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Limitations 

As compared to the initial time schedule presented in the inception report, the time for actual 

field visits (beneficiaries, communities, Water, Sanitation and Hygiene infrastructure) was 

restricted, mostly due to security restrictions (withdrawal to Dutse over one week end), the 

restriction to urban areas only, and also the extended week end over the Eid holiday (end of 

Ramadan), which caused the evacuation of all expatriate staff to Abuja, also for security 

reasons. On the other hand, the experience of these restrictions were a vivid demonstration of 

the situation on which the project had been acting throughout the implementation period. 

  

                                                           
1 Since movement of the consultant was restricted, for security reasons, to urban areas in Damaturu, Damagun 
and Potiskum, only urban communities (wards) could be visited. 
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Executive Summary 
 

ES 1: Project background and Purpose 
 

ACF started the Nigeria Mission in 2010 to respond the complex emergency situation caused 

by religious conflict, weak care practices, and malnutrition in the area, especially in Northern 

parts of the country. In Yobe state, Nigeria, ACF is implementing a one-year project with the 

overall goal of providing critical humanitarian assistance to victims of the complex emergency 

(e.g. Internally Displaced Persons, as well as families hosting IDPs), using market-sensitive 

and capacity building approaches.  

 

Intervention logic suggested to bring about this objective with three specific objectives, which 

at the same time describe the three project sectors: 

- To prevent disease outbreaks and help those displaced by conflicts or disaster to carry 

out everyday requirements through the distribution of Non Food Items (NFIs) 

- To increase access to water and sanitation through emergency WASH interventions to 

victims of complex emergencies (Insurgency, natural disasters and waterborne/ 

communicable diseases. 

- To increase the affected population’s short-term purchasing power, protect and restore 

their livelihood 

   

ES2: Evaluation background 
 

The purpose of the evaluation is to assess the adequacy of ACF’s intervention, as well as the 

level of effectiveness of the three sectors of the project, following a set of detailed evaluation 

question which are oriented by the international standard of the DAC2 criteria. The evaluation 

was carried out from 4 – 21 July 2015, both in Abuja and Damaturu, and including field visits 

to all three areas of project intervention. Direct beneficiaries interviewed included IDPs and 

host families, but also government institutions on local and state level were included in the 

evaluation. 

 

ES3: Evaluation methodology 
 
The methodical repertoire used during this evaluation included the Method for Impact 

Assessment of Programmes and Projects (MAPP), by which impacts as per evaluation 

questions were shown and ranked. Consultations with beneficiaries and stakeholders, but also 

with project staff consisted mostly in individual interviews and, where feasible, in Focus Group 

                                                           
2 Development Assistance Committee of the OECD 
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Discussions. Another important element was (participative) observation, both on communication ACF 

staff-beneficiaries and stakeholders, as well as within ACF. Finally, a participative debriefing workshop 

on initial findings with ACF staff (world café moderation) provided an excellent possibility to discuss 

relevant issues concerning the project. Last not least, and confirmed by several interlocutors, the 

discussions, interviews and other communication was perceived as learning process in its own 

merit. 

 

ES4: Evaluation Findings  
Design 

Overall objective appears in parts too ambitious. Indicators being merely quantitative 

(responding to OFDA’s demands). Specific objectives are realistic, and most of them have 

actually been achieved. 

Relevance/Appropriateness 

ACF complied throughout the implementation with donor policies and priorities agreed upon 

in the project proposal, always maintaining and respecting the ownership required by LGA 

and state structures. 

Coherence 

Collaboration with government stakeholders very good. A structural problem remains ACF’s 

adherence to global humanitarian principles, these principles / standards not always in line 

with GoN policies.  

Coverage 

The planned number of most vulnerable members of target population where covered (some 

20.000 individuals, as compared to 125.000 IDPs counted in the state, plus another 

additional caseload of 7.000 NFI recipients in Borno State). Logistical concentration on 3 

LGAs, the pragmatic selection criterion “accessibility” and last not least security 

considerations justified the concentration on these selected households / communities. 

Efficiency 

ACF staff at all levels are assuring cost-effectivity. As to (technical) quality in WASH 

infrastructure and equipment, some serious quality shortcomings are reported. On the other 

hand, innovative technology had been installed. 
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Effectiveness 

All quantitative planned targets were achieved (and indeed considerable numbers beyond, 

in a reaction to a new emergency situation in Borno State) against set indicators. On the 

other hand, qualitative results / objectives were not sufficiently captured.  

Sustainability/Likelihood of Impact 

WASH infrastructure has –in at least one case- considerably contributed to long lasting 

equipment with reduced maintenance cost. There were some activities of resilience capacity 

development with government; however, no further such interventions were requested or 

accepted. An obvious option in a Humanitarian Action project is the transition from HA to 

development, or other “durable solutions” like the return to the home area. This, for the time 

being, is not part of project design. 

 

ES5: Conclusions / Lessons Learned 
 

CRM policy / approach 

The ACF specific “Complaints and Response Mechanism”, with its focus on “Complaints” 

appears not adequate in the local cultural setting whereby complaints are a concept not widely 

accepted and applied.3 Instead, respective (indirect) indicators on incidents of  implementation 

shortcomings should be developed and applied for monitoring. 

Extension Workers / Community Volunteers 

Random samples of the structured reports (ACF templates) both by extension workers and by 

community volunteers revealed low quality of both instruments. This is in sharp contrast to the 

highly ambitious training modules to which both groups have been exposed. M&E data on 

quality / outcome of programme interventions are therefore based on rather doubtful, if not 

useless sources. 

Monitoring  

Low quality of Field Assistants’ FSL reports: no basic and relevant information collected on 

situation / sustainability of business (income per week / day, as well as other factors 

contributing to sustainability of FSL. No systematic reporting on observed (or observable) IDP 

movements in programme areas (spontaneous returns / arrivals; conflicts IDPs / host 

communities; other relevant information / observations). 

                                                           
3 Also the “toll free line” facility established since remains based on the “complaints” approach, inviting 
beneficiaries to contact ACF directly, avoiding the defunct CRM structures.  
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Coordination 

Need for more coordination among various actors – sector / area related (level below SEMA 

coordination meetings); ACF direct link to the national INGO scene could be used to promote 

coordination in this. 

IDP Return and Reintegration  

IDP return and reintegration policy and strategy, as well as possible contributions for 

implementation as requested by SEMA seems to be met with some reservation by ACF staff 

on all levels, obviously fearing that GoN actors might be tempted to impose pre-mature, or 

even forced return of IDPs. 

Management 

Organisation Development (OD): There is a need perceived for re-organisation both on 

national and on field level. OD in general, and in particular amendments and changes affecting 

management staff require a great degree of consensus and acceptance. Therefore, an 

adequate change management strategy should be incorporated into such an OD exercise. 

Human Resources: Fluctuation of national staff is a matter of concern. Staff interviews have 

revealed that there is a relatively high loyalty among national staff from the project area (North-

East), as against frequent resignations of staff from other regions due to problems in social 

integration and / or exposure to an unsecure and at times dangerous environment. Therefore, 

national staff from the project area should be considered with priority for future recruitment 

 

Operation 

 In a camp-like agglomeration in Damaturu where NFI was distributed so far no WASH 

action taken (VIP, well etc.), in spite of an obvious need for such intervention (inter-

sector-coordination) 

 Water testing in private wells in use in NFI recipients compounds not assured by WASH 

component, as a regular intervention 

 Educational activities for children not attending school considered beyond project 

mandate; a case of good practice (private school run by IDP teacher as a business 

activity) remained unnoticed among the many FSL activities. 

Public Relations 

ACF is enjoying a remarkable positive reputation not only with the beneficiaries but also with 

stakeholders at all levels. It did not go unnoticed that ACF, at a time when most (if not all) other 

INGOs and IO had left the state in situations of high tension and danger, had maintained a 

visible presence (mostly through national staff). 
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ES6: Recommendations 
 

Resilience Capacity of National Actors  

 Training modules to be adapted to level of comprehension of trainees: training  

methods / didactics and organisation should include more participative and interactive 

elements of training modules (Field Office) 

 Provide certificates to training attendants (Field Office, Country Office) 

 Capacity Building / Equipment supply to improve performance of Sanitation & Health 

structures (Country Office) 

Monitoring 

 Field staff to be guided / enabled to collect small business relevant status information, 

to provide advice, or to refer problems identified to PM. (Field Office) 

 ACF field staff, as close observers to the field situation, should be encouraged to report 

on IDP movements (arrivals, spontaneous returns, “scouting” visits to abandoned 

premises and lands etc). (Country Office, Field Office) 

CRM policy / approach 

Review cultural applicability of the complaint-focused CRM approach (including toll-free line 

system), and possibly amend this instrument as a feasible qualitative monitoring tool. 

(Country Office) 

Operation 

 WASH 

A more flexible approach beyond the mandate (social / community infrastructures only) 

would be in line with the specific objective “prevention of water borne diseases”.  Project 

staff should thus be encouraged to extend such services to beneficiaries households 

reached by NFI activities. (Country Office) 

 

 Education 

Teachers among IDPs to be encouraged to provide education to IDP children (FSL 

contacts). Such a self-help approach by and for IDPs should serve as a model; 

message also to be spread in INGO coordination circles so that NGOs with a respective 

mandate (education) could take up the issue (Country Office, Field Office). 

Coordination 

Since ACF is hosting / incorporating the INGO coordinator (at Abuja), this seems to be an ideal 

constellation to promote / support INGO coordination also in the field (Country Office). 



Evaluation Humanitarian Multi Sectorial Rapid Response Mechanism Project – Yobe State, Nigeria 
Evaluation Report (Final) 

11 
 

IDP Return and Reintegration 

ACF should develop an own IDP return and reintegration policy and strategy that should be 

incorporated in HA /relief projects.  (Country Office) 

Management -   

Organisation Development 

It is suggested to plan a full-fledged organisational development process, preferably of a 

systemic and participatory approach, whereby both national and expat staff in Country Office 

and Field Office are to be involved. An Organisation Development consultant to be contracted 

for this exercise. The participative elaboration of the ToR for such an assignment would be a 

first and important step in this forthcoming Organisation Development process. (Country 

Office) 

Human Resources 

Wherever possible, candidates hailing from the region (North-East) should be selected. This 

criterion should be prior to gender considerations. (Country Office) 

Public Relations 

ACF should systematically maintain and strengthen their public appearance by suitable events 

and activities, including social contacts to relevant stakeholders in the communities, including 

the Emirs as traditional and spiritual leaders. (Country Office) 
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1. Background and Context 

 
ACF started its Nigeria Mission in 2010 in order to respond a complex emergency situation 

caused by armed conflict, weak care practices, and malnutrition in the North-Western parts of 

the country. 

In 2014, the Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA) funded project for Yobe 

State had been designed and planned for the period of one year, starting in August 2014 and 

coming to an end in July 2015.  Preparatory interventions included a base line survey (October 

2014), which is describing socio-economic, demographic and health situation in the three (of 

13) Local Government Areas (LGAs) into which Yobe state structured, and of which –at the 

time of project start- 7 were considered affected by IDP movements. The survey included the 

650 households (both IDP and host families) selected to become beneficiaries of this 

programme.   

Map 1: Yobe state LGAs / ACF Project Area 

 

At the time of the start of the project, as per State Emergency Management Agency (SEMA) 

data, 7 LGA were affected by the influx of some 60.000 IDP from neighbouring states, this 

exodus being caused by attacks of Boko Haram militants on villages and towns. At that time, 

all IDP had found shelter with host families / households, or in rented premises. 

