu idelines and local comllHmity kno\\;leugc , 
Undertake a needs assessment, and iden tify those households who can panicipate in pt,lblic works anti those without su ffi cient labour (particularly fe rnale-h e~l(kd houschok!s), or mher support who will need dircct support ; 
Havl: the proposed lis! of partici pants eOIll!l1Cnl o.:d on and endorsed by [he genera l meeting of t! le vi !iag:: residen ts; 
Fi nali/.c the list ofparlicipanls and submit itlo the Kcbelc FSTF for verine,lIi on and actio ll ; 
Pn.:pare J pipci ine of projects, includ ing those to be ill1p!en:cnl ed during the annual progri.llllllle cycle and those (0 be illlplemenied III casc of emergency, with :echni(;!1 ~IS:i1 51anCe from impll.'lllcIHing agencies and NGOs; and 
Monitor periodically the-publi e works to ensure lhallhcy i!ro.: undertaken as prio riti sed 
Pa rti cipn tc as requ ired in the regubr review of safcfY IlC t bcncl'lci:lriL's 

Role of NGOs 
Ill1pk1ll~1H:u i on of the Safely Net Programme should utilize and b~ncfi t frolll the I);rrticiplion ofnon-govcrnrncntnl a~!Or5 h;1\ rll ~ rl'lc\ ani cap: ,cit y, c:<pericl1C'c and expe rt isc , 

Th,: S: rr'cf ~ NCI Prograrnl11l' is ~l :>ot.:l :lf sl'l:llfifY 1111l': 1 ... '1111 011 ,l1;c! 1~'D leafl) !h~ gov...:rnrncfH has Ih.:- j1fl ll1,lry rl'splHlSlblllf)" for irnpir.:mcnt:I !IOrl o f such progr:l11lJ11L's 
(il\Cn :h;tf the natul'C of the I'rogr:lnl!lre is 10 gll: lr ;lllf~l'II: ln ';(l'!~ 1{1""hruI11~:11Iy food lnSCL"tll""': household s, Ill~ illlPlllf:It;1 fha t Programmc l'~rpil:11 and ;ldmini s[r;rtl'.(, l"o~ 1 I'; ~I:p t \I, lh : programlllc norlll of:t maxImum of 20%. 
~(JO rt::,UlllCL'S should b..: ;rddilion:d fO govcrnml'lJ( s:rkl Y nef r,,: sOLJrl'~~, 
N(iOs should abidc by the GO\'Crtlmcn t's P rogr~l1mn (' Irnpkl111'llt:rllon Manual. 
The ~o\'<:rn Il1Cnf \Vc lco nll's NGO p~rni c ip;ttion in Ih(' Salt'ty N":l Progr;mlllK' if NGOs Ill('et the above ('rtf":rli!. 

NGOs should consult the government to discuss polenli ,)j options for their involvement in the ProrJramme, within the above guidelines. 

3.2 ,7 Role of Donors 

Tire (jO\'('ftlment's rin; l1l cing partners have severi!! roles in 1h (' S:lro:ty ;'\' ..:f Programme , lllCluding: 
Providing resources ~1[ the appropriate time; 
SUPI-- ,lI1ing capac it y buildin g and p ro vid ing 'cchllle~11 aSSiS[;IIl,':e ,1i a If fc\,d s , when rcqu('sied h y th,: governml'nt: 
l)OCllllll'1l1ing and d lSSCIl11lliitillg lesson" learned ;Irld ,'\i l'rnatl{I!I:ll expcrlt'!1('''':; 
Or!':tI1!111l.l! .io il1l revi..:\\' tllc(,lings with G\J\'CrI1l1 11'1l1 h' fl'\ 'i l' \\' pr.l~ ;· L' ~S IJIl i:llplcn-,('nr;u:lll1. 
I'nwlding Jclv i ~c by P:lrtlCipafing In the F('dnal Food SI..'clIr:ly Stecrlng (\11ll1l1i lfee; illld 
1';lrtl clpanng in revil'w missions, lLH:luding sit e ~ lS;I", 11101111111 in,!; :In <l e\':rlll ;HlOn and Ih...: i{:!Pld I{..: ·won!>~' 
Mc~h:Jf11 SI11. 

