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ABSTRACT

This external evaluation was commissioned in order to judge the success of the DG ECHO
2008/09 drought response projects in Kenya, and to draw lessons for futumgthtiararesponses. TH
evaluation covered3c ont r act s wi t h 30 I7Pmilioh.dmhe main focastofthg
evaluation has been on nutrition, food assistance, cash & voucher schemes, and emergency
support interventions.

Thefunded interventions are coherent with ttwve mainGovernment of Kenyanodels formalnutrition
and drought response interventioimsthe Arid and Serfrid Lands (a) integrated treatment of acu
malnutrition (IMAM) established in 20Q0%nd (b)drought gcle management (DCM) which is a lol
runningapproachwith core funding from the World BanKhe nutrition support mainly concentrated
five districts with high GAM ratesvith main focus on the relief phaséhe DCMoriented livelihood
support projectshad a larger coverage, both geographically and in terms of beneficiary nu
Effective coordination of the drought response took place at national level (Kenyan Food §
Steering Group, Nutrition Technical Forum, etc.) and at district level (Ris€teering Groups chaire
by Ministry of Arid Lands) However, the nutrition knowledge baseased to beveakand in need o
improvement

While the DG ECHO funded interventionsvere seen as relevant and appropriate, it was highlig
during communityinterviews that within drought responses there should be a greater focus on
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provision, animal feed and seed distributidme projectsthat were funded by DG ECHO generally

achieved good results amdntributed to the protection of the lives and gbeglth of malnourishe
individuals and to the protection of livelihoods of vulnerable households in the ASvwdasly all
projects were aimed at strengthening of GoK structures. Although there is limited investment in
delivery from the side of Gokhis is particularly important to boost morale and outputs at times of
needs.Communitybased drought management is the other mechanism that was deployed in
increase sustainabilitypoth for nutrition support and for livelihood support

The main recommendations to DG ECHID support to the nutrition sectare:

1. To develop a more continuous programme on nutrition support to the ASALs alongside the R
Drought Decisions with differentiated support packages according to the humanite€ds of
(agro}pastoralists and the parrban population during each phase of the drought cycle, and
main focus on continuous capacity building for MoPHS staff in line with the IMAM guideling
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for communitybased nutrition and hygiene educatidhiscould be based on the DG ECHO Sahel

Strategy model andhsuld include support foimprovement ofnutrition surveillance as part (
drought preparednegsuggested to focus on the sentinel site system operated by the Ministry ¢
Lands)andsupport for nutrition surveys

2. To scale up during new droughts in northern Kenya, andrgqgitate the major support for mult
sectoral nutrition projectas provided in 20089 and possibly also tie blanket supplementa
feeding programme if coverage afrgeted feeding programmes is not yet satisfactory tfimn
limited to the age group froA® to +24 months)

The main recommendations to DG ECHO emergency livelihood support are:

1. To continue supporting the DCM during future droughts but to adjust theamgbies to the interes
and priorities of the different livelihood groups, to put more emphasis on cash responses an
interventions, and to give a more prominent role to the NGOs to act as change agents at co
level keeping in mind that therghould be a good balance between GoK service delivery
communitybased drought responses.

2. To renew efforts between DG ECHO, other EC instruments and other donors that provide
momentum to LRRD, including advocacy to pexde GoK to commit itselfo development of thg
ASALs.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. The main purposeof this evaluation was$o judge the successf the DG ECHO funded
2008/09 drought response projects in Kenya, and to draw lessons for future humanitarian
responsesSupport to IDPs, refuges ando victims of thepostelection conflict was not part of

this study The main focus was on nutrition, food assistance, cash & voucher schemes, and
emergency livelihood support interventiom¥ought preparedness activities were excluded

they wee the subject of another recenGIECHO evaluationThefield mission to Kenydook
placefrom 22 April- 11 May 201Qwith visits to 5 droughtffected districts.

2. The evaluation covered 33 cont78atlionsManyi t h 3
projects were based on amtegrated approacivhich combined malnutrition treatment support

with interventions that addressedykunderlying causes / aggravating factors for malnutrition

This approach was coherent with the new EC Communication of Huniamité&ood
Assistance. The DG ECHO funding was also consistent and complementary with funding
through other EC instruments for tackling transient and chronic food insecurity, and coherent
with drought relief provided by other donors (the main ones are DBEAID and World

Bank).

3. The DG ECHO funded interventions wemherent with théwo main GoK modelsfor

malnutrition anddrought response interventiomsthe Arid and SerpfArid Lands (ASAL):

= IntegratedManagement of Acute Malnutrition (IMAMpaddresseshe need fortargeted
nutrition support for malnourished individualsth through health centres and hospitals and
communitybased approacheSoordination of the nutrition support is done at national level
through the Nutrition Technical Forum and throtige DSGs at district level.

= Drought cycle manageme(@CM) based ora well-functioningearly warning system, a set
of standard project designs for response activities during each phase of the drought impact
(pre-crisis, relief, recoveryand mitigation), availability of contingency funds, and strong
coordination at national and district levelResource transfer modalitiegere general food
distribution, voucher schemasdcash transfers (mainly through animal destockifgher
interventions comprise agulture and livestock support.

4. The DG ECHO fundedirought responsmterventions wergelevant and appropriatdhe
support for malnutrition treatment and the blanket supplementary feedindhigbhg relevant
giventhehigh GAM ratesand the need to spprt GoK for the rollout of the IMAM Guideline.
Underlying causes of malnutrition were addressed thraaugiange ofintegratedprojects.
However, acording to the communities visited by the mission, water provigpoovision of

animal feed and seed disintion werenot given sufficient attentiorHealth care support was

not part of the DG ECHO funded drought response package but is undertaken in three of the
most droughiprone districts in longeterm programmes that are-fitmded by DFID.Within
Kenya,there is a history of increasingly frequent severe droughts, which are serious shocks for
the (agrojpastoralistsThi s has | ed to an increasing gr ol
urban areas where they have difficulty to generate an income.