At the end of the project period (July 2015), the number of IDP has doubled (125.500), and 13 

LGAs are now considered affected by this influx. Also, a number of camps have now come 
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into existence, housing some 4.000 IDPs: in Damaturu LGA, there are two official camps, and 

at least 20 informal camps have been found so far. 

Due to intensified armed attacks of Boko Haram throughout 2015, the influx of IDPs into Yobe 

is continuing.4 ACF has been implementing a one-year project in Yobe State with the overall 

goal of providing critical humanitarian assistance in three sectors, namely Non-Food Items 

(NFIs), WASH and economic recovery. The project is funded by OFDA and runs from August 

1st, 2014 until July 31st, 2015.  

Project Objectives  

Project objectives have been duly outlined in the ToR. The “complex emergency” –international 

euphemism for armed conflict- obviously refers to the Boko Haram terrorist threat, but also to 

military interventions –both national and regional- against this armed movement, and their 

impacts on the local population. 

 

Map 2: 

 

 

In addition, other possible emergencies (floods) and their consequences, in particular in view 

to waterborne diseases, are in the focus of this intervention.  

  

                                                           
4 Interview with SEMA in July 2015 
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Table 1: Project Objectives 

Principal Objective Specific Objectives 

Critical humanitarian assistance in NFls, WASH 
and economic recovery provided to victims of 
the complex emergency using market-sensitive 
and capacity building approaches.  

 

To prevent disease outbreaks and help those 
displaced by conflicts or disaster to carry out 
everyday requirements through the distribution 
of Non Food Items (NFIs) 

 To increase access to water and sanitation 
through emergency WASH interventions to 
victims of complex emergencies (Insurgency, 
natural disasters and waterborne/ 
communicable diseases. 

 To increase the affected population’s short-
term purchasing power, protect and restore 
their livelihood 

 

 

2. Methodology 
 
The overall evaluation process during the field phase lasted from 04 – 21 July 2015, and 

involved  

 interviews / consultations with ACF key informants at country office level (Abuja), as 

well as on field level (Yobe State, Damaturu).5 

 Participative Observation 

 Review of project documents and general information on the overall situation in the 

project area 

 Workshop on preliminary findings (with ACF expatriate staff) 

 

2.1 Field visits 

Field visits included interviews with beneficiaries (e.g. IDPs and Host Households / families), 

as well as stakeholders on various levels:  

 community leaders / volunteers / CRM Committees / WASH committees 

 LGA, State Government staff at various levels, including SEMA 

 an interview with the Emir of Potiskum), the latter being addressed by arriving IDPs 

for help, in his capacity as a traditional and religious leader 

Also, where applicable, WASH infrastructures were visited, in the presence of ACF WASH 

PM as well as WASH committees and beneficiaries. 

                                                           
5 Details on these contacts are provided in the Mission Journal (Annex A.5) 



Evaluation Humanitarian Multi Sectorial Rapid Response Mechanism Project – Yobe State, Nigeria 
Evaluation Report (Final) 

15 
 

The following overview reveals that meetings with beneficiaries, communities as well as all 

types of stakeholders cooperating with ACF in this programme had been contacted: 

 

Table 2:  Field Visits (LGAs / project sector / Stakeholders 

Sector 
 
 
LGA/entity 

NFI WASH FSL Stakeholders 

Damaturu “Blue Camp”  
(100 HH) 

1 Borehole (rehab.) 
2 Wells (rehab) 

Fruit Stall (market) 
Cattle fattening 
Cooking 
Tailor 

Com.Volunteer / CRM 
LGA – WatSan 
3 Community Leaders 
WASHCom 

Fone  No access due to security 
limitations 

Electrician Workshop 
 

LGA WatSan 
CDO 

Potiskum 4 IDP HH 
2 Host HH 
 
 

No access due to security 
limitations beyond town 
1 Community Well (rehab 
not yet started) 

Poultry 
Ram fattening 

LGA-WatSan 
CDO 
2 Ext.Workers 
1 Community Leader 
WashCom 
CRM secretary 
Community Volunteer 

UNDP Field 
Office 
Northeast 

   UNDP Field Officer 

Potiskum 
Emirate 

   Emir of Potiskum 

Yobe State    SEMA officials 

 

2.2 Participative Observation 
 
The actual field presence of the evaluator did not only allow for the physical verification of 

project provided infrastructure and objects (NFI), but also their acceptance / appreciation by 

beneficiaries as well as by stakeholders. Besides, working relations, communication culture 

and attitudes of respect between the various actors and beneficiaries have been subject to 

analytical observation. 

 
2.3 Review of Documents 

 

A number of basic documents had been made available before the departure to the field. 

However, too little time had been assigned for an overall desk study, so that documents were 

consulted during the field phase. Many more relevant documents had been discovered, and 

made available by various interlocutors both Abuja and the field, some of them towards the 

end of the field visit, to be reviewed / consulted while writing this report.6 

 

                                                           
6 The list of documents consulted is provided as Annex A.8 
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2.4 Workshop with ACF on Preliminary Findings  
 

At the end of the field mission, an interactive workshop (world café approach) with ACF 

expatriate staff / managers, both country office and field, had been hold in Abuja.7 

The objectives of this end-of-mission workshop on preliminary findings are: 

 Information of stakeholders on first impressions of the evaluator after the field missions, 

as well as  (critical) discussion of these findings, in order to avoid factual mistakes 

 Feedback by stakeholders on suggested findings per evaluation criterion: 

affirmative – rejection – amendments – additional aspects lacking 

 The WS as such (which will be documented as an annex to the evaluation report) is, in 

addition, a means of triangulation (self-conception and self-evaluation as against 

external evaluation) by stakeholders present on various aspects of the programme 

(concept – implementation – achievements of results / objectives) 

 

Method 

 Participants had briefly been introduced to the MAPP impact evaluation technique, namely 

the MAPP Impact Profile. -  MAPP (Method for Impact Assessment of Programmes and 

Projects) is an actor-centred evaluation method requiring an open and participative 

approach. The MAPP Impact Profile as per evaluation question has also allowed to provide 

for the ranking of DAC evaluation criteria8. Details on the MAPP approach are presented 

in the evaluation report.9 

 The WS, in major parts, has been moderated as a World Café event, a method allowing 

group work and promoting a micro-consensus on various topics.  World Café is aiming at 

pre-structuring comments to findings along a micro-consensus within 

the 3 working groups; also, these comments are made available as a written document for 

discussion in the plenum (chart). A guide on procedures and set questions had structured 

this exercise.10 

 

Participants  

The workshop was attended by all participants, nominated by management. Interest was high, 

and staff members who did not find their names on the original list of nominated participants 

requested to participate; accordingly, they had been added to the final list of participants. The 

                                                           
7 The workshop –including handouts issued and participants’ observations / suggestions- is documented as 
Annex WS 1 –WS 7  
8 Annex A.4 
9 Refer to Annex A.2  
10 For more details on World Café refer to: http://www.theworldcafe.com/ 
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fact that all expatriate field staff from Yobe and Borno States had been withdrawn to Abuja, for 

security reasons, during the extended week end around the Eid holiday (end of Ramadan) had 

provided for this opportunity to discuss preliminary findings both with Country Office staff, and 

field staff. In addition, the presence of two colleagues from HQ (New York) allowed for a unique 

possibility of exchange and discussion on all management levels. 11 

Organization 

Detailed preliminary findings, presented in the form of a MAPP profile, as well as a list of 

lessons learned had been provided to participants as handouts, and were to be dealt with in 

detail in the working groups. Groups (structured at random) received a guide structuring the 

group work, and providing a set of questions to be replied to (as a group), so that group results 

were to be comparable. 

As it were, the time for elaborating comments (pro / con) on lessons learned and findings had 

to be extended; additional time had been agreed upon beforehand. The groups worked 

intensively, and came up with –sometimes quite different- results.12 

Groups presented their respective results / comments to the plenum, and discussions with 

participants and the evaluator followed. Participants were assured that suggested 

amendments will be entered into an amended version of the MAPP profile13, as well as the list 

of Lessons Learned – as appropriate, and by discretion of the (independent) evaluator. Also, 

it was announced that group proposals will be documented, so that transparency of this 

participatory process is assured.14  

 
 
 
3.  Key Findings 
 
3.1  Design 
 
Logical Framework 

There are a number of different versions of an overall LFA. Besides, Field Office Damaturu 

had been assigned to elaborate updated LFA per sector/component based on overall LF as 

an example, however without having undergone sufficient prior orientation in LFA technique / 

Project Cycle Management.15 

 

                                                           
11 See annex WS2-Participants 
12 Group charts elaborated are documented (transcribed) in Annex WS7-Group Results 
13 See Annex A.3 
14 See Annex WS7 
15 Interview with Umar Salisu, M&E TA at Damaturo FO on 10.07.15 
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Overall Objective: 

The Overall Objective appears in parts too ambitious: neither market-sensitivity nor capacity 

building measures could be implemented at a relevant and sustainable level. These issues 

belong –in the LFA-logic- anyway to results. Indicators are merely quantitative; impact of 

awareness building measures (WASH) and training / capacity building (FSL) thus not being 

captured by these indicators; however, the donor requirements are only addressing 

quantitative indicators. 

 

Specific Objectives: 

Specific objectives, by contrary, are realistic and likely to be achieved. However, while the 

project design is suggesting 3 different sectors (NFI + WASH + FSL), related to respective 

specific objectives in the LFA, it is obvious that the “SH” part of WASH is directly linked to the 

NFI kit distribution and –use. The same applies to SH awareness activities (advocacy, training) 

implemented by the programme. 

In the LFA logic, it would thus be more adequate to have only 2 specific objectives (WASH – 

FSL); the two aspects under WASH, namely Water Infrastructure (=WA) and sanitation / 

hygiene (=SH) would become respective results under the WASH specific objective. However, 

it is due to OFDA’s format that requires NFI being assigned to logistics instead of embedding 

it in its respective sector (be it WASH, FSL or Shelter for example). So this formal split is not 

the design of ACF but an effect of the donor’s requirement. 

 

Monitoring and Evaluation: 16 

Monitoring instruments established in the project, and relative to the OFDA contribution17, 

consist of: 

-     Quarterly reports (3 reports, up to March 2015) 

-     APR - Activity Progress Report 

- WASH Post Distribution Monitoring Report (June 2015) 

- FFP-OFDA Monthly Update18  

- Project Quality Assessment Report (of June 2015) 

- FSL Reports (by Field Assistants and Extension Workers (EW)) 

- CRM Reports (by Community Volunteers and CRM secretaries) 

- Lessons Learned Workshop (March 2015) 

- Financial reports  

                                                           
16 ToR had assigned M&E evaluation question to the “Design” criterion. However, the usual LFA logic assigns 
M&E –as part of project management- to the efficiency criterion, were it would be more adequately placed.  
17 A number of other monitoring instruments (some of the APR, financial reports, lessons learned workshops) 
are either addressing other donor contributions, or are related to the overall ACF management / 
implementation 
18 FFP-Food-for-Peace Programme is another USAID support instrument under which ACF is providing food Aid 



Evaluation Humanitarian Multi Sectorial Rapid Response Mechanism Project – Yobe State, Nigeria 
Evaluation Report (Final) 

19 
 

M&E system as suggested in concept and design is up to the standard in HA projects, in 

particular on quantitative data, with weaknesses in qualitative data (the latter not being required 

by OFDA, but relevant in the ACF own quality management / monitoring system). Quantitative 

input/output data (efficiency) are adequate and well documented. Qualitative data –indicating 

outcomes and results being achieved (effectivity), are depending on reporting by different 

monitors (field assistants, extension workers, community / CRM volunteers), whose reports –

in their majority- are of poor quality. Checking these reports at random revealed that staff 

entrusted with providing these reports –based on regular meetings with FSL beneficiaries 

(interviews, targeted questions, open questions, observations) are far from meeting the 

intended standards. Though monitoring was one of the training subjects for this field monitoring 

staff, none of the very basic requirements can be traced in the reports of volunteers (CRM 

reports), and very little in the extension workers’ reports (FSL reports). In the meantime, while 

maintaining the CRM structures and its instruments (including CRM reports, see below), a 

direct “toll free line” system has been established to encourage beneficiaries to directly inform 

ACF management about problems, shortcomings etc. in the programme implementation.  