3. Key Capacities fo r Imp lementi ng th e Safet y Net Prog r<lmmc 

I hl' PfOr.!uCll\·"" Sa t\.'t\ Ne t I'rt)l,:r~l!nlllC IS I1Il1ltl-fac('l~d , \\ ' h~l; rl:lpk:n','lllall{ln ZIL"cut"s;1I such :t "Lrk, ;tnd cspL"l.;i~dl > tblf1!~ ; \ flill c lsh .b. I ~~ :1 SX.s tcl1l,!)ropcr p];111111 ng and capac ' I ~· :11 ': l'~"-=llti:d Wllrr.:(i;rs havc di ffc rCIl1 c:ap:lcllics to ,!t- vcli)]l .Illd 'lIllpkm'l';Jf crsh man;lgclllclll SystL'1l 1S The l1.l ll o\\ Ill!:! IS ,I i,st or n if lGd crp~I ~' IIV dilllcm:ions 111" , W(I I"l'd :IS !lI,'('d 10 



develup III 01<11.:1 Iu Hll pkmelH 11ll' ~.; ;IIi.: l y Nl.:i l'rogr;l!lll ,l": . 
enlHlnc:: the q uali lY of progr;ullllll' illlptcP ll.:llt allOn . 

i) Critical Capacity Dimensions of Worcdas 

Presence 41!" IOlll l :;eCtlIlly alld D I'I' dl':,k o tTircrs. o r an Agriculwrc :l lk l RU!';: 1 1),· vl' loj)l"llI:n.1 O ffice , a l The 
worcda It..\{·!: 

f,l nanec (Jrtl ccrs iii th e wo nx!;, . 

Av" il"bdity III' Il'chniCid sw fT in the w(lI!.:d,,: n au,]"; ... I J"(:SU ll'"~C Sp~C J:l II ; is ( c.!,' .. s{ql :tIlU w'-Ill." r \:OIlSl..:I"\";:IIUI;) : 
fi eld [cclm icians . 

• Storagl..' I":.;cillti\.:s s~ich as Rubb 11,111;; ,:nd w;:I\.:hnt: ~·es {DPPA, f\'GO, ":\IOpel i! li \'c , prj,. ;II,' s!erag..: capa(,;l~: 

Sufliclen l <lumbers !l fCOlShic rs ill woreda ttl \" S:i illultiple k(; belc sites for pa~illCI !l 
Presenc!"" or ~;um C"i l'nt DAs in Sa/l: ! y ~ct kch:·k!>. 

/\\'ailabiiilY (lfs to rc/w:I IThOUst! ;';CXP('1:; :.I1 stc lag': Sl lc·S. 

A\'adabili:\ ()f l ~l:.:a Il S o i"1ranspl"' rt , l' .!-: iJ i..: :.d( !> . muks . lll (' torblkc~ , ,,: ;u:id:; , !'Id-IIP \ 'l!d,~: 

Facilita1c ;!IT<l n g~l1le lH s for regul:u ;:nd ::Illcly r C"'~I1;· ;md main lcna nce \11 ' \'c!ltcks 

Keh(']l'-ie\ c! p;u'i lcip:llt);"j' plans id eil1 ifying c:o I:lIl"Hlnl t)' pri or ilies. 
ii) Recommended Capac it ies 

Availabi lil y ofinfrasl ruc tu r.:: , t' g . rural rO:lds (RRJO), b~kigcs thall i ,,\... worcdas 10 ;':Oilal C(,llt rl' :-' . 

Avat!:lb i!ity ofinmks al "on.1: (ell ln:: \) ! C"en i!i{',j ruwlllll o.' ro- financ c: inslillliions (MFls) :11 w~II'cda level ' 
• AV;lilahdi1y orldccornmuni c;'J! i()!I ~ al least :1: lill' \\·or..::d.l centre ; 

As stated in the manudl ; Woreda and Kcbc:ie level StClf1 and safety net personnel need to t1;;l'Je suHicie !~l 

documer.latior, re lated to safety nr-.:·ts , and f1 8cO!:isarl p:anning and technir.a l guidelines. j( woredas GO no! 
have these m~nimum capaci ties they witl be assis~ed to acquire them bcfor8 tile t,ansfer ac:tivities ~!a;1 

However, t he programme a i:-o r ecog nizes . ~I ivc n that woredas h avo d :fferenl c Flpacities, they s liOU!d 
implement sa fety ;18t acti'v' ities that are 8PlJropri;3te :or their level of capacity. As v.'Oredas develop mo~ e 
capacity, they will move tovJards impro'li r,g the intenra ticn of safe ty net plans intCl 'No,ed2 Development 
Plans, and inl;)!ementing mere effective safe ty nr::! ::,ciivit!~s and increasing the share of transfers prcvidmJ {(. 
l1ouseholds in cas tl versus food ?s appwpri" tc. 