5. Insufficient information was available for detailedstefficiencycomparisons.

e For thenutrition interventionsthere were many integrated projects where information
on cost of individual activities (including economies of scope as a resultegfrated
interventions) was generally lacking. Also, in this sector there often were two (DG
ECHO) funding streams to IPs, one for the food commodities and concomitant logistics,
the other for technical backstopping services. A general problem for cost calculations
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was hat many agencies only billed their marginal cost to DG ECHO as the core running
costs were already covered by one or more development donors. For the Blanket
Supplementary Feeding programme was calculated that the average cost level
amounedt o U peBbengfZiary per month.

e For theemergency food security interventigriie analysis was limited to the projects
where final reports were available with sufficiently disaggregated expenditure data. The
oneof f costs for ani malit de&st4ddc kpiemrg bveenred i
while for the voucher schemes the costs
24.10 per month.

6. Coordinationof the 2008/09 Kenya drought response took place at national and district
level. For nutrition interventius, the Nutrition Technical Forum has played a key role to
coordinate the response. There still is a need to improve the nutrition knowledge bake. For
overall drought responséhe mainnational coordinating body was the Kenya Food Security
Steering Goup (KFSSG, with a strong role for WFFDG ECHO provided funding t6AO for
technical support to and coordination of the agricultural and livelihood sector. As part of the
DCM model, there were monthly meetings of the District Steering Groups (DSGsjeatten

all main stakeholders.

7. In terms oftargeting and coveragé¢he DG ECHO fundecdhutrition supportresponse was
mainly targeted atife districts with extremely high GAM rates, while presence and capacity of
the IPs and their local partner netwddd to a larger geographical scope for the livelihood
support programmes that were based on DGMhe DG ECHO funded projectsetveficiary
figures were much higher for the livelihood suppoterventionsthan for thenutrition support

(with exception ofthe new blanket supplementary feeding programme that was designed to
increase coverage of feeding in the districts with highest malnutrition.rétbgg targeting for

the nutrition interventions was based on nutrition status or demographic categafycidsn
selection for livelihood support interventions was done through local committees with main
focuson expastoralists and (peJiurban settlers.

8. In terms ofeffectivenessmost interventions achieved good results:

e From the focus group discussidnappeared that thgeneral food distributiorwas
generally seen to be effective as targeted households did not have to rely on negative
coping mechanisms;

e The targeted feeding schemegere effective for treatment of malnutrition but with
limited coverag and as such had limited impact on GAM rates at district level,

e The blanket supplementary feeding programhreel a much larger coverage and also
served to improve the public health services (EPI, deworming, vitamin A
supplementation);

e Voucher schemesererated very high as they both provide choice and add value to the
local economy, but for households that did not receive a food ration the support is
considered to be too small to cover existing household needs;

e Destockingwas effective to keep a steadgul of animal offtake, to provide meat to the
communities and to inject cash;

e Dewormingwas also rated very highly because of its contribution to recovery of-small
stock after droughts.

9. Within the DCM model there is a focus on all phases from preparetmesitigation (often
embedded in longderm livelihood support programmes), while the integrated nutrition model
primarily focuses on immediate treatment of malnutritibG ECHO funded nutrition projects
were focused on the relief phase blgo encomassedmediumterm interventions that address
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some ofthe underlying causal factors of malnutritidrhere currently is n@G ECHO funding
stream for a nutrition componeimt Kenyawhich encompasses all phases of the drought cycle
as a complement to the RDithich focuses on livelihoods and food security

10.1n terms ofconnectednesst was found that both models aim at strengthening of GoK
structures which is highly important as it assists and motivates GoK personnel at district level
and below whereas thelis limited investment from the side of GoK in service delivery. The
second approach to strengthen connectedness is through combasat/drought management
which is a key feature within ALRMP and also in most of the projects funded by the DG ECHO
Regianal Drought Decision. To some extent this approach is also present in the nutrition sector
through the recent establishment of the OTP (Outreach Therapeutic Programmajtas ¢he

IMAM Guideline through which an enormous scahlumg of therapeutic fe@dg has been
realized.

11.The evaluation has resulted in the following conclusions and recommendations:

A. DG ECHO support to the nutrition sector

- The DG ECHO support to the ASALs for emergency food and nutrition interventions
(the latter mainly through aappropriate multsectoral approach that included watsan
and food security interventions) was substantial and highly relevant given emergency
levels of malnutrition and serious gaps in treatment services. The supported projects
have facilitated the rolbut of the new GoK Guideline on Integrated Management of
Malnutrition and generally managed to achieve good results in line with Sphere criteria.

- The blanket supplementary feeding programme is also rated to have been appropriate
and with good geographictdrgeting. Tle effectiveness of this approach will need&
assessed based on tksultsof the monitoring study.

- Nutrition surveillance is important in the ASALS where high malnutrition is a regular
phenomenonThere are plan to revise the nutritiomaillance system that exist in the
ASALs. The systems currently operated (by MoPHS and by the Ministry of Arid
Lands/ALRMP) both have several flaws and are insufficient basis for targeting of
humanitarian support. Nutrition surveys now are filling thestaxgy information gap and
as such play an important role.

- Although the conditions for the (agrpgastoralists have improved with the onset of good
rains early 2010 which is expected to bring malnutrition levels down quickly, this is not
the case for the gri-urban populations (pastoralist dropts). They remain in dire
conditions living in an environment with poor hygiene conditions, poor access to health
services and high overall poverty and dependency on food aid and other social support.

Key drategic recommendatiors

U Nutrition is one of the core issues in the vulnerable ASAL areas which deserves more
continuous attention from a humanitarian donor like DG ECHO stretching beyond the
immediate drought relief phase. It is suggestedMMAECHOdevelops grogramme
on nutrition support to the ASALs for each of the phases in the drought Gyse
DG ECHO Sahel strategyould serve as a good model for this that can be replicated
in the ASALs or the Greater Horn of Africa, adapted to the needs of the differe
livelihood groups in the ASALs which have different profiles of seasonal nutrition
vulnerability.