 

- FSL reports: 

For the monitoring and ongoing support of FSL ventures –in particular in the field of agriculture-  

ACF had agreed with the management of Yobe State ADP19 on certain support inputs, which 

was formalised in a Memorandum of Understanding on the secondment of Extension Workers 

to ACF to help in the area by providing technical assistance to beneficiaries.  

The technical supports consist of advice on processing of agricultural produce or related 

activities and follow-up visits / supervisions of beneficiaries. Part of the MoU is a monthly 

allowance of 10.000 NGN that EW are to receive for these services rendered. Also, EWs were 

receiving some orientation training concerning their expected contributions. 

 

These contributions consist in regular (at least monthly) contacts with FSL beneficiaries; result 

of the contacts are documented in a structured report. Given the professional background 

these EWs have, as well as the rather ambitious ACF orientation training they had been 

undergoing, their performance, as documented in the FSL reports is disappointing – an 

impression that did so far not occur within the project’s monitoring system. 

 

Reports basically contain the information that the FSL sponsored ventures (micro business) 

are still existing, with no other relevant information on commercial status or achievements; 

occasionally, 

                                                           
19 ADP= Agriculture Development Program (GoN funded program / establishment) 
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some technical problems (in agriculture) are addressed. The reports are accepted as such by 

field assistants / field monitoring, and there is no feedback or corrective action on the issue – 

it is not perceived as a problem.20  Thus, also relevant information occasionally provided in 

some reports (like the one on an IDP-school) are not perceived by the institution. Reports filled 

by field assistants themselves are of a better quality, but the factual basic business data 

(expenditures / income, stock etc.) are not systematically required in the report template.  

 

- CRM reports: 

Are to be filled by community volunteers and / or members of the CRM committees, both having 

been instructed in (too) much detail on CRM policy, principles, classification of complaints etc. 

– Obviously, this ACF induced instrument is not compatible –at that level- with local culture in 

which complaints are not a socially accepted concept, especially when addressing a 

community leader. Thus, cases of bribes being requested by some community leaders for 

putting beneficiaries on the recipients’ lists became known, and even led to corrective action 

by LGA authorities – but were not seized by the respective monitoring instrument (CRM report): 

it was confirmed that it is not possible for a community volunteer, and difficult for a CRM 

committee member to denounce in writing a community leader. Hence these reports remain a 

formal compliance with an established procedure, with almost no relevant feedback on the 

livelihood situation of beneficiaries, or of community related findings on IDP issues. 

The few complaints / suggestions registered are marked “management look into it” – but it 

became apparent that there is no internal reference system by which “management” is to be 

approached, and even less taking action. As to the additional facility of “toll free calls” for 

beneficiaries to ACF management, no record of such incoming calls is available for monitoring 

purposes as yet. 

 

Gender policy: 

Project design was based on ACF gender policy requirements. Accordingly, gender 

mainstreaming had been a guiding principle during implementation. While most expat staff are 

gender sensitive due to previous similar HA assignments, the gender issue among national 

staff requires awareness building, as well as a culturally sensitive adaptation of pre-conceived 

foreign policies (ACF Gender Policy) to local and regional customs (cultural sensitivity). It is 

rather the (gender independent) team spirit that is ensuring and promoting a very positive work 

environment then premises, which are much different in each field situation: issues like water 

and electricity supply and security are much more relevant then, for instance, gender separate 

toilets (which are not existing). Field staff saw this requirement also to be applied in 

                                                           
20 Interview with extension workers and with M&E TA Damaturu 
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infrastructures supported (health facilities, schools) – in the circumstances not the first 

implementation priority, though. 

 

3.2  Relevance / Appropriateness 
 

The project included some activities on capacity building on LGA level (CRM committees, LGA 

sector facilitators), with some doubts on their adequacy in the given local context. Also, some 

capacity building inputs are reported in favour of NEMA and SEMA. Thus, these stakeholders 

can be considered direct and indirect beneficiaries of the intervention. As to the Ministry of 

Agriculture, the training of Extension Workers as FSL field monitors cum advisors is such a 

contribution. However, this was more guided by the need of the programme then by a 

requirement of MinAgric. 

 

The intervention complied with donor policies and priorities agreed upon in the project 

proposal; deviations and changes (time schedule, services) were due to the dynamic conflict 

environment, in particular security considerations. Some deviations from donor requirements 

(livestock, agro) are due to necessary flexibility in response to actual beneficiary needs.21  This 

is the case in which beneficiaries used their cash aid to invest in agricultural or livestock 

ventures, not typical activities in an emergency situation according to OFDA guidelines. The 

donor also accepted / respected ACF (and global) humanitarian principles and approaches  

observed and applied by ACF. 

 

3.3  Coherence 
 

Collaboration with stakeholders in the areas of intervention (3 LGAs in Yobe state) is very 

good; LGA agents (of various line ministries) are instrumental in project implementation; 

beneficiary identification as well as goods and services provided by ACF coordinated / agreed 

by SEMA, thus coherence with national/state policies assured the project’s complementing 

government and other actors’ intervention in satisfactory manner. Additional coordination and 

consultation on specific sectors suggested by the United Nations Development Programme 

(UNDP), however without substantiating this suggestion in detail (sectors, issues, participants 

etc.).22    

 

A structural problem remains ACF’s adherence to its own (and global) humanitarian principles, 

as well as to technical standards set by SPHERE in the area of WASH. These principles / 

                                                           
21 Refer to debriefing WS, statement of Group 1 “disagree” where the issue was raised. Other groups did not 
share this view, though. 
22 The suggestion was made by a UNDP field officer for the Northeast during a meeting with SEMA.  
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standards are not always in line with GoN policies. Respective communications on 

harmonisation of these issues are being established. 

 

ACF has no coordination role beyond its own programme, but is part of state coordination 

system (SEMA); however, with the INGO coordinator assigned to ACF CO, there is an obvious 

option for some coordination role in the INGO field, in particular in a situation where, due to 

the protracted crisis, the INGO and Humanitarian Aid actors are considerably increasing.  

 

The formal instrument to assure coordination (including consultation) is the SEMA led 

“Coordination Working Group Meetings” in, which ACF (with other actors) was actively present. 

However, a closer consultation and sector-related coordination, beyond that overall 

coordination body, has been queried by a UNDP representative (a request addressed to all 

HA actors, not particularly to ACF). A clear definition of / distinction between partners and 

stakeholders is not existing; the term seems to be used as a synonym. While SEMA (in its 

supervision function) is clearly in control, and thus not in need of ownership promotion, LGA 

structures were decisive in relevant issues like beneficiary identification and supportive in 

implementation. Thus the process maintained and respected ownership required by LGA 

structures. 

 

3.4  Coverage 
 

 Most vulnerable members of target population where actually covered – however only 

within the limitations established by project funds (some 25.000 beneficiaries, of which 

some 75% IDPs and 25% host HH, as compared 125.000 IDPs (without affected host HH 

members). 

 The other restriction is the logistical concentration on 3 LGAs, assigned to ACF by SEMA, 

out of 13 LGAs considered “affected” by SEMA, and as against 17 LGAs in total: 
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Table 3: Coverage as per LGA 

 
 

 In addition, there is the occasional pragmatic selection criterion “accessibility”, which allows 

for increased efficiency und is based, in the particular situation in the region, mostly on 

security considerations. 

 

Beneficiary selection is perceived by GoN (SEMA) as the responsibility of LGA 

representatives, mostly CDOs, whereby criteria are set by SEMA – and in the best case agreed 

upon in SEMA coordination meetings.23 Detailed beneficiary targeting procedures are 

elaborated by ACF, according field standards own to the organisation, and complementing 

underlying general GoN / LGA policies. Potential source for conflict are humanitarian 

standards, if to be defended against tendencies of favouritism (community  

leaders, pressure groups etc.).24 

The addressed beneficiary unit for 2 project sectors (WASH, FSL) are households, where 

gender-disaggregation of data does not make sense; the number of girls and boys among the  

(statistically 5) children to a HH would not really be a suitable criterion. The case is different 

with the FSL cash aid and ongoing follow-up and advice: here individuals were chosen along 

a balanced gender quota, with the category “Widow” as an particular element of vulnerability. 

                                                           
23 ACF is insisting that “Criteria were not set by SEMA but by ACF, then discussed with SEMA for the identification of most 

vulnerable and verified by ACF.” This perception is not shared by SEMA, and it is ACF and LGA staff that are jointly selecting 
beneficiaries. 
24 A number of cases whereby community leaders had tried to receive a kickback from beneficiaries for 
supporting their selection as beneficiaries; corrective action has been taken by LGA authorities, upon ACF 
intervention. 
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With the recently intensifying of Boko Haram attacks in the region, influx of IDP is ongoing, and 

the planned extension of the programme (OFDA II) is required resp. timely and necessary. 

Also, in the view of SEMA, additional areas need to be covered such as  

- shelter 

- education 

- return / Reintegration 

(all of which are out of OFDA mandate, though) 

 

3.5  Efficiency 
 

Project Implementation Status (per sector): 

Total Number of Beneficiaries Targeted:  

 Total Number of People Targeted : 14,000 

 Total Number of IDP Targeted as subset of above: 7,000 individuals25 

 Logistic support and Relief commodities: 2,000 HH (plus additional emergency 

needs triggered following cholera outbreak in Maiduguri = 1,000 HH) 

 Economic Recovery and Market Systems: A total of 4,550 people individuals (650 

Households x 7 members) 

 Water, Sanitation & Hygiene: Sanitation infrastructure targeted 7,350 individuals & 

Water infrastructure targeted 5,000 individuals 

 
3.5.1 Logistics Support and Relief Commodities (NFI) 
 

Objective: Prevent disease outbreaks and help those displaced by conflict or disaster as 

well as members of overstretched host communities to carry out everyday requirements 

through the distribution of NFIs. 

Table 4: Distribution pattern of the 2,000 NFIs per LGA (IDP / Host HH): 

 

An interesting feature here is the discrimination between IDP and host HH, in other sectors  

difficult to quantify (WASH), or not applicable.26 The table shows that IDPs represent some 

                                                           
25 The planned quota of IDP / host HH had been 50:50 % 
26 Since host HH did not suffer loss of their property and / or usual income, they are not considered FSL 
beneficiaries.   

 Name of LGA IDP HH 
beneficiaries 

host HH 
beneficiaries 

Total beneficiary 
HHs 

1 Damaturu 707 219 926 

2 Fune 442 122 564 

3 Potiskum 393 117 510 

 Total 1,542 458 2,000 
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75% of beneficiaries. The impression of ACF staff on the quota IDP / Host HH vary between 

80:20 (quite close) and 50:50. On the other hand, considering that 80% of project funds are 

spent on WASH infrastructure projects, which are community based and thus address IDP only 

as  a minority, the overall balance between IDPs and host HH / communities is acceptable. 

Respective recommendations / standards as established by the Do no Harm-Approach thus 

are observed. 

 
3.5.2     Water, Sanitation and Hygiene 
 

Objective: Increase access to water and sanitation through emergency WASH interventions 

to victims of complex emergencies (insurgency, natural disasters and 

waterborne/communicable diseases). 