4. Moni l oring and E\'alu<lliull Syslcm 

Monitoring 

The safety nci progr3mrne is expected :0 r. fon:!nr tne (0110v-I ;n9 informa:ion . 

(\I :: l ;l}llr, :lY !!< .... ,_,:I~ tnllrlib-.:r Df l \(" lI~ L"h, ) kb ;j ll d llldl\;..iua!::. dt.:l.!lm:d l' !~ t~:l l k !u; bo :11 fJl:blic '.\ \11h. ,.liI.i d:ll',:1 

~uppc.m) 1;1 a:lilU;!! ~ssc:::slllelll $ 

f'u b!!c w,J rks panicjpJliO!~ .mel typl" ;. ,:u<liiIY :li,d ql'anti l), ofc;)mmun!!y P!O.l CCi~ \l1I(: ... "I"I ;J;":l'fl 

Oir'::c ! tr:: ·,sft.:r:-; ddivl.!ll'd <~r ll '; p . .i rti c: p;\l; ;'l11 .;1 c.: ollH:wni ty aCI!\'uiC:"i d~s;gnl'd 1\.11 i:ldi \·ic.i;a1., rl'cci\ i ,l\' ih ,· 
SUPP,)Jl 

o Food pt let.: mvni{orjn~ 

Food SIOCI.; monitoring 
O\·t.:r:~11 huciget;) ,-y fl ows in (' l t : din~' , " !lllin l ~ r rCl:ioil and pro(' llfeiil~'l lI ;'!> well ;t S \\ ' ;lgI'S ,111d ;r;Jn<;ri" ~ :: ~. 

indic:.ltcd in rho;:: ~C":.: : ic .' ll O l~ fj'l:-!;H"i: :i 1l1:\il ;lg':Illc:n1 

The steps and ac!jl/ities n~~ (~d('- d fa" !his r.lOn ilo :--iny may inr;ude: 

• TI".c numb..::! anc cOIl"l)Jos itior, II I hU~J~ehold lkenlcu /"0(1(: inO; C(,U fC :1t:l'd 10 \1 ::- l(;pOf1:.::d ;..nn u ;:ll~ '!'!;l~ 

reportin g includes d~: :Ji ls or· the a .) '; ih:r· I~ \c ilt of nnllseholds info pubEc w,)fks :ma (il(cC 5lJPI)ort ': ~I!l'g ('. ; · il.·: .... 
th e 1~t!lcr C,lSl' , h(ldSC IJ olds. which al"(" .xpc:.:wd III p(l~{Jc.: ip;jiC in Jit c~n::r.i\·c piO!,'J<!Il~m\::-;, shou id !:I~ il1d :cll('~I . 

Thi s s!il)ldd bc wcparl.!d uy \:ach K cbl':\! ;:ad ;!gg"l'~;~!tl'( ' <.t! the worcd:t k'/C I I V:' rcp{'ll in:2 OTi '.\·:Jrds 

In Ihl..' seco;ld and ~llbs.;q:.lC:11 y(':;r:; ·. vorcdil~', n e~d ;(1 rC!)Oll on Ibe !fe;l{!s It! !t.:\'c! :; or t"i:JOd .->'!C! '· I: '. ~I<,: 

rc"scn .' b , progrc s:-: v: ' 1;lCK u1"pra:;.rcs<; in (,vci: :~ 1 k \ · '.~ l s of food :;-:-("ur;1 y. 
Site man~!glTs ::t: each plJ o li c \\'o ri: f"l"cjc:': nc~'c ;0 provide rr.gular liqs o( p:t :1i::ir,:!:i on ill K~klt: .J fi;'·! ;II:: :::; 
p::lrl "f 0PC:'3110n :'nd pa.ymcnl rro,~('"Jlircs. l :or Ih,~ PUl"J~("ISC 0; n 'I ~l n;loli:lg , ti: ::; i;l !Cnm::io t1 ';;1Uo.I;:I !; ~ 

ccmpil('c and rq)orl('d to \\Io rect: [l:tG S],!i)S"qUC''llly ICgi0!1 31 office::. Oll :I monlh:~' b~l S :;;. 'n :is rc::por! ~h·.)~ i~ ~ 

include DOl i; d:na on piir. icip,,~i on , ;! ~ ',,'<'11 ,I:; 01' nUnlll('rS of p,()jects 1I1 1 :i~l ..:d :md i.·o;I',p ic1t.:O il :~d :hc !:.bow· 
days for c;~ch cOrn;)1r.1d p;·ojc,~!. 
Monito:i:.g sh(,~dd include price d ;:~,!. 