U To scale up during new droughts in northern Kenya, andeplicate the multi
sectoral nutrition projects as were funded in 2008and the blanket sulgmentary
feeding programme (but limited to the age grougab +24 month only) if coverage
of targeted feeding is not yet satisfactory.
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Key operational recommendatiors

U In line with prevailing needs, DG ECHO should continue to support malnutrition
treament by MoPHS for further roltout of the IMAM Guideling as a relief
intervention when and where GAM rates remain close to or above emergency levels
(irrespective ofainfall in a given yegr

U The main focusshould beon mitigation and preparedness digh continuegd
capacity building for MoPHS staff at district level and below, and through support
for communitybased nutrition and hygiene education.

0 Until targeted supplementary feeding have achieved good coverage taigs, i
suggested to DG ECHO or h&r humanitarian donors to replicate the blapket
supplementary feeding programme during new droughts but then to concentrate the
support on pregnant and lactating women and childi24 @onths only as these are
most vulnerable from a nutrition perspective

U It should be considered to continue to fund the Nutrition Technical Forum (through
UNICEF) for nutrition surveillancework as part of the DG ECHO support for
drought preparedness in the ASALsp@rtunitiesneed to be sougtfor linkage
(LRRD) with the EC funding for nutrition information systems in Kenya through the
Food Security Thematic Programme ("Support for Nutrition Strategies in East and
West Africa’).It is suggested tprovide supportfor improvement ofnutrition data
quality within the existingsentinel surveillance system operated by the Arid Lands
Ministry and also tacontinue funéhg for nutrition surveysas pat of projectlevel
M&E systens (also including nutrition programme coverage survegsyl for
triangulation of nutrition surveillana@sults.

B. DG ECHOemergency livelihoodupport

- A significant proportion of the D&CHO funding was utilised for supporting
humanitarian interventions and drought cycle manageméigincluded interventions
in the livestock sector and water and saitatCoupled with continued marginalisation
of the ASALs, droughts have ledo increases in vulnerabilityCusiomary coping
mechanisms are being lastdpeopleincreasingly loose access resourcesTwo main
groups nowinhabiting the ASALs are the (agrg)astoral group and the penban
settler group. During droughtispthgroups qualify for short term livelihood support for
protection and to alleviate stress. A better understanding is needhedvdrest tdarget
the twogroupswhich each have their sgiéic requirements

- The DG ECHOinterventionsare designed to have short timeframe with arapid
impactand a clear exit strategy. These interventions are not designed to detiewith
chronic foodinsecurity that now widely exists in the ASAL region.

- DG ECHO fundingwasreasonably balanced support livelihoods under stres&hile
cash based responses were few, food aid todkammain proportion of the DG ECHO
budget A growing body of literaturehowever suggests that cash / voucher based
support lave important advantages over femd (cheaper,more flexibility for
households to meet theivelihood protection prioritiesaddedvalue to local markejs

- The linkage of Relief to Recovery and Developmeras shapedthrough (1) the
collaboration with GoK institutions and (2) communitybased drought cycle
managemenBoth arevalid approachsthatcomplementach otherA main challenge
however exists how bestto link government coordination with the administrative
division of several ASAL districtsGovernment development investments as directed
by the ASAL policy are also insignificant, hampering progress in LRRIhe
community managed drought management approach igemonhiformly strong across
the ASAL region.
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- The recent upsurge in good rainfalhas brought positive changes in rangeland
conditions but significant challenges remai\s vulnerability persists recovery
requires speeding up rehabilitation interventions in line with the canoeRCM and
LRRD.

Key drategic recommendations
U It is recommended that DG ECHO continues to contribute funding during future
droughts in support to humanitarian and food security interventions utilising the
framework of DCM. This support should be most prominent during the alarm /|relief
and recovery phases thfe drought cycle and should be phased out at the end of the
recovery phase.
U Approaches in drought managemaatdadjustent so that thegtrategically serve
the interests and priorities dfifferent livelihood groupsimproved analysis of the
livelihood groups under stress should determine the tgpetervention needed, the
targeting and the type of transfer mechanisms and the conditionality attached.
U As food insecurity has become a chronic probierthe ASALs, enewed effortsare
necessarpetweenDG ECHQ other EC instruments and other donors (in particular
Word Bank, USAID and DFID)hat provide a new momentum to LRRBdvocacy
IS required to persuadeo& to commit itself to asignificantvolume of investments
that are in line with the ASAL devgdment policyinstituted since 2004
U The balance between GoK service delivery support and support to NGOs invo|ved in
building community based capacity building on drought response is valid. A|more
prominent roldor IPs to act as change ageatsommuni levelis recommended.

Operational recommendatiors

U DG ECHO should proportionally widen its scope and coverage on interventions that
are focussed on the survival of the pastoral productivity potential. These include the
activities that have been suppadtunder the recent programme but would also
include a wider range afon foodbasednterventions.

U Periurban groups in the ASALs find themsehasconditions ofsevere economic
hardship and this situation is worsened during drosgi@ashfor-work andfood
for-assets are proven suitable modalities fesdgroups.

U Food based and cash based responses are complementary to each other during
drought, but it is recommended that DG ECHO supports an increase in the shift
towards cash based responses. Thisbhmdone through encouraging IPs to foIIFw
this trend, and to provide technical amviin thisarea Cash and voucher schemes
have significant impacts on stabilising purchasing power among thetanget
groups,andit is recommended that gradually thesedalities are expanded during
future droughtsIPs should seek orientation and rebuild capacity in order to make
this shift possible. Financial institutions and markets need strengthening to mipimise
risks.