Table 5: Sites / locations / beneficiaries identified for the water supply infrastructures: 

 

Total water  points realized: 24 

 MTI= Mobile Tanks  
Installed 

 RB=Rehab of Boreholes 

 THF= tap head fixed 

 

 

 

 

Table 6: Latrine Constructions 

Name of health 
facility 

LGA Proposed sanitation facility  

Murfakalam  MCH – Damaturu New latrine construction 

Shanga MCH  
Fune  New latrine construction 

Gubana MCH  
Fune New latrine construction 

Baushe MCH  
Fune New latrine construction 

Bula MCH 
Potiskum New latrine construction 

 

Facility / Community WaSH Water Supply 
Infrastructures 

Constructed 
Breakdown 

MTI RB THF 
total 
IDPs 

Sanda Kyarimi 3 1 0 3,000 

Women Teachers 
College 3 2 12 7,000 

Arabic Teacher’s 
college 3 0 0 8,000 

Total 9 3 12 18,000 

 

As to technical quality in WASH infrastructure and equipment, some serious shortcomings 

are reported: collapsing latrines, some water points too low, overall management weak.27 

                                                           
27 Such information was provided on various levels: WASH TA at New York HQ (Skype interview 12.06.15);  
WASH field staff both in CO and FO. 
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The recent Programme Quality Assessment report (June 2015) provides the following 

details28: 

 The waste water collection point, 4ft deep, was observed to be left uncovered in both Bula 

and Mazagane. In Bula, the community members reported that a woman had already fallen 

into the pit and broken her leg. 

 

 At the 2 boreholes under construction in Mazagane and Bula, the taps were noted to be 

lower than the usual jerrycan which community members use for fetching water. This would 

likely lead to damaging of the tap heads as the jerrycan require to be forced under the taps. 

It is also important to note, that the borehole in Mazagane was abortive. However, the 

community members had given another site for the contractor to drill. 

 

 Borehole rehabilitation and improvement of hand dug wells have not commenced yet, as 

there was delay in signing the SPO. The PR was raised by the field team on 28th March, 

while the SPO was signed by 3rd June and sent to the field team around 10th June. The 

delays are affecting the timely completion of the projects. It is also likely to affect the quality 

as a rush job might be done on these sites due to time constraints. 

 

On the other hand, innovative technology installed at borehole visited: solar pumps, anti-

corrosion pipes). The favourable exchange rate USD/NGN has considerably increased 

available funds, so that additional interventions were made possible (1.000 HH in Borno State). 

 
3.5.3     Economic and Market Recovery  
 
Objective: Increase the affected population’s short-term purchasing power, protect and restore 
their livelihoods. 
 
Table 7: Cash Distribution 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

650 selected beneficiaries received cash in total of 39,000 NGN for their livelihood and asset 

restauration. As to the gender quota to be observed here, an interesting feature contained in 

the beneficiary selection list indicating the vulnerability “reason for selection” is not visible here: 

most female beneficiaries mentioned there are classified “Widows” – whereby it can be 

                                                           
28  REPORT OF THE PQA FIELD VISIT FOR OFDA FUNDED EMERGENCY PROJECT IN YOBE STATE - May 31 – June 
18, 2015 (draft), by Ifeanyi Maduanusi, PQA Technical Advisor. In an interview, the TA gave even more details 
of such shortcomings. 
 

LGA / 

location 

Cash Distributed Breakdown 

# of 

HH 

Male 

headed 

Female 

headed 

Total 

individuals 

Potiskum 151 100 51 1,573 

Fune 101 68 33 680 

Damaturu 398 236 162 3,231 

Total 650 404 246 5,484 
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assumed that in the majority of these cases the husbands had been killed during the Boko 

Haram raids.  

 

General 

ACF staff at all levels have been found to assure cost-effectivity at all levels. 

Given the short time of actual intervention (2 of 12 months, delays due to dynamic environment 

and security restriction to movements / presence in the field) the search for other approaches 

was not an issue. However, the example of using unspent funds (currency gains) for an 

additional emergency distribution in the neighbouring Borno State shows high flexibility in 

reaction to changed situations. 

 

3.6  Effectiveness 
 

All quantitative planned targets were achieved (and indeed considerable numbers beyond, in 

a reaction to a new emergency situation in Borno State) against set (quantitative) indicators. 

Main challenges were extended restricted access to project areas due to security situation. On 

the other hand, qualitative results / objectives had no adequate indicators, and thus were not 

captured by the M&E system. Results there remain poor, and if achieved, probably often not 

due to programme activities, but to own capacities of beneficiaries. Main challenges here were 

mobilisation / identification of suitable community / LGA structure to promote and support this 

aspect of programme implementation. 

Host communities –through existing traditional and –to a limited extent- a rudimentary 

community development structure- have been formally involved in the programme from 

selection to distribution and monitoring. This however within the limitations of national / state 

legislation and procedures:  

SEMA is decisive (as the central coordinator) from beneficiary selection to implementation. 

IDPs had mostly not given access to participation in the programme implementation (neither 

targeting nor later), with exception of occasionally identified traditional leaders among IDPs 

(CRM committees). The fact that the original evaluation question does not address the IDPs 

as an own entity (besides the local communities) is another indicator that IDPs were not 

included in the programme’s participation approach.29 

 

                                                           
29 Accordingly, the Lessons Learned workshop of March 2015 had stated that “Only host community leaders were 

involved and IDPs community leaders were not involved in all the process, which caused error of exclusion (e.g. 

discussion, selection)”. 

 



Evaluation Humanitarian Multi Sectorial Rapid Response Mechanism Project – Yobe State, Nigeria 
Evaluation Report (Final) 

28 
 

The highly volatile situation leading populations to leave their homes and become IDPs also 

affected repeatedly the programmes activities. Security considerations and frequent incidents 

of armed attacks in the project areas caused considerable delays in the delivery of planned 

services and goods. In the circumstances, the programme team was able to implement all 

planned activities within a restricted space of time. This was due to a high degree flexibility 

allowing to react adequately to these limitations, and to overcome these objective obstacles. 

 

Project management capacities / structures put in place by ACF itself are of high standard and 

reliability, with exception of the WASH infrastructure component, which only towards the end 

of the project phase can be considered up to the necessary technical and management 

standard.   

 

As to NFI and cash aid for FSL, management capacities have been of good quality – the NFI  

distribution of an additional  1.000 HH in Borno State being an indicator for such effectiveness. 

 

As to WASH related awareness building measures (sanitation and hygiene) as well as FSL 

small business training and follow up, training modules applied, and organisation of trainings 

are far from being suitable to contribute to achievement of expected results. Incidents of one-

day courses for up to 100 participants (with an ex-palestra didactic) are certainly a rather 

doubtful means to pass on information, or to promote awareness. 

Also, the follow-up system for micro-enterprises (by EW, CV and field assistants) is not 

adequate. Success depends more on the beneficiaries’ existing capacities - and thus also on 

the right choice during the selection process by project staff and partners.  

Beneficiaries (chosen from among the much bigger number of affected population, both IDPs 

and Host households) remained much object to project activities with no relevant access to 

participation; the instrument referred to as “Claims and response Management” (CRM), which 

had foreseen CRM committees, beneficiary reference groups etc. have not really become 

operational and was“put on halt” on the occasion of a lessons learned workshop30. Thus, 

beneficiaries remain recipients of a set of externally designed / decided goods and services. 

On the other hand, with a population who was never exposed to (or spoiled by) HA related 

handouts and services, the overall perception of even modest project handouts (like the NFI 

kit) is very positive and appreciative. 

 

 

                                                           
30 In the perception of an ACF field staff 
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3.7 Sustainability / Likelihood of Impact 

 
The most visible unforeseen outcome has been the NFI support to IDP camps in neighbouring 

Borno State, at the request of the government, and made possible by additional availability of 

NGN funds due to favourable exchange rates. This additional effort was also due to the 

flexibility and availability of ACF staff to undertake this additional and highly relevant action. 

 

WASH infrastructure has –in at least one case- considerably contributed to long lasting 

equipment with reduced maintenance cost (solar pumps, particular corrosion protected pipes 

etc.), which also may serve as an example for future GoN investment in this sector. The low 

quality of some other infrastructure works (latrines, wells) has been an issue of permanent 

concern. 

 

Sanitation & Hygiene 

The mostly one-day training events (WASH, small business) are not suitable for any 

sustainable impact (see above): awareness changes (in sanitation/health) need ongoing 

interventions beyond the perspective of an emergency project, and business development 

would require qualified follow-up over at least one year. The apparent assumption that this 

function can be assured by CVs trained for this task must be doubted, given  the shortcomings 

of training modules, but also in view to the deplorable state in which the State Sanitation and 

Hygiene department (RUWASSA) in Damaturu (e.g. the project Partner in this sector) has 

been found.31 

 

SEMA 

There were some few activities of resilience capacity development with government; however, 

no further such interventions were requested or accepted by SEMA or other GoN / Yobe State 

stakeholders. Only the state department of sanitation and health, during an interview with the 

ACF field staff, has expressed the need for support – that need being obvious at the view of 

the deplorable condition of this institution.     

 

There is no particular sustainability strategy suggested in project planning documents, which 

would go beyond the PCM/LFA inbuilt sustainability criterion.  

An obvious option in HA project is the transition from HA to development (such as the EU 

LRRD concept). However, such a strategy has not been part of project design. In the particular 

                                                           
31 An interview with the staff in this office has drastically revealed the weakness of the institution (physical, 
equipment, motivation) – in spite of various institutional support from international agencies over the years 
which was reported: NoG / state spending in this sector appears to be non-existent. 
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situation of these IDPs, the long term (sustainability) option is obviously the return to, 

reintegration in and reconstruction of devastated communities of origin. 

 

SEMA has indicated that this is an issue to be taken in consideration, and that contingency 

planning for return/RI would be an adequate sustainability strategy in the given situation. 

 

 

A formal end of grant meeting (standard ACF procedure) is being prepared- In the light of the 

OFDA II perspective, an exit strategy is not required, at that stage. Also, the main 

partner/stakeholder SEMA is strongly counting on ACFs (and OFDAs) ongoing support, 

considering that the Boko Haram attacks are increasing the number of IDPs in Yobe state. 
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4. Conclusions 
 
 

4.1 Lessons Learned 
 
4.1.1 CRM policy / approach 

 The ACF specific “Complaints and Response Mechanism”, with its focus on 

“Complaints” appears not adequate in the local cultural setting whereby complaints are 

a concept not widely accepted and applied.32 Instead, respective (indirect) indicators 

on incidents of implementation shortcomings should be developed and applied for 

monitoring. 

 The issue of some bribe taking community leaders is a case in questions of this non-

functioning CRM approach: the (few) cases are not reported in monitoring data, resp. 

in the CRM reports, in spite of an over-elaborated CRM policy. But: issues are 

perceived, and dealt with on district level, and respective leaders have been warned by 

LGA authorities – on the initiative of ACF field assistants. 

 These (positive) interventions remain invisible to the M&E system. 

 

4.1.2 Extension Workers / Community Volunteers 
Random samples of the structured reports (ACF templates) both by extension workers and by 

community volunteers revealed low quality of both instruments. This is in sharp contrast to the 

highly ambitious training modules to which both groups have been exposed (4 pages of highly 

abstract elaborations on capturing, perceiving, categorising and responding to complaints; 

elaborate discussion on monitoring concepts and methodology). Apparently, the suggested 

pre-test suggested to trainers to “gauge the level of (participants) knowledge” has either not 

been done, or came to the wrong conclusions.33 

M&E data on quality / outcome of programme interventions are therefore based on rather 

doubtful, if not useless sources. 

No certificates are issued to functional training attendants.34 

 

 

                                                           
32 Also the “toll free line” facility established since remains based on the “complaints” approach, inviting 
beneficiaries to contact ACF directly, avoiding the defunct CRM structures.  
33 Interviews with EW and CV revealed a complete absence of understanding of underlying concepts as 
communicated in these trainings – or at least the competence in translating these concepts into actual practice 
(reporting, systematic communication with beneficiaries) 
34 Certificates are often perceived as an additional incentive; besides, they contribute to the corporate identity. 
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4.1.3 Monitoring  

 Low quality of Field Assistants’ FSL reports: no basic and relevant information collected 

on situation / sustainability of business (income per week / day, as well as other factors 

contributing to sustainability of FSL. 

 No systematic r`eporting on observed (or observable) IDP movements in programme 

areas (spontaneous returns / arrivals; conflicts IDPs / host communities; other relevant 

information / observations). 

 Requirements on Gender disaggregation of data appear overdone: in HH related data 

they are just a statistical figure without any signification, indicating the gender quota of 

children in a HH / in the IDP population, which is rather a demographic category, not 

relevant for project management. 

 

4.1.4 Coordination 
Need for more coordination among various actors – sector / area related (level below SEMA 

coordination meetings) – as suggested by UNDP field officer.  

 

4.1.5 IDP Return and Reintegration  
IDP return and reintegration policy and strategy, as well as possible contributions for 

implementation as requested by SEMA seems to be met with some reservation by ACF staff 

on all levels, obviously fearing that GoN actors might be tempted to impose pre-mature, or 

even forced return of IDPs. 

 

4.1.6 Management 
 
Organisation Development 

During a debriefing with project management (CO, HQ), the issue of a possible amendment to 

the organisational structure of ACF in Nigeria had been raised, in particular in field level, and 

suggestions to that end invited.  

There is –at least at upper management level- a need perceived for re-organisation both on 

national and on field level. Looking at the organigrams of the Country Office and Damaturu 

Field Office, it appears –at a first glance – that there is room for some adjustment, possibly 

also a more lean / flat management structure. 

One particular challenge in the organisation of this type of operation seems to be the multitude 

of donors (eight at the time of this evaluation), whereby each donor is coming up with own 

objectives and monitoring, and in some cases with donor visibility requirements. 
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To the outside (GoN, state government, partners, beneficiaries) the operation is perceived as 

an ACF undertaking – whereby the acquisition of funds (from these various donors) is yet 

another management task / achievement of ACF. 

In addition to the donor structure, the institutional environment in which ACF is placed is also 

of relevance: this refers to (implementing) partners, as well as to stakeholders, both national 

and international.  

Organisational Development in general, and in particular amendments and changes affecting 

management staff require a great degree of consensus and acceptance. Experiences in OD 

show that there are actual or felt losers and winners of such institutional changes. Therefore, 

dysfunctional features like dissatisfaction, actual and “internal” resignations etc. should be 

avoided by an adequate change management strategy, to be incorporated into such an OD. 

 

 Programme Sectors / Components 

While the project design is suggesting 3 different sectors (NFI + WASH + FSL), related 

to respective specific objectives in the LFA, it is obvious that the “SH” part of WASH is 

directly linked to the NFI kit distribution and –use. The same applies to SH awareness 

activities (advocacy, training) implemented by the programme. While finance had 

actually incorporated both activities under the same account, management structures 

do not reflect a respective division of labour in the organisational set-up  

 

 Human Resources 

Fluctuation of national staff is a matter of concern: with the advent of a sizeable “HA 

Industry”–a new feature in Nigeria, as a consequence of the protracted Boko Haram 

crisis-, there is growing competition between INGOs, and probably also with IOs (UN, 

EU and others). Staff interviews have revealed that there is a relatively high loyalty 

among national staff from the project area (North-East), as against frequent 

resignations of staff from other regions due to problems in social integration and / or 

exposure to an unsecure and at times dangerous environment. 

 
 

4.1.7 Operation 

 The “Blue Camp” in Damaturu  – 100 HH = 700 IDPs in one Compound (NFI recipients): 

so far no WASH action taken (VIP, well etc.), though obvious need there (inter-sector-

coordination) 

 Water testing in private wells found in NFI recipients compound (case: 3 IDP HH, 1 

Host HH) 
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 Educational activities for children not attending school (with IDP women assigned / 

trained for the function) 

 The IDP-School as a business for an IDP teacher: a highly interesting model (“best 

practice”), which remained unnoticed as one among many FSL activities 

 

4.1.8 Public Relations 
ACF is enjoying a remarkable positive reputation not only with the beneficiaries (who are 

modest in their expectations and grateful for any help received), but also with stakeholders at 

all levels, from the community over LGA administration up to state level (line ministries, SEMA), 

and also the Emir of Potiskum expressed a high esteem for ACF contributions for IDPs and 

support for community and state actors in this crises. It did not go unnoticed that ACF, at a 

time when most (if not all) other INGOs and IO had left the state in situations of high tension 

and danger, had maintained a visible presence (mostly through national staff). 

 

4.2 Recommendations 
 
Issue / 
priority  (as 
applicable) 

Short Term (for project 
including OFDA II) 
(referring to country office or 
field office) 

Long Term (ACF Nigeria) 
(all referring to Country Office) 

1. Resilience 
Capacity of National 
Actors 
(Extension Workers / 
Community 
Development 
Officers / Sanitation 
and Health 
Structures 

Training modules to be 
adapted to level of 
comprehension of trainees: 
training methods / didactics 
and organisation should 
include more participative and 
interactive elements of training 
modules 
(Field Office) 
 
Instead of overloaded 1-day 
trainings (with no apparent 
follow-up), continuous quality 
control (and assistance for 
improvement) along submitted 
reports by CVs and EWs 
(Field Office) 
 
Amendments of report 
templates according to actual 
M&E requirements  (EW, CV) 
(Field Office) 
 
Provide certificates to training 
attendants 
(Field Office) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Provide certificates to training 
attendants 
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 Capacity Building / Equipment 
supply to improve performance 
of Sanitation & Health structures 
(State, LGA) 

2. Monitoring Field staff (ACF, but also 
Extension Workers and 
Community Volunteers) to be 
guided / enabled to collect 
small business relevant status 
information, to provide advice, 
or –in the absence of such 
competence- to refer problems 
identified to PM, so that if 
necessary such particular 
advice can be organised 
(additional function of the 
business trainers). 
(Field Office) 
 
Though overall movement 
statistics are produced by 
other actors (SEMA, IOM etc.), 
ACF field staff, as close 
observers to the field situation, 
should be encouraged to 
report on such movements 
(arrivals, spontaneous returns, 
“scouting” visits to abandoned 
premises and lands etc., which 
would be a useful 
complementary source of 
information on the overall 
situation 
(Country Office, Field Office) 
 

 

3. CRM policy / 
approach 

 Review cultural applicability of 
the complaint-focused CRM 
approach (including toll-free line 
system), and possibly amend 
this instrument as a feasible 
qualitative monitoring tool 
 

4. Operation WASH 
Statements by project staff 
during the WS revealed that a 
more flexible approach as 
mentioned above would be 
beyond the mandate (social / 
community infrastructures 
only). However, the SO 
(prevention of water borne 
diseases) perfectly allows such 
interventions. Project staff 
should thus be more flexible, 
so as to serve suitable 
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beneficiaries households 
identified through NFI 
activities.  
(Country Office) 
 
Education 
Teachers among IDPs to be 
encouraged to provide 
education to IDP children, thus 
contributing to education 
access for IDP children so far 
widely deprived of public 
schooling. Such a self-help 
approach by and for IDPs 
should serve as a model; 
message also to be spread in 
INGO coordination circles so 
that NGOs with a respective 
mandate (education) could 
take up the issue. In addition, 
this would be an innovative 
response to GoN (SEMA) 
request for support in this 
sector.  
(Country Office, Field Office) 
 

5. Coordination Since ACF is hosting / 
incorporating the INGO 
coordinator (at Abuja), this 
seems to be an ideal 
constellation to promote / 
support INGO coordination 
also in the field 
(Country Office) 

 

6. IDP Return and 
Reintegration 

 
 

ACF –preferably together with 
other INGOs and international 
organisations (UN High 
Commissioner for Refugees - 
UNHCR, International 
Organisation for Migration – 
IOM, International Committee of 
the Red Cross - ICRC) should 
develop an own IDP return and 
reintegration policy and strategy 
that should be incorporated in 
HA /relief projects   
Reference to the EU / ECHO 
LRRD approach, or similar 
approaches that cover the gap 
from emergency aid to 
development 

7.Management .    

 

Organisation Development 
It is suggested to plan a full-

fledged organisational 

development process, 
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preferably of a systemic and 

participatory approach, whereby 

both national and expat staff in 

Country Office and Field Office 

are to be involved. An 

Organisation Development 

consultant to be contracted for 

this exercise. 

The elaboration of the ToR for 
such an assignment –to be 
elaborated in a transparent and 
participatory manner, and in a 
suitable sequence, would be a 
first and important step in this 
forthcoming Organisation 
Development process 
 
Human Resources 
Wherever possible, candidates 
hailing from the region (North-
East) should be selected. This 
criterion should be prior to 
gender considerations.    

8. Public Relations  ACF should systematically 
maintain and strengthen their 
public appearance by suitable 
events and activities, including 
social contacts (beyond the 
mere technical contacts) to 
relevant stakeholders in the 
communities, including the 
Emirs as traditional and spiritual 
leaders. 
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Annexes 
 

A. General 

A.1 ToR Nigeria 

A.2 MAPP Impact analysis – briefing paper 

A.3 MAPP Impact Profile – Version 2 

A.4 OECD DAC Ranking Table 

A.5 Good Practice 

A.6  Mission Journal 

A.7  Contacts 

A.8  Documents Consulted 

 

 

WS. Workshop Documentation 

WS 1 Workshop on Preliminary Findings 

WS 2 Participants 

WS 3 Table Field Visits 

WS 4  Lessons Learned 21.07.15 

WS 5 MAPP Impact Profile – Version 1 

WS 6 Guide Groups WS 

WS 7 Group Results World Café 

 

 





1 
 


 
 
 
 


 
 


TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 


For the Independent Final-Project Evaluation of ACF’s  
 


Humanitarian Multi- Sectorial Rapid Response Mechanism, 
Yobe State, Nigeria 


 
 


 
 


Summary Table 


Project Name Humanitarian Multi- Sectorial Rapid Response Mechanism, 
Yobe State, Nigeria 


Contract Number AID-OFDA-G14-00128 


Partners (if applicable) n/a 


Location (country/ies, 
region/s) 


Yobe State, Nigeria 


Duration 12 months 


Starting Date 01 August, 2014 


Ending Date 31 July, 2015 


Project Language English 


Donor & Contribution/s US Agency for International Development-OFDA: 
1,600,000 USD 


Mission administering the 
Project 


ACF Nigeria 


Responsible ACF HQ ACF USA 


Evaluation Type Independent Final Project Evaluation 


Evaluation Dates 12 June – 06 August 2015 


 







2 
 


1. PROJECT BACKGROUND 


1.1. Map of Project Area 


 


 
 


1.2. Rational for the Project  


ACF started the Nigeria Mission in 2010 to respond the complex emergency situation caused by 
religious conflict, weak care practices, and malnutrition in the area, especially in Northern parts of 
the country. The main sectors in which ACF is working in the target area are: WASH, FSL, Nutrition 
and Social Protection. In Yobe state, OFDA funded a one year project which includes both WASH and 
FSL components.  
 
The overall goal of the project is to provide critical humanitarian assistance to victims of the complex 
emergency using market-sensitive and capacity building approaches, in three sectors, namely Non-
Food Items (NFIs), WASH and economic recovery. 
 
The NFI distribution targets the displaced population. A priori, it targets the population displaced by 
the insurgency while closely monitoring the needs of those potentially displaced by flood, the 
prevention of waterborne diseases and potential response to outbreaks. Also, ACF monitors the 
pockets of crisis in coordination with the other stakeholders, in order to be prepared for the rapid 
response to out- breaks and to reallocate NFI provision as necessary.  
WASH interventions consists of hygiene promotion activities, construction and rehabilitation of 
latrines in Health facilities and rehabilitation of water points in health facilities and host 
communities. In addition, solid waste management at household level is encouraged to promote a 
healthy environment. 
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Economic recovery interventions focus on restoring livelihoods through the replacement of lost 
assets and capacity building in skills within the pre-existing livelihoods. 
 
1.3. Project Objectives 
The project’s principal objective is to provide critical humanitarian assistance in NFls, WASH and 
economic recovery to victims of the complex emergency using market-sensitive and capacity 
building approaches. 
 
Specific objectives: 


 To prevent disease outbreaks and help those displaced by conflicts or disaster to carry out 
everyday requirements through the distribution of Non Food Items (NFIs). 


 To increase access to water and sanitation through emergency WASH interventions to 
victims of complex emergencies (Insurgency, natural disasters and 
waterborne/communicable diseases. 


 To increase the affected population’s short-term purchasing power, protect and restore 
their livelihood 


 
The project logical framework is attached in Annex I. 
 
1.4. Project Activities and Current Project Status 
The intervention focuses on the following project activities within the three sectors. 


Sector 1 - Logistic support & Relief and commodities: 
1. The distribution of NFI Kits has been completed among 2000 targeted HH 
2. The distribution of Mosquito nets (LLINs) has been completed among 2000 targeted HH 


(2 nets for each HH) 
3. Post Distribution Monitoring of NFI beneficiaries still needs to be done 


  
Sector 2 - Water, Sanitation & Hygiene: 
The WASH components with hygiene promotion, boreholes rehabilitations and latrines 
constructions are on-going. 
 
Sector 3 - Economic, Recovery and Market Systems: 
1. The replacement of pre-existing livelihoods assets - Cash distribution to 650 HH, the 


target has already been achieved 
2. Capacity Building to improve skills and production is on-going, e.g. training of cash 


support beneficiaries on specific livelihood activities, training of trainers to 20 extension 
workers, training of trainers to community volunteers 


 
 


2. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION 
 
2.1. Rational for the Evaluation 
The evaluation is an internal decision, proposed by the mission as an end of project and to allow 
integrations of lessons learnt and recommendations for phase two of the project. 
 
2.2. Objectives of the Evaluation 
The general objective of the evaluation is to investigate the adequacy of ACF’s intervention, as well 
as to assess the level of effectiveness of the Non-Food Items (NFIs) distribution, WASH activities and 
the economic recovery. Moreover, the evaluation should specify good practices and lessons learnt 
to ACF and other stakeholders implementing similar projects in Nigeria.  
 
Additionally, ACF wants to draw on this experience and have specific recommendations to provide 
guidance to future project proposals and designs.  
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2.3. Users of the Evaluation 
These are the users of the evaluation: 


 Direct users: ACF field teams in the NFI and WaSH sectors, Technical and senior 
management teams, ACF Technical Advisors/ Director in the HQ (NY), ELA unit ACF-UK. 
 


 Indirect users: ACF International Network, Donor OFDA, and other donors, federal, regional 
and local governments, ministries, UN agencies and Global Clusters, NGOs and NGO 
Consortiums as well as humanitarian learning platforms(such as ALNAP). 


 
2.4. Use of the Evaluation 
The final evaluation will provide an overview of what can be learnt from this experience, and how to 
improve on-going projects and M&E. Also, the lessons learnt and identified good practices can 
support future project designs in Nigeria. They could potentially be scaled up in other contexts and 
facilitate the development of new strategies at a global level, as well as encourage learning across 
the ACF International network. 
 
 


3. EVALUATION SCOPE 
 
3.1. Evaluation Focus 
The evaluation will focus on the whole project funded by OFDA, which includes NFI distributions, 
WASH interventions and livelihoods recovery. Each component of the project will be reviewed 
against its original objectives to assess the adequacy of the intervention and the change that has 
occurred through it. 
 
The specific objectives of the evaluation are to: 


a. Establish the relevance of the project design1 and identify coherence with other internal 
and external programmes in the targeted area 


b. Determine the implementation efficiency of the project, bring an objective assessment of 
what has worked and areas of improvement; what were the main challenges; is the 
beneficiaries’ selection and timing of the response adapted to the needs;   


c. Assess the extent to which the project has effectively achieved its stated objectives and to 
identify the supporting factors and constraints that have led to this achievement or lack of 
achievement; assess the quality and effectiveness of staffing;  


d. Identify unintended changes, both positive and negative, in addition to the expected results; 
e. Assess the project’s sustainability and likelihood of impact, its progress and its potential for 


achievement, identifying the processes that are to be continued by stakeholders; 
f. Identify lessons learnt and potential good practice; 
g. Provide recommendations to project stakeholders to promote sustainability and support 


the completion, expansion or further development of initiatives that were supported by the 
project and; inform the design of future stages of ACF. 


 
The final evaluation should provide ACF with information to assess and revise, as it is needed, work 
plans, strategies, objectives, partnership arrangements and resources. It should suggest a possible 
way forward for the future. 
 
 
 
3.2. Cross-cutting issues 
Throughout the evaluation process, gender concerns should be addressed in line with the ACF 
Policies. All data should be sex-disaggregated and different needs of women and men and of 
                                                           
1
 (considering also the HR structure with one project manager overseeing the whole project) 
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marginalised groups targeted by the project should be considered throughout the evaluation 
process. Moreover, it should be assessed if the intervention worked in accordance with the Do-no-
Harm approach and the security of aid workers was guaranteed. Lastly, the community participation 
should be emphasised and how ACF ensured that communities were involved throughout the 
programme cycle. 
 


 


4. EVALUATION CRITERIA AND QUESTIONS 
 
As per ACF Evaluation Policy and Guidelines2, ACF adheres to the Development Assistance 
Committee (DAC) criteria for evaluating its programmes and projects. Specifically, ACF uses the 
following criteria: Design, Coherence, Coverage, Relevance / Appropriateness, Effectiveness, 
Efficiency, Sustainability and Likelihood of Impact.  
 
Evaluation questions have been developed to help the evaluator/s assess the project against these 
criteria (Refer to Annex II). The evaluator may adapt the evaluation criteria and questions, but any 
fundamental changes should be agreed between the ELA at ACF-UK and the evaluator/s and 
reflected in the inception report. 
 
All independent external evaluations are expected to use DAC criteria in data analysis and reporting. 
In particular, the evaluator/s must complete the DAC criteria rating table (Refer to Annex III) and 
include it as part of the final evaluation report. 
 
 


5. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 
 
This section outlines the suggested methodological approach for the evaluator/s to collect 
quantitative and qualitative data. The evaluator/s will to the extent possible develop data gathering 
instruments and methods which allow collecting sex-disaggregated data. The instruments need to 
make provision for the triangulation of data where possible. 
 
5.1. Evaluation Briefing 
Prior to the evaluation taking place, the evaluator is expected to attend an evaluation technical 
briefing with the ELA ACF-UK. Briefings by telephone must be agreed in advance.  
 


5.2. Desk review 
The evaluator/s will undertake a desk review of project materials, including the project documents 


and proposals, progress reports, outputs of the project (such as publications, communication 


materials, videos, recording etc.), results of any internal planning process and relevant materials 


from secondary sources. 


 
5.3. ACF HQ Interviews 
As part of the evaluation, the evaluator will interview HQ stakeholders to get preliminary 
information about the project being evaluated. Briefings by telephone must be agreed in advance. 
 


5.4. Inception Report 
At the end of the desk review period and before the field mission, the evaluator/s will prepare a 


brief inception report. The report will be written in English and will include the following sections: 


 Key elements of the TORs to demonstrate that the evaluator will adhere to the TORs; 


                                                           
2
 http://www.alnap.org/resource/6199 



http://www.alnap.org/resource/6199
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 Present the methodological approach to the evaluation (including an evaluation matrix in 


annex to specify how the evaluator/s will collect data to answer the evaluation questions) 


and point out the limitations to the methodology if any; 


 Provide a detailed evaluation work plan and;  


 State adherence to ACF Evaluation Policy and outline the evaluation report format.  


The inception report will be discussed and approved by the ELA in ACF-UK. 


 


5.5. Field Mission 
Interviews 
As part of the evaluation, the evaluator will interview key project stakeholders as per the list in 
Annex IV. The evaluator will sue the most suitable format for these interviews as detailed in the 
inception report.  
Field visits 
The evaluator/s will visit the project sites and the facilities provided to the beneficiaries. 
Desk review 
The evaluator/s will further collect project monitoring data or of any other relevant statistical data. 
Anon-exhaustive list of documents can be found in Annex V. 
Debriefing and stakeholders workshop 
The evaluator shall facilitate a learning workshop in country to present the draft report and the 
findings of the evaluation to the project and key stakeholders; to gather feedback on the findings 
and build consensus on recommendations; to develop action-oriented workshop statements on 
lessons learned and proposed improvements for the future. 
 
5.6. Evaluation Report  
The evaluation report shall follow the following format and be written in English: 


 Cover Page; 


 Summary Table (to follow template provided); 


 Table of Contents; 


 Executive Summary (must be a standalone summary, describing the project, main findings 
of the evaluation, and conclusions and recommendations. This will be no more than 2 pages 
in length); 


 Background Information; 


 Methodology (describe the methodology used, provide evidence of triangulation of data 
and presents limitations to the methodology); 


 Findings(includes overall assessment of the project against the evaluation criteria, responds 
to the evaluation questions, all findings are backed up by evidence, cross-cutting issues are 
mainstreamed and; unintended and unexpected outcomes are also discussed); 


 Conclusions (conclusions are formulated by synthesizing the main findings into statements 
of merit and worth, judgements are fair, impartial, and consistent with the findings); 


 Lessons Learnt and Good Practices (presents lessons that can be applied elsewhere to 
improve programme or project performance, outcome, or impact and; identify good 
practices: successful practices from those lessons which are worthy of replication; further 
develop on one specific good practice to be showcased in the template provided in Annex 
VI); 


 Recommendations (Recommendations should be as realistic, operational and pragmatic as 
possible; that is, they should take careful account of the circumstances currently prevailing 
in the context of the action, and of the resources available to implement it both locally. They 
should follow logically from conclusions, lessons learned and good practices. The report 
must specify who needs to take what action and when. Recommendations need to be 
presented by order of priority); 
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 Annexes (These should be listed and numbered and must include the following: Good 
practice template provided in Annex VI, Evaluation Criteria Rating Table, list of documents 
for the desk review, list of persons interviewed, data collection instrument, evaluation 
TORs). 
 


The whole report shall not be longer than 30 pages, 50 pages including annexes. The draft report 
should be submitted no later than 10 calendar days after departure from the field. The final report 
will be submitted no later than the end date of the consultancy contract. Annexes to the report will 
be accepted in the working language of the country and project subject to the evaluation. 
 
5.7. Debriefing with ELA ACF-UK 
The evaluator should provide a debriefing to the ELA in ACF-UK to discuss any issues related to the 
evaluation report. 
 