" In Ihose \',('1"ccias " 'he re :ood is i~rG\· i:'::d 10 ~' :; n:::f i (:a:- j cs, the m '··,)!..:.1 ~) f ' ~I'J I"I!' ~ food sl.)d '; :n .' {'.-:.': ;! 

slo:-:hoi::; ~ :; shoulc Cl' II~por;.cd 10 the i":';~. l on; l : orfi -.:cs. 
• !:in"r;CI;I: l"CpOrl lllg (0 11 ',1\','5 st;lnci ~: r:J gov';rn;1.('p : IF, )C~·jun::~ . 

.1 3.S.2 Ev?~u .:stjon 



evaluation differs from monitoring in tn?t the la ~!or is 2 ;-egul3:r n/),,'1 of in fc nnc:lioil 0;-; inputs utiiization and 

piOgram:ne partic:ipation while '~ori1ler includes both aSSAssmer.t of the :;uccess and constraints o f process 

and analysis of the impact of pmgramr.1'3 ~omponents O~1 ,)ufcorne mf?asures. Monitoring is tl)e 

responsibili ty of each management unit, \''I'hile eva!w;linn [~ gt3r;e r ~ I ! !y unceI1ak,;.-n by partnars, inc!uding 

independen t units. and based on a sub-sumple of the o'/elali pi( ummm~: . 

Proce!iS Evaluation 

Process evaluation is eXf-'ected 10 .:::c·te .. a su b-s€t oj b£mef;ci,:ny co ;r'!:1unities selec ted on a s:;!fTlr')ie basis 

from each wored<J. It is anticipated that it will start vvitllill 6 r:lor. ths 0; ::-rogram;ne inHi~tio n ; in' order to 

asc:c :1ain the elfectivene3s of the process of beneficiary' selec:iic,n 2rlG i-=iCj 3Ct ~r!ori t iza t~on. This inc/tides a,,,; 

ur:derstanding bo th the role of the ~'iored3 council 85 '·..'.'ei! i:lS of t~c 9 0neri:l1 popi J l a ~io lJ. 

Top ics to be taken in!o consideration m ay indude: 

How the nt.:cds :lsscssmCIH was !_!n ~krTak.,; '1 ; w<J.~ gcnd(:i gi v.:n C:OIlSiCCI<tt iou·,' 

\Va:; a,l/ p[css ur~ appii ('d [0 il:dudL' o r excl ude h .. :: u~cho lds "n criw';a (l lhe:" thull foot! sccU!' ny',l 

o Did thL' ,,:ppci.l ls procl!durc Opt' ra ie ;u i n, ~;: d (:d: how \'Ve re p iOj cCi !j sc!ec:ed ; i.l r ~ the sc!.; ',: lcd p r0.;CC! S ~l:.::;lg;1c ti 

10 creatc public assets'l 

WCit: {il ..: :: rn}cc: doc i.lll~~ n:.-; :j·.d)llll:L!d by lhl: k ,; bc : l~ tll {hl: c lune:1 :_L".: h!1!call :1 Sl) l: nJ'? 

, How · ... ·,15 in:.: ledl" ical :I S';::S:; I1;C Il ~ l:nd..:ni1Lcn·.1 

:t ::.:. expected !t, at lenllG of referencp. ':.If this Dva! 'J :;ltio l'l wi ll be Gr :1v..-n up by fede r.:!~ 2n(~ CH rcsjc.ln ~--!i 

authorities, so ti18t the 8va lu<'Iiion tea ;T1 ca n perfo~'m t:lis task witl~jn ~he 6 month tar£js t. 1';--:852' !8 ~ms :)i 

reference should 1r.dicate the pmc.;r~durE;':> to c~) lIect Cdndid informa tion frc:m the wider ..:.:orr .:-r;u :1 lty ( i r.c:u::J:':~j 

Individuals no~ direc tly participa!i:tg in the project) 3S weil as f~om toea l authcrities . f-' ro,:e(~lI re::; '{~ !;lc,t,;de 

v ... omer. rl S weH ,,=!S ,lilY minorities within;) womda r;hou id 1)8 .:J L.! tlinerj in theSe TOR. ~acn !~;.~ rn of e'J a ::.: ~~iv.'" 

a~~s iqned to s~l)cifj ,:- n:.!(~ion s ··/lili prep3 ·e a r'E: ;.;ort based on ~l1 i s p iC cess evaluat;oI1. :0 t- .~ ciL;ulat€-d ~c- til" 

feo F.:·fal go .... err:,nc il t cll,}(j all c.ontr;butin £; donors. 