U Operational research is recommended in suppbgome recommendations made
above. Two main themes should be: lfbv tolink the two LRRD approaches for
achieving improved sustainability and; (Bpw best to drget needy livelihood
groupswith appropriatéransfer modalities.
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1. EVALUATION OF DG EC HO FUNDED ACTIONS IN KENYA

1.1. DG ECHO funded drought response actions in Kenya

12.1In line with the Terms of Referen@and as further clarified during the briefing in Brussels

the scope of this evaluatioconsists of all DG ECHO funded drought response pm®jecthe

Arid and SemiArid Lands (ASAL) in Kenya for which contracts were signed with
Implementing Partners (IPs) during 2008 and 2009. The evaluation does not include DG ECHO
support to IDPs, refugees and pektction conflict victims in Kenya. Also, ¢hevaluation does

not cover drought preparedness activities; these were studied in two other recent ECHO
evaluation$

13.Table 1 provides an overview of tldecisions and actions covered by this evaluafidre
evaluation covers 12 contracts signed in 2QBIPs) and 21 contracts signed in 2009 (19 IPs).
Next to the Kenya drought support, DG ECHO also provided funding in -2008 for

assistane to refugees and victims ofthepest ect i on vi ol ence i n Keny.
in 2008 and U4 7 million in 2009).
Table 1: ECHO decisions covered by this evaluation
Code Title Total Kenya #
Budget drought proj ects
response

Food Aid budgetline
ECHOAFA/BUD/2008/01000,] Shortterm food aid/food

1 Januia3rOy JéuOn8e security/nutrition/livelihood support U 20aniof  06.9mio 5
ECHO/—FA/BUD/AZOO8/O3OOO, Food and nutrition suppo@reater Horn of Africa g 40. 4 oo 1
1 Julig0d08ne
ECHOAFA/BUD/2009/01000,] Food aid Horn of Africa , . , .
1 Mar GB10oMay u .RrRio U .03mio 5
ECHO/—FA/BUD/AZOOQ/OGOOO, Emergency response to drought in Kenya 4 08nio 4 08nio >
1 Juligl16D8cem

Sub-total U 3.9mio 13
Additional drought response decisions Greater Horn of Africa / Kenya
ECHO/KEN/EDE/ZOOQ/OlOOC Humanitarian Aid_ Kenye_1 G .08nio 4 Oamio 5
1 JuligldOBt ob]| (watsan, destocking, animal health) ) )

Sub-total U 4 mio 5

Regional Drought Decisions Greater Horn of Africa

ECHOFHF/BUD/2008/01000,] Regional Drought Decision Greater Horn of Affi
1 Januia3r0y JéuOn8e
ECHOFHF/BUD/2009/01000,] Regional Draght Decision Greater Horn of Afrit]

U .Braio U 3.8mio 7

Sub-total U 9.8 mio 16
Grand total 0477 mio 34

* This includes all support from the Regional Drought Decisions including some projects executed in Kenya and neighbouring
countries

14.Tades 2 and 3 provide an overview of thges of drought response actiomat were
funded by DG ECHO in Kenya in 208809 many in the form of mulsectoral integrated
projects During the briefing it was agreed that the main focus of the evaluatiord veeubn
nutrition, food assistance, cash & voucher schemes, and emergency livelihood support

1 AGEG (2007)MTE DG ECHO financed actions in the Greater Horifsica, Kirchheim/Teck:

AGEG (2009)MTE DG ECHO’s Regional Drought Decision in the Greater Horn dEafiKirchheim/Teck

At the time of the field mmiFdBiUDI,204r0d 0RO 4B uNaorivy. | d01019) ( \Ee
process of being allocated to IP(s) which also formed part of the Kenya drought response but is not coveredalhyaiiion.
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interventions. Wadr, santation and hygiendWASH) activities do not form part of the core
body of activities to be evaluated and were only covered in a moreagjesasy.

Table 2: Drought response actions funded by DG ECHO in Kenya

Relief Recovery Cross cutting in time
(mitigation, preparedness
Food, nutrition, | - General food distribution - FFW, CFW - Drought contingency
food security | - Destocking / meat distributo | - SFP, TFP planning
- SFP, TFP - Agric / livestock support - Early warning systems
- Emergency livelihood support | - Income Generating Activities | - Nutrition surveillance
- Cluster coordination - Cash & voucher schemes - Cluster coordinan
- Community preparedne]
Watsan Water trucking Rehab water systems - Risk reduction
Hygiene promotion Hygiene promotion
Table 3: All drought -related actions in Kenya supported by DG ECHO in 2008 2009
GFD | Cash & E.me.rgency
IP Funding Decision Distri ct(s) ML / Voucher Dziiees) BUEIE
rition FEW | schemes support (.|ncI. san
destocking)
ACF FA Mandera, Garissa X X X
CARE-UK RDD Moyale, Mandera X
Concern FA Moyale X X X
COOPI RDD Wajir, Mandera X X
Cordaid RDD EDF | Marsabit, X X
Samburu
Croix-Rouge RDD Isiolo X
Dnk
DanChurchAid | RDD North Pokot X X
FAO RDD nationwide X
GAA RDD EDF | Kajiado, Kitui X
IFRC RDD nationwide
Islamic Relief FA Mandera X X
Merlin FA Wajir X
OXFAM -UK RDD Wajir, Turkana, X X
nationwide
SCRUK FA Mandera, Wajir X X X
UNICEF FA Nationwide X
VSF-Suisse, EDF | Garissa, Marsabit, X
VSF-Germany, Isiolo, Wajir,
VSF-Belgium Mandera
WEP FA (many districts) X X

1.2. Objectives for the evaluation

15. As specified in the ToR, thmain purposesf the evaluation ardo judge the success of DG
ECHO funded projects in alleviating the humanitarian sufferirmgnd "to draw lessons from
experience with a view to improving response forreuhumanitarian crises in Kenya’

16. Thespecific purposesf the evaluation have been defined as follows:
i To establish whether financed activities were successful in alleviating human suffering;
i To compile evidence of best practices;
i Toprovide operatond nd strategic recommendations f
humanitarian crises in Kenya.