5.8. Debriefing with ACF HQ 
The evaluator should provide a debriefing with the relevant ACF HQ on her/his draft report, and on 
the main findings, conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation. Relevant comments should 
be incorporated in the final report. 
 
 


6. KEY DELIVERABLES 
 
The following are the evaluation outputs the evaluator/s will submit to the ELA in ACF-UK: 
 


Outputs Deadlines 


Inception Report 12 June 2015 


Stakeholders workshop 08 July 2015 


Draft Evaluation Report 27 July 2015 


Final Evaluation Report 06 August 2015 


 
All outputs must be submitted in English and under Word Document format. 
 
The quality of the inception report and the evaluation report will be assessed by the ELA in ACF-UK. 
The evaluator is expected to follow the format, structure and length as defined under section 5.4 
and 5.6 above. 
 


7. MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS AND WORKPLAN 
 
These evaluation TORs have been developed in a participatory manner, by the ELA in ACF-UK based 
on inputs from relevant stakeholders. 
 
The evaluator will directly report to the ELA in ACF-UK. The evaluator will submit all the evaluation 
outputs directly and only to the ELA in ACF-UK. The ELA in ACF-UK will do a quality check (ensure 
required elements are there) and decide whether the report is ready for sharing. The ELA will 
forward a copy to key stakeholders for comments on factual issues and for clarifications. The ELA will 
consolidate the comments and send these to the evaluator/s by date agreed between the ELA and 
the evaluator/s or as soon as the comments are received from stakeholders. The evaluator will 
consider all comments to finalize report and will submit it to the ELA who will then officially forward 
to relevant stakeholders. 
Once the evaluation is completed the ELA ACF-UK will prepare the management response follow-up 
form to track implementation of the recommendations outlined in the evaluation report. A review of 
the follow-up process will be undertaken six months after the publication of the evaluation report. 
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Tentative Workplan 
NOTE: Consultants are expected to work 6 days a week (either Sundays/Fridays or whatever day the 
field office has off will not be paid) during their consultancy contract. 
 


Activities Evaluator 
Working Days 


Dates 


Evaluation briefing with ACF-UK ELA 0.5 12/06/2015 


Interviews with HQ 0.5 12/06/2015  


Desk review, preparation of field work and prepare Inception 
Report 


2 12/06/-
17/06/2015 


Travel to the field 1 04/07/2015-
04/07/2015 


In country interviews with project staff 2 06/07/-
07/07/2015 


Meeting national stakeholders including representatives of 
the Ministry of Agriculture, OFDA and others 


1 08/07/2015 


Domestic Travel: Capital to Yobe 1 09/07/2015 


Field work, collection and analysis of secondary data & 
meeting with stakeholders 


8 10/07/-
18/07/2015 


Domestic Travel: Yobe to Capital 1 19/07/2015 


Stakeholders Workshop in country 1 20/07/2015 


Travel back from the field 1 21/07/2015 


Evaluation debriefing with ACF-UK ELA 0.5 22/07/2015 


Evaluation debriefing with HQ 0.5 22/07/2015 


Draft Report 5 23/07/-
27/07/2015 


ACF-UK: Quality check and initial review by ELA, circulate draft 
report to key stakeholders, consolidate comments of 
stakeholders and send to evaluator  


 Min. 6 


Final report on the basis of stakeholders, Mission, HQ, and 
ACF-UK comments 


3 04/08/-
06/08/2015 


Total: 28  


 
Profile of the evaluator/s 
The evaluation will be carried out by an international evaluation consultant with the following 
profile: 


 Knowledge in NFI distribution, WASH activities, and economic recovery  


 Good knowledge of the context in Nigeria  


 Significant field experience in the evaluation of humanitarian / development projects;  


 Relevant degree / equivalent experience related to the evaluation to be undertaken; 


 Significant experience in coordination, design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of 
projects; 


 Good communications skills and experience of workshop facilitation; 


 Ability to write clear and useful reports (may be required to produce examples of previous 
work); 


 Fluent in English; 


 Understanding of donor requirements; 


 Ability to manage the available time and resources and to work to tight deadlines; 


 Independence from the parties involved. 
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8. LEGAL AND ETHICAL MATTERS 
 
The ownership of the draft and final documentation belong to the agency and the funding donor 
exclusively.  The document, or publication related to it, will not be shared with anybody except ACF 
before the delivery by ACF of the final document to the donor. 
 
ACF is to be the main addressee of the evaluation and its results might impact on both operational 
and technical strategies. This being said, ACF is likely to share the results of the evaluation with the 
following groups: 


 Donor(s) 


 Governmental partners 


 Various co-ordination bodies 
 
Intellectual Property Rights 
All documentation related to the Assignment (whether or not in the course of your duties) shall 
remain the sole and exclusive property of the Charity. 
 
 


9. ANNEXES TO THE TORs 
 


I. Project Logframe 
II. Evaluation Criteria and Detailed Evaluation Questions 


III. Evaluation Criteria Table 
IV. List of people to be interviewed 
V. List of Project documents for the desk review 


VI. Good practices Format 
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Annex I: Logical Framework 
  


  Intervention Objectively verifiable Sources and means of Assumptions 


  logic indicators of achievement verification   


Overall 
Objective 


To provide critical humanitarian 
assistance in NFIs, WASH and 
economic recovery to victims of the 
complex emergency in Yobe State, 
using market-sensitive and capacity 
building approaches. 


  
  


Specific 
Objective 


1. Prevent disease outbreaks and 
help those displaced by conflict or 
disaster to carry out everyday 
requirements through the distribution 
of Non Food Items (NFI).  
2. Increase access to water and 
sanitation through emergency WASH 
interventions to victims of complex 
emergencies (insurgency, natural 
disasters and 
waterborne/communicable 
diseases). 
3. Increase the affected population’s 
short-term purchasing power, protect 
and restore their livelihoods. 


.Total number and per item USD 
cost of NFIs distributed, by type  
.Total number of people receiving 
NFIs, by sex and type  
.Total number and per item USD 
value of cash/vouchers distributed 
for NFIs, by type                 
.  Number of people receiving direct 
hygiene promotion (excluding mass 
media campaigns and without 
double-counting) .   Number of 
people receiving direct hygiene 
promotion (excluding mass media 
campaigns and without double-
counting) 
.Number of people directly 
benefitting from the water supply  
infrastructure program 
 . Number of people receiving direct 
hygiene promotion (excluding mass 
media campaigns and without 
double-counting)    Number of 
people receiving direct hygiene 
promotion (excluding mass media 
campaigns and without double-
counting) 
.Number of people directly 


• Baseline and End line/impact 
surveys  
• Quarterly Report and final 
evaluation reports 
• Project annual reports 


1. Risk: Insecurity and conflict 
escalates 
• Potential implications:Access to 
beneficiary can be jeopardized, 
Skilled staff is not willing to work in 
Yobe, Additional displacements of 
population, Curfew, working hours 
and field presence limited, Military 
controls,  Incidents involving ACF 
personnel or the target population 
• Mitigation measures: Remote 
control , Security Plan , Flash visits 
from international staff, Damaturu, 
Fune and Postikum are MEDIUM 
Level threat: Low-Visibility for ACF 
vehicles: Staff and vehicle 
movements should be strictly guide 
by classification and daily 
situational report. However, Gujba 
is still a NO GO AREA for ACF, 
while waiting for emergency 
assessments results, ACF will 
carry out more security 
assessments in order to decide in 
operating in Gubjba will be 
possible.  
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benefitting from the water supply  
infrastructure program 
Number of people assisted through 
livelihood restoration activities, by 
sex 
.Percent of beneficiaries reporting 
their livelihoods restored within 
three to six months after receiving 
support 
.Total USD amount channeled into 
the program area through sub-
sector activities 


 
• Risk Classification: 
Manageable. Medium Risk. High 
Risk (Gujba)  


Results 


NFI distribution will target displaced 
population. The IDPs are hosted by 
relation and these families are also 
economically stressed. The 
distribution program will be carried 
out in close collaboration with NEMA 
and Yobe State SEMA office, which 
ACF has been in close working 
relationship. Coordination and early 
assessment of needs will be done in 
consultation with affected families 
and host communities as part of 
continued coordinated process of 
assessment, monitoring and 
evaluation. Registration of 
beneficiaries segregated in male and 
female headed households will be 
done; this is to avoid duplication of 
distribution and identify the most 
vulnerable groups amongst the 
beneficiaries. 


  


• Project annual reports 
• Baseline and End line/impact 
surveys  
Mid-term and final reports 
• Training reports and 
evaluation 
• Lists of trainees 
• Incomes follow uplists 
• Follow up reports on LADC 
and  on-farm experiments  
• LADC meetings minutes 
reports 
• Photos 


2. Risk: Non targeted humanitarian 
assistance 
• Potential implications:Not 
reaching to the most in need/ 
protecting the most vulnerable 
population, Not respecting 
impartiality and non-discrimination 
principles (protection), Pressuring 
on market’s capacity to absorb, Not 
value for money of resources 
available, Jeopardizing impartiality 
of humanitarian action, Increasing 
exclusion and inclusion errors, Can 
be conflict insensitive  
• Mitigation measures: Design a 
clear targeting criteria and 
vulnerability analysis through a 
technical and consultative process 
including communities, traditional 
leaders, and local institutions to 
identify the most vulnerable 
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Result 2: This project will target 
where there is high influx of IDPs 
and have been integrated with host 
communities and areas where the 
communities are in dire need of 
improved access to safe drinking 
water in 3/4 LGAs of Yobe State 
through the construction of new 
water points, rehabilitation and 
protection of existing ones. 
Establishment and Capacity building 
will be provided to water Users 
Committees and technical artisans 
for the operation and maintenance of 
water points The water users 
committee will be formed and 
equipped with appropriate tools for 
routine maintenance of water points. 


 


• Project annual reports 
• Baseline surveys (beginning 
and end of projects)  
• Mid-term and final reports 
• Training reports and 
evaluation 
• Lists of trainees 
•Tracking report /PDM report 
• Ben List and Registration 
Record 
•Financial Report. 
                                                                                                                                             


population, Allocate sufficient 
technical resources for this 
purpose. 
• Risk Classification: 
Manageable, Low Risk  
 
3. Risk: Inflation, Local food prices 
are increasing with volatility and/or 
reflect food supply shortage as 
demand couldn’t be absorbed. 
• Potential implications:  
Increasing prices and harming non 
beneficiaries (food insecurity risk is 
increased), Decrease purchasing 
power of recipients, Increase 
uncertainty, Increase tension within 
beneficiaries and host communities 
• Mitigation measures: The 
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Result 3:   • Livelihood restoration 
aims to protect and restore 
livelihoods of people affected by 
insurgency in Yobe State through the 
replacement or rehabilitation of pre-
existing livelihood assets and inputs, 
through cash based interventions 
cash grants, vouchers, fairs  or direct 
distribution and the capacity building 
to improve skills or production in pre-
existing livelihood asset.  