3) l'cclm ical Ass9s_srnent of Publi c Work s ProJI) cts. 

Annual visit:;. VJi!! rJ0 carried Ollt by reoio::all70ne and woreda expert.s to a sClmple of pt,; blic works si t ~'s tl) 

. !l-'Yl i!or \8c!lnic81 compl iance anc. to c:clltriod("! to ~ 8:::h nical :~~,son fea r~lillg and e xci1ar. ::;o? ~' f .:-,: xpcri~·~ n :; 0. 

i')oH}~ (: visit.') st,ou,u :nc'ude an C1 ss~s')men t ur: 

/\ !!{l'.'.\il\)11 of aC[!\' I! ' C'~ 10 [h e ,1;1 ; t'r\ n ! C:;\I.:'~o:·ic :.: by !nc W(l r,~·J.l.:;; 

r Illf: k- '~ 'l' ! H; ~ [ !I)I! () r '_· i\ \ II ~'I l ll lL' !: I: r r~' ,I:~ :::::~~J!1<.:' It i~~I)t'('d II r ~· s 

<\d,:-r::1t \. \~r ~('dlll!'·:!l d-,:S I.:II . 

.:\ u'·q '::!\·~ n !' .~ ' I pcn !"':U!l 

\dl.jl::t\':. I ';' 1:l< ll nk:l,lIH\' ;-'::1'1 -

le\,:1 oi illl-~ r ;!t l ion [lI-'!\' L'rl! I \ . .I: .. ! \ "I;-Llk! .. '\p..:;I:-" ~lIkj !'l· ( .\(' I·!: \',,11',',:: ('Xii!:·!' ::::/1 '<':;:.,:, . , ':: 

I~t , r~';, : ,:-;. II ; ii1l: Illl plclll l'I~;:I ~ :'l:l .~: :;·,l· \\",)/1 ... · 

rhO v l s it ~; S!1 '1; !1f.! feHovv up en ,~spe . )'; lfa,,; 'mlc>Jt issues iderti licd d~r!Hq the f-( F-n:).' rouilne VI ·;:t3 t· 'iL: 

worf:clas . Tr.~'" FSI..:e shaL:ld s irni i ;:Jrt~. l)rt;,FY'IZ(' ,Jf! :li1r,ual assessrn..::n l u f publiC: works 8 it !~e j ii" -:.::n l'.I' ,c;:-·." 

I.'i itll tlle Z'1na1/rcgionaJ vj si t ~; s l c: :e~! :J:Y:"/~: 0: ,:,par r te 3scen8 in t : ~ E" G'J3! i:y c: :m ~"I!£ rn ent~~il"\n ,); ;1~.h:i·; 

· ...... o rks ~ nd (..:, propose a ny rernC(;I"li d:~k'), :~~ I.h ,: ! n~~1 / be neceS~< 1 r'f or to er:·":Ol.lr ~!Ue ;.';'!SS{)il I t~ <jrni:) r: ,-11.. ;'0):."; 

woredas anr! reqions. 
4) Quantit;:.:tive and Qu ali tativl:) <J ':' SV ')~;Il1 €· r 1 t 3 or PrrJjcc t Imp ac t 

J.\ bene ficiary <l3SeSsmen! will bt: '-:iI:!t!nil/.a r~ {\-\·o and a half years aite !' the programrr:e ini!:a tilJ(l -; h s. .... ,il l 

us~ qualitative assessmen t OlclhoGGtqjie.s ~o docurnent how beneiiciarfes [ror" a s2rnpie o f :.)orJ J !l ::' C:: ,--~U:-' ~ 

wt)r8das vi t:!W ti le project, ill turns cf t1'e c::> r:tr::llJ!ion Of the projects undert::Iken to the cJmmlJ '1ity ,.'! C! !:<-'l;,e, 

a~ '-"'lei! as ::.:o ~ltr j .) u l~on of the ernp!rYFne:J I and :/'18 transfers to fOOG security. The assessmeilt wii i 21$(; ~ ~)Jl c. i~ 

s uuges~;on s ';or iinprovernents in ;H'ole ':::t des·gr: and modjfic8tior1~ of ;xocedllrC$ ;;om {r.cse :.:;o~n (n \!r: ; li e 5 
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