17.In line with the ToR, the evaluation was based on the regular OECD/DAC evaluation
criteria (relevance/ appropriateness, connectedness, coherence, coveragencygfficie
effectiveness and impact) and the 3Cs criteria adopted in the EU Maastricht Treaty
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(complementarity, coordination, coherence). Specific attention was paid to the following key
evaluation issues:

Relevance

- In how far can shotterm responses addsenger term problemsmt¢luding for nutrition
interventions, in how far shetérm interventions can address underlying causes of
malnutrition, ref. UNICEF conceptual framework?)

Coverage

- Quality of targeting (geographical targeting; household seleatithin the community)?
How can the coverage be increased?

Effectiveness

- What is the effectiveness and achievement of the objectives of each relevant funding
decision (including comparison of targeted vs. blanket feeding and the different transfer
modalities; and cost effectiveness)

- How tomaximise the impact for nutrition and other drought response interventions?

Connectedness

- What is the link between humanitarian response and local system and capacity?

Coordination

- Coordination between the vaus decisions, with other donors, .etftrengths and
weaknesses of the Technical Nutrition Forum?

1.3. Methodology for the evaluation

18.The evaluation teanconsisted of two international consultants and a Kenyan research
assistant. The team leader is an exgened evaluator with expertise in emergency food aid,
nutrition and household food security. Teecondteam memberis a drought management
expertwith vastexperience in Northern Kenya.

19.The briefing in Brussels was held516 April 201Q and feld work in Kenya was
undertaken from 22 April to 11 May 2010.

20.At Nairobi level, the team met with DG ECHOthe EC Delegation, DFID and
USAID/OFDA and with representatives of 14 IPs for DG ECHO’s drought response in Kenya in
20082009. The last day of the missiavas used for a Debriefing Workshop which served for
further validation of findings and for discussion on the various options for future drought relief
interventions. The workshop was attended by some DG ECHO representatives and 18 staff from
the IPs.

21.Visits to project sitésand 17 focus group discussio§GDs) with men, women and youth
groups on their needs and the impact of the humanitarian interventions on their livelihoods
formed the core of the mission. IP field staff was actively involved infab#itation of the

FGDs. This arrangement was aimed at creating ownership of the collected information and also
at providing an opportunity for learning.

22.As security constraints impeded visits to sites in North Eastern Province, it was decided to
visit Eastern and Rift Valley Province instead. Within the rather limited timeframe for the

3 Meetings with the Technical Assistant for Kenya and some people from the Regional Support Office

* Project visits were paid to: two sites with voucher scheme / watsan activities by GGiiearin Moyale; two health
dispensaries with tgeted feeding programmes supported by W¥PI in Moyale; foodfor-assets site supported by WHPVI
in Moyale; IDP settlement supported by CordRiGP in Marsabit; livestock deworming supported by \&Hsse in Isiolo; two
general food distribution sitesyBWVFP-Ramati in Samburu; the District Hospital supported by VWR&nati and UNICEF in
Samburu; destocking and voucher scheme by Co@aiks in Samburu; foeldr-work site supported by GAA in Kajiado.
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mission, the team managed to visit a good range of project locations in Moyale, Marsabit, Isiolo,
Samburu and Kajiado districts. Unfortunately the heavy rainy seasossa€enya affected the
mission somewhat; flash floods blocked certain roads in the ASALs which resulted in increased
travel time and obstructed field visits to some of the planned locations.

23.This report has been structured as follows. Chapter 2 proeidgsortoverview of the
specific conditions in the arid and searid lands, the pattern of malnutrition in Kenya, and the
main GoK responses. Chapter 3 focuses on stragdgted planning and programming issues
like coherence, proportionality and releeafappropriateness of the DG ECHO Kenya drought
response. The next chapter focuses on the results obtained through implementation of the DG
ECHO (cojfunded actions, with assessment of quality of coordination mechanisms that were
supported, and the targegi/coverage, operational efficiency, effectiveness and connectedness
of the funded projects (as per Sphere definitioims)hese chapters, specific issues are placed in
boxes with a green background, lessons learned and best practices are presentsiwitlipox
blue respectively yellow backgroundhe final chapter then gives the main conclusions and
recommendations based on the findings in this evaluation.
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2. DROUGHT DISASTERS IN THE ASALS IN KENYA

2.1. Context of the Arid and Semi Arid Lands in Kenya
24.DG ECHO drought response actions have largely focused on Arid and Semi Arid Lands in

Kenya (ASAL). These are mainly | owland areas
and which have a population of approximately 10 million, compared to the 36 nulfion
Kenyads overall popul ati on.

25. Government sources quote high levels of poverty within the ASAL regions as it is estimated
that about 60 70% of the populatioriive below the poverty linewhile 40% of the population

are even considered extremely foodhsecure. The economy of the ASALs is dominated by
livestock production, managed through pastoralism. This is especially true for the arid regions;
the ecology within the serairid districts allows for agrpastoralism. Within the combined
ASAL region thereare smaller subsistence groups that depend on fishing, hunting and gathering
for their livelihood. The population within towns and settlements is growing. This population is
largely disconnected from pastoralism and has different needs and aspfrations.

26.The figure below shows how seasonality affects food security in the ASALs. Pastoralist
diets include the intake of grains and cereals grown in the highlands. Dependency on grains is
highest at the end of the dry season, normally in February/March wheoraption of pastoral
products, especially of milk is lowest.

Seasonal calendar and critical events timeline
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Figure 1: Seasonal calendr ASAL region in Kenya®

27.0ver the past centuries, drought scenarios have been common phenomena in the ASAL
regions. Drought remains the mdactor in triggering the onset of livelihood failure, but since

the early nineties, factors such as rising food prices, increased insecurity, the prevalence of
HIV/AIDS, a growing population pressure and a general trend of political and economic
marginalistion have made the impact more severe and more complex to deal Seithice

® http://www.fews.net/Pages/country.aspx?gb=ke&l=en

GoK (2008),Review and analysis of existing drought risk policies and programmes in Kiliyistry of State for Special
Programmes; GoK (2009 sion 2030: Northern Kenya and other Arid Lan@4fice of the Prime Minister

® Source: FEWSNET/WFRKenya Food Security Outlook, October 200Blarch 2009

7 http://www.fao.org/emergencies/home0/hazandiemergencytypes/complesemergencies/en/

Raleigh C (2010)Rolitical Marginalisation, Climate Change and Conflict in African Sahel States
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delivery and infrastructure in ASALs are of poor quality and generally under developed. For
example, access to health and education services provided by the Government didtéf)ya

is lower than in other parts of the country. The livestock and agricultural sectors are poorly
developed and government departments are running on low budgets. Endemic livestock diseases
generally remain unchallenged due to the lack of committedirfgnbdy governmefit To

illustrate the latter: During 2009 the Ministry of Livestock Development was affected by a
severe budget cut of Ksh 5.08bn, with drastic consequences for the ASAL regions. A budget cut
of this magnitudemeans a serious seitk for aly development strategy undertaken by the
ministry as well as the service level undertak€nDespite the above, the ASALs in Kenya

have a significant potential for development and economic gtawth

28.While the extreme postlection violence in 2008 largetayed away from the ASALs, the
area did suffer from its effects on food se:
production areas was severely affected resulting into pressures on food commodity markets
within the ASAL districts as well. Tén figure belowshowsthe magnitude of the combined

impact of the 2007/08 drought and the pelsiction violence.

SRA - Food Security Phase Classification, Mar 2008 ‘

o raa,

Phase Classification
SAJ Generally Food Secure (High resclient)
B Generally Food Secure (Low reselient)
2 Generally Food Insecure
3 Acute Food and Livelihood Crisis
4 MM Humaniterian Emergency
5 Ml Famine/Humanitarian Catastrophe
Early Wamning Levels for worsening Phase
[ Alert

Moderate Risk | colour of diagonal lincs
V77 High Risk [ indicates severity
=1 sustained Phases 3,4, or 5 for > 3 yrs

@  Arcas with IDP Concentrations

Eatimated do clude refuge
Estimat lations do not inclade cen
or urban estimates

Figure 2: Kenya Food Security Phase Classification March 2008

29.The Kenya Food Security Steering Group (KFSS®ypces two reports per year (tbeng
Rainsand Short Rains Assessmeiitd RA and SRA that form the basis for allocation of

8 OXFAM (2006),Del i vering the agenda: Addressing chRepublicoflenynder de
(2004)Draft national policy for the sustainable development of Arid and Semi Arid Lands

® http://allafrica.com/stories/200907201328.html

1n a recent budget speech the minister cdirfite committed 16 billion Kenya Shillings for the construction of hospitals and

6l ow costod6 schools in ASAL areas and Ksh 200 millioma for w
proportion of Ksh 321bn is reserved for developtme expenditures at national scale. See:
http://allafrica.com/stories/201006101009.html

1 Special reference is made tGoK (2009),Vision 2030: Northern Kenya and other Arid Lan@sfice o the Prime Minister.

This document outlines a future approach to economic growth and development and, in turn, contains several references to
studies that underwrite the economic and development potential in the ASALSs.

250urce: UN (2008Kenya Emergencidumanitarian Response PlaRevision, March 2008
(see:http://ochaonline.un.org/humanitarianappeal/webpage.asp?MenulD=12162&Page=1662
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general food distribution and other interventions to address-&tortand medium to longer

term needs. Tablé below provides amverview of the food sector recommendations over the
past years. The sectors that are covered include food, agriculture and livestock, health and
nutrition, water, and education. Without exception, in the assessment reports the food sector is
the largest art by far in terms of required humanitarian support. For example the LRA of 2009
indicated a need for food aid worth US$ 353 million against a total required budget of US$ 521
miIIion.lghe required budget for identified livestock sector needs was seaaedt (US$ 72.7
million)~=.

Table 4: Number of people requiring generalfood assistance

Province SRA 607 LRA 608 SRA 0608 LRA aoo9 SRA 609
Mrchi Aug ( Septi FoeOb8. Mrchi Aug ( Septi Foe0b9. .| Mrchi Aug 10

Rift Valley 266,349 395,282 671,000 1,055,000 549,000
Eastern 158,950 174,188 1,141,000 1,614,000 417,000
North Eastern 301,687 292,506 413,000 665,000 404,000
Coast 160,407 200,355 357,000 446,000 220,000
Central - - 12,000 14,000 -

Total* 887,393 1,062,331 2,594,000 3,794,000 1,590,000
2.2.  Malnutrition patterns and response

30.Like in most developingountries, the system 8&femographic Health Surveys (DH®hich

are repeated every five years is the most steady and rad@lnee ofinformationon trendsand

actual status of the main public health and nutrition indicators in Kenya. Sampling frames are
geared towards obtaining reliable estimates of national and prdewveleaveragesDHS data is

not meant to provide information as basis for td@ation of nutrition support needs. The
system of districtevel nutrition surveys is a more appropriate information source for this
purpose (see further under sectio)3The table below presents the results for the last three
DHS surveys.

Table 5: Comparison of DHS results on acute child malnutritiort®

Province DHS 200809 DHS 2003 DHS 1998
GAM® | saMY | GAM | SAM | GAM | SAM
Nairobi 3.8% 1.5% 4.5% 1.2% 7.1% | 3.6%
Central 4.9% 1.1% 4.4% 1.1% 5.6% 1.7%
Coast 10.8% | 3.0% 57% | 0.0% [ 4.3% 1.0%
Eastern 7.3% 1.4% 4.2% 0.9% 4.7% 0.9%
Nyanza 3.9% 1.5% 23% | 01% | 7.0% | 1.2%
Rift Valley 8.9% 2.1 7.7% 1.6% 7.4% 1.8%
Western 2.3% 1.0% 4.5% 1.2% | 4.6% | 0.9%
North Eastern N/A N/A
National average | 6.7% 1.9% 56% | 1.2% | 6.1% | 14%

31.The Kenyan DHS data indicathat, despite considerable improvement since 2003, for
200809 the averagglobal acute malnutritionGAM) in North Eastern Provinc@vhich only
consists of districts classified as ASAL) has remainedcceptably high (cke to 20%). In
Coast, Eastern and to some extRift Valley province average eute malnutrition levelfave
stayedmuch lower than in North Eastern province bsitowa gradual ncreasing trendhat is
very worrisome Coast Province is part of the ASAL&mM the 2008009 DHS survey ranked

13 GoK (2009),The 20® Long Rains Assessment rep®ESSG

4 The calculated totals slightly differ from the totals in the SRA/LRA reports.

15 Ref: http://www.measuredhs.com/aboutseys/search/search_survey_main.cfm?SrvyTp=country

16 Global Acute Malnutritio(GAM): proportion of children 69 months with a Weigkor-Height <-2 Z-score.

7 Severe Acute MalnutritioSAM): proportion of children %9 months with a Weigkbr-Height < -3 Z-score.

8 1n most developing countries, the Demographic Health Survey reports are the most reliable source of information on trends
and actual status of the main public health and nutrition indicators. Sampling frames are geared towards efitdifeng r
estimates of national and provinlavel averages and do not allow disaggregation at district level.

Eval uati on &ddedA&iors @ Kedya $2002009) 15


http://www.measuredhs.com/aboutsurveys/search/search_survey_main.cfm?SrvyTp=country

second in terms of GAM prevalende.needs to be realized here thia¢ other twagprovinces

with increasing GAM rates bo#xtend from the drougidrone ASAL belt in northern Kenya to

the more food secure highlandstire centre and south of the coungky even with acceptable
average GAM rates at province level there might be pockets where malnutrition is much higher.

32.In all three provincegovered by the DG ECHO financed projeatbironic malnutrition
prevalencgwhich relates to the issue of dietary qualitgs remained more or less static since
1998 and stayed close to the national average (not shown in thé°table)

33. Treatment of acute malnutritidms been strengthenadthe most affected ASAL districts
as par of the partnership between MoH, UNICEF and WFP for tiod-out of the new
Guideline forintegrated Management of Malnutrition (IMAMdopted mieR00F* . GoK has
committed itself to provision of treatment for severe and acute malnutrition througbeseavi
district and sulistrict hospitals, health dispensaries and through commbaggd approaches.
Under tke partnership, UNICEF providetherapeutic foods for treatment skvere acute
malnutrition (SAM) nonfood commodities and technical assistamdgele WFP provides the
supplies of fortified blended fooder treatment ofmoderate acute malnutrition (MAM)

District or Swb-Distrnict Hospital
= Area within 3 wand fo rehabiiftate acute mainutntion

= Weeekly oul-patient therapeutic care at the ACH oifmic
{manitoring snd food oistribitiond

= MCH- pufrition scresning snd paediatnic OOC Servioes
= Qui-patient nuirition soreeming
WOTE: Transfer to REspitsd S patients
severe acule malnuinhion:
— anglor loss of appetite
— anglor severe medtical compiications

— andior moderate/severs bi-Lrteral oedema
reguires in-patient management)

Heafth Centre’Dispensary

= Weekly oul-patient therapeutic cave, moamnitoring,
ooumssing and food aistibution

= MCH nutrition screening

Community
Traimed CHWS who:
= Conduct nutntion soeening and nutrition education

= fonvior patients being nutrtionaly refabifiated in the
Commnity

= Attend MCH an weekiy basis for monitoning of
manourished children and food gistribution

Figure 3: District level structures required for IMAM

2.3. Drought response and drought riskreduction approaches

34.0ver the past two decadessponseso droughtand risk reduction strategi@s Kenyahave
evolved and now are more varied. Drought management is widely practiced in the ASALs

1% An average level of 35.3% moderate and 14.2% severe stunting in 2008/09 indicates that there isnédaatimblem in

terms of quality of theliet (limited dietary diversity and insufficient consumption of more nutiiehtcommodities).

20 MoMS / MoPHS (2009)National Guideline for Integrated Management of Acute Malnutritieirobi, June 2009.

2L The MoU was signed mic2007. Districts coved are Turkana, Marsabit, Moyale, Isiolo, Samburu, Mandera, Wajir, Garissa,
Tana River and ljara. In the course of 2009, the partnership has been extended to the southern parts of Eastern Rrovince whil
discussions are currently @oing about inclusionfaCoast Province as well.
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through coping strategies employed by indigenous groAigs there is a range aiterventions
implemented by a variety of actors and institutions coordinated by GoK

35.GoK6s policy f or washevelope8 42004 ase g praxtical longerm
framework for developmentvhich focuses on: (a) diversifying livelihoods; (b) stimulating
broad stakeholder participation in identification, planning, implementation and evaluation
processes(c) building institutional and organisational capjtahd(d) reducing vulnerability to
natural hazards and conflidisroughEWS linked response systemath contingency planning

and funding to all ASAL districts.