650 HH recive cash transfer to 
identified beneficiaries.  # of HH 
recive capacity building to improve 
skills or production within existing 
livelihoodsPDMs and routine field 
visits$ Amount channeled in the 
program 


• Project annual reports• 
Baseline and End line/impact 
surveys • Mid-term and final 
reports• Training reports and 
evaluation• Lists of trainees• 
Tracking report /PDM report• 
Ben List /registration repcord• 
Financial record.                               


modality selected will be based on 
whether the local market has the 
capacity to respond to increased 
demand with sufficient quantity and 
quality of goods  without resulting 
in sustained, excessive inflation,  
Assess and monitoring markets, 
Maintain transfer money value 
flexible enough, to be adjusted to 
inflation, if needed .  
• Risk Classification: Manageable. 
Low risk  
 
4. Risk: Different use of transfer by 
beneficiaries. 


• Potential implications:  The 
transfer is not enough to cover both 
emergency basic needs and 
livelihoods recovery needs putting 
vulnerable population at risk of 
distress asset sales or other 
negative coping mechanisms. 
• Mitigation measures: 
Sensitization activities, Adequate 
Needs assessment, Adequate 
targeting criteria, Consultative 
process, Coordination with other 
organizations to have a 
multisectorial approach to address 
all humanitarian needs. Design 
frequency of transfers  
• Risk Classification: Manageable, 
Low/medium risk  
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Activities 


Activities leading to the result 1 :   


ACFStaff International experts:  
contribution to 2 program 
coordinator,Field Cooridnator,1 
Emmergency Response Expert,1 
Deputy Country Director, 1 head of 
mission, 1 logitics coordinator. 
 
ACF National Program staff :  
1 FSL deputy program manager, 
3 LGA Supervisor 
1 Cash Officer 
 6 LGA Assistant  
10 Community Volunteers,  
      
 
   
Technical means: 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


List of attendants to the training 
sessions 
List and type of seeds and 
agricultural inputs distributed 
List of material and tools 
distributed 
Distribution lists 
Project monitoring reports 
End of project report 
List of the Community good 
pratices  


5. Risk: Bribery, black mail and/or 
assault 
• Potential implications:  Put 
beneficiaries at risk, Put 
humanitarian workers at risk, Put 
vendors/agents  at risks 
• Mitigation measures: Design a 
payment mechanisms to minimize 
any security risk, In site cash 
distribution is not recommended 
• Risk Classification: 
Manageable. Medium Risk  
 
6. Risk: Disease Outbreak  
• Potential implications:  
Displacement, Spread of cholera, 
number of cases overload capacity 
for treatment.  
• Mitigation measures: Flexibility 
of NFI distribution sub sector, 
monitoring the situation through 


  


Activities leading to result 2:     
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WASH Coordinator, Contingency 
planning  
• Risk Classification: Low risk. 
Manageable  
 
7. Risk: Flood 
• Potential implications:  
Displacement, irruption of access   
• Mitigation measures: 
Contingency planning to respond 
with NFI distribution.  
• Risk Classification: Low risk. 
Manageable.  
 
8. Risk: Elections 
• Potential implications:  Conflict 
escalate, insecurity escalates, and 
targeting goes for political reasons.  
• Mitigation measures: 
Contingency planning. Targeting 
criteria developed and validated 
before October (primaries)  
• Risk Classification: Medium risk. 
Manageable.  
 


Activities leading to result 3 
:Livelihood restoration aims to 
protect and restore livelihoods of 
people affected by insurgency in 
Yobe State through the 
replacement or rehabilitation of 
pre-existing livelihood assets and 
inputs, through cash based 


  List of Distribution and 
Registration list. 
Financal rcord for cash 
distribution. 
IEC Material distribution list. 
Post Distribution Material 
Training Reports. 
End of project report 
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interventions cash grants, 
vouchers, fairs  or direct 
distribution and the capacity 
building to improve skills or 
production in pre-existing 
livelihood asset.  


Activity 1. Selection of the 
villages/areas and IDP host 
community households who will be 
implicated in the project activities  
Activity 2. Meeting with stakeholders. 
Activity 3.Market Assesment will be 
conducted to see market functions 
and to identify potencial financial 
service for cash transfer. 
Activity 4.Carry out Household 
registration process. 
Activity 5.Cash distribution through 
identified financial service provider. 
Activity 6.Capacity building on 
Buisness management and Asset 
management as per need. 
Activity 7.Conduct Baseline PDM,Mid 
Term and End Line. 


Technical means :  
House Hold Distribution and 
Registartion List. 
Finanacial record. 
Stationary and training materials 
IEC Material 


Cross cutting activities 


 Staff 
ACF Project Coordinator 
ACF Project Assista 
9 LGA Staff  
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Base-line, mid term and final survey 
implementationMonitoring and 
evaluation system workshop to 
create M&E systemExternal 
evaluationDevelopment of articles, 
manuals,  capitalization docs, 
teaching technical documents 
(brochures, radio, articles) on the 
experiences of the project, improved 
and adapted techniques Studies on 
relevant issues.Workshops xxxxx 


20 Community Volunteers 


  


  


 Sub Total Direct Eligible Costs 
of the Action : 1.6M USD 
Please refer to attached budget 
for details 
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   Sources of verification : 
- ACF  Budget follow-ups 
- Official receipts / Purchase 
quotations and orders 
- financial reports 
- Monthly progress reports 
- Contracts 


Pre-conditions: 
- willingness, interest and 
motivation of beneficiaries and 
local authorities to participate in the 
project, to fulfil the new procedures 
that are introduced and to maintain 
the created systems working well 
 
- Inputs are available on time  
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Annex II: Evaluation Criteria and Detailed Questions 
 
To assess the project against each evaluation criteria, the evaluator will respond to the following evaluation questions: 
 
Design:  


 To what extent was the project design appropriate and coherent with the objectives of the project? 


 Were the objectives of the project clear, realistic and likely to be achieved within the established time schedule and within the allocated resources? 


 Did a regular collection of monitoring data form part of the initial concept and design? Have systems been put in place by ACF to improve the 
monitoring, the project quality, and the delivery of support services? 


 To what extend did the project design take into account gender issues as per the ACF Gender Policy? Did the project mainstream gender equality in the 
design and delivery of activities? 


 How gender sensitive are the ACF teams and premises to ensure an adequate work environment and address gender issues? 
 
Relevance/Appropriateness: A measure of whether interventions, policies and strategies ensure consistency and minimise duplication. 


 Is the intervention relevant to the specific needs of the stakeholders in the sectors and areas of intervention? 


 Was the intervention in-line with donor policies and priorities? 


 To which extent is there a consultation process with the affected population on priorities and project progress? What were the roles played by 
stakeholders and partners? Did the process increase ownership and buy-in from key stakeholders? 


 
Coherence: The need to assess existing interventions, policies and strategies to ensure consistency and minimise duplication. 


 Evaluate the level of collaboration with stakeholders in the geographical area during the design and implementation phases of the project. Is the 
project strategy in-line with the national strategies and policies to ensure consistency? Does the project design fit within and complement existing 
initiatives by other organizations? 


 To what extent has ACF managed to coordinate effectively among different stakeholders? 
 
Coverage: The need to reach major population groups facing life threatening suffering wherever there are. 


 To what extent were the most vulnerable members of the target population effectively covered by the project? 


 Were the criteria and indicators defined in the project suitable to identify the vulnerable population? 


 Was the beneficiary selection balanced in terms of gender? Was there a use of sex-disaggregated data? 


 What are the remaining gaps or continuation of intervention that need to be covered within the target area? 
 
Efficiency: A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time etc.) are converted to results – Value For Money (VFM). 
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 Has the project attained its objectives and results in the most cost-effective way assuring a good value for money? 


 How economically were the resources/inputs converted into results?  


 How efficient was the project approach taken? Were there alternative approaches that would have been more cost-effective without affecting quality? 
 
Effectiveness: The extent to which the intervention’s objectives were achieved, or are expected to be achieved, taking into account their relative importance. 


 To which extent does the project reach the planned targets against the proposal indicators in a timely manner? What were the main challenges? 


 How successfully did ACF ensure that communities were involved throughout the programme cycle? What was the level of participation of the 
communities during the targeting process and the implementation of the project? 


 How has the project responded to positive and negative factors (both foreseen and unforeseen) that arose throughout the implementation process? 
Has the project team been able to adapt the implementation process in order to overcome these obstacles without hindering the effectiveness of the 
project? 


 How effective have management capacities and arrangements been but in place to support the achievement of results?  
 
Sustainability and likelihood of impact: A measure of whether the benefits of the intervention are likely to continue after donor funding has been withdrawn 
and projects operations officially cease and the likelihood of these interventions producing positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects in a 
direct, indirect, intended or unintended way. 


 What measures, and with what success, did ACF ensure that all interventions were sustainable (including training, quality hardware, integration with 
government departments and resilience)? 


 Has the strategy for sustainability of project results been clearly defined? 


 Assess and evaluate ACF’s exit strategy. 


 What unforeseen and expected outcomes were caused by or contributed to by the intervention, and why did these occur?  
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Annex III: Evaluation Criteria Table 
 
The evaluator will be expected to use the following table to rank the performance of the overall intervention using the DAC criteria. The table should be 
included either in the Executive Summary and/or the Main Body of the report.  
 


Criteria Rating 
(1 low, 5 high) 


Rationale 


1 2 3 4 5 


Design       


Relevance/Appropriateness       


Coherence       


Coverage       


Efficiency       


Effectiveness       


Sustainability and likelihood 


of impact 
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Annex IV: List of people to be interviewed 
 
The evaluator will interview the following stakeholders: 
 


Name Title 
 


Contact/ Email 


Internal  


Gull Altaf Rapid Response 


Specialist 


rrpm.ng@acf-international.org 


 


Ibrahim Kallo Field Coordinator fieldco.ng@acf-international.org 


Shumet Alemayehu WASH Coordinator Washco.ng@acf-international.org 


Usman 


Muhammad 


Cash Coordinator Fslco.ng@acf-international.org 


Mohammed Buhari  WASH DPM washdpm-da.ng@acf-international.org 


Muhammed Aji FSL DPM fslsup-da.ng@acf-international.org 


Yannick Pouchalan CD cd.ng@acf-international.org 


Cecile BARRIERE DCD-Program Dcd-prog.ng@acf-international.org 


Imran Khan Finance Coordinator Admin.ng@acf-international.org 


Szilvia Brajer Logistic Coordinator Logco.ng@acf-international.org 


External (Details will be shared in the field) 


 LGA Officials  


 Community 
Volunteers 


 


 Agriculture 
Development 
Department 


 


 Relevant International 
Organizations 


 


 


 
 



mailto:rrpm.ng@acf-international.org

mailto:fieldco.ng@acf-international.org

mailto:Washco.ng@acf-international.org

mailto:Fslco.ng@acf-international.org

mailto:washdpm-da.ng@acf-international.org

mailto:fslsup-da.ng@acf-international.org

mailto:cd.ng@acf-international.org

mailto:Dcd-prog.ng@acf-international.org

mailto:Admin.ng@acf-international.org

mailto:Logco.ng@acf-international.org
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Annex V: List of Project documents for the desk review 
 
The following documents will be reviewed by the evaluator/s during the desk review phase: 
 


Document Title Description 


AID-OFDA-G-14-00128 Project Proposal 


20150130_SOP_Cash transfer_ Yobe V1 RRM Standard Operating 


Procedures (SOP) for Cash 


Based Interventions 


NFI kit Content AAH Nigeria - Grant AID-OFDA-G-
14-00128 Non Food Items Kit Contents 


20150131_OFDA Q2 - V2 Project Reports (Quarterly) 


OFDA first quarterly report V3 - 27 Oct Project Reports (Quarterly) 


RRM Baseline Survey Report - Yobe V3  28st Oct 
2014 RRM Baseline Survey Report 


Shifting fundings from OFDA Yobe response to 
support Initial Cholera response in 
Maiduguri_27_11_2014 Key Progress Updates 


TOPICS FOR THE SENSITIZATION OF BENEFICIARY 
ON CASH TRANSFER MODALITIES Sensitization of beneficiaries 


VALIDATION OF BENEFICIARIES AND 
DISTRIBUTION OF RRM BENEFICIARY CARDS Activity Scope Document 
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Annex VI: Good Practice Format 
 
The evaluation is expected