36. The Drought Cycle Mode(DCM) was introduced during the 1990s as a tool to manage
droughtrelated impacts in arid districts of Kenya. The model distinguishes diffphe&ses of
drought impact, inclusive of the poeisis period (alert/alarm phase) and a mbsught
recovery phase. Mitigation and preparedness to minimise impact are important in the approach
as well as reconstruction and restoring resources. Diktriet upto-date early warning systems
operated by ALRMP are collecting environmental and soeiconomic information that is
based on the DCM model. In the ASAL districts, District Steering Groups (DSGs) are charged
with reviewing the information and coondting responses. Communitased targeting is
integrated in the model for delivery of services and implementation of response interééntions
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Figure 4: Drought Cycle Management model

2.4. Framework for coordination of humanitar ian responses

37.The Kenya Food Security Steering GroFSSG) / Kenya Food Security Meeting
(KFSM)? is thenationalbody that takes care of coordination of food aid and food seturity
The KFSSG also acts as an advisory body to all relevant stakeholdessues linked to

22 Republic of Kenya (2004National Policy for the sustainable development of Arid and Semi Arid Lands in Kenya
2 Arid Lands Resource Management Project, funded by the World Bank.
24 pcacia, CORDAID, IIRR (2004)Drought CycleManagement: A toolkit for the Greater Horn

5 Ref: http:/iwww.kenyafoodsecurity.org/mod.php?topic=7
26 OCHA (UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs) chairs iemya Humanitasn Stakeholders Forumhich

serves as the overarching coordination body for all humanitarian and development partners. OCHA provides support to the
Humanitarian Coordinator and the Country Team for the transition of the cluster approach to nationalgrougsa®@r sectors.
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drought management. It supports a mafency approach to drought managemwhich
involves key ministries, UN agencies, donors and NG@& meetngs on a monthly basfé

The mandate focuses on the following main areas: (1) planningoamdination of rapid crisis
responses; (2) capacity building of government and national NGO/CBO structures in terms of
disaster management; (3) contingency planning and preparedness, (4) promotion of long term
food security; and (5) early warning infornmat collection and analysisThere are various
sectoral working group$ clusters”)under the KFSSG: water and sanitation, agriculture and
livestock, health and nutritioMore details on the coordination mechanismgwuaed by DG
ECHOaregiven in sectia 4.1

38.With funding from USAID, FEWSNET, WFP/VAM, ALRMP and the Ministry of
Agriculture produce bannualFood Security Outlookulleting® which integrates the Integrated
Food Security & Humanitarian Phase Classification (IPC) methodtlogy

27 http:/iwww. kenyafoodsecurity.org/inside.php?articleid=49

28 Ref: http:/iwww.kenyafoodsecurity.org/mghp?topic=38

29 The IPC methodology development and currentaatl are also supported by DG ECHO; this does not form part of the
current evaluation.
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3. STRATEGY ASSESSMENT OF FUNDED ACTIONS

39.This chapter reviews the strategies that have been adopted by DG ECHO in its Kenya
drought response. The main emphasis is on the coherence and proportionality of the DG ECHO
funding in comparison with the support provided lgkGand the other main donors involved in

the ASALs, and on the relevance of the funded actions in terms oftesharand longeterm

needs in the ASALs.

3.1. Coherence and proportionality

ALNAP definition:Coherences the need to assess security, develapaigtrade and military policies as wel
as humanitarian policies, to ensure that there is consistency and, in particular, that all policies take into
account humanitarian and humaights considerations.

3.1.1. Coherenceand coordination between donors

40.The newEC Communication on Humanitarian Food Assistah¢§HFA) forms thecore

policy ba® for assessment of the internal coherence of EC funded emergency food security
interventions, building on the overall principles for EC humanitarian assistance (see EC
Reguation 1257/96?). As stated in the Communicatiom, principle, HFA should fall within the

limits of the humanitarian mandates and regulations and can be provided in situations (a) where
emergency rates of mortality or acute malnutrition are reached eedsd as a result of
inadequate food consumption, and (b) where compromised livelihoods or extreme coping
strategies arising from or leading to inadequate food consumption pose a severe threat to life or
a risk of extreme suffering=C humanitarian instruemts are not seen to have a comparative
advantage for addressing chronic food insecurity, apart from some specific situations of
immediate risk where other more appropriate actors are absent or unable/unwilling to act, and
where positive impact can be expsd within a limited timeframe (clear exit strategfs
mentioned in the HFA, disaster risk reduction (DRR) should be mainstreamed WHAN
interventions, e.g. for preparedness, mitigation and prevention.

41.0ne of the main findings in this evaluatianthat the DG ECHO Kenya drought response is

fully coherent with the new HFA:

- A substantial part of th®G ECHO funded drought response actions in Kenya in 2008/09
was focused orfood andnutrition interventionsthrough NGOs and UNICEE ( G 0.41
million) and on provision of general food distribution together with targbtanket
suppl ement ary f e d35milign). Mdny of thefl GO pYdjedes weré of an
integrated multsectoral nature with a package of interventions both for treatment of
malnurition and for addressing (some) of the underlying causes (foadhers,nutrition
education, income generating activities, livestock support, agricultural inpatsan).
Together, te funding for food aid and integrated nutrition projefcisns 50% of the DG
ECHO Kenyan drought response funding for which contracts have been signed with IPs

%0 EC (2010), Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, Hunmarfimoih
AssistanceCOM(2010)126, Brussels, 31 March 2010;
http://ec.europa.eu/echo/files/policies/foodaid/HFA_Communication_220310.pdf

31 While logically this partialarly refers to the actions funded by DG ECHO Food Aid Decisions, other DG ECHO funded
interventions on humanitarian food assistance should also adhere to the same policy framework.

32 http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:31996R1257:EN:HTML

33 Funding to ACF, Concern Worldwide, Islamic Relief, Merlin, SGK, UNICEF, and WFP

“This overview does not i ncl20@B69 DGHEEHO decisiars oni Kenyan droughsrespdndel i o n
that currently is being allocated.

Eval uati on &ddedA&iors @ Kedya $2002009) 19


http://ec.europa.eu/echo/files/policies/foodaid/HFA_Communication_220310.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:31996R1257:EN:HTML















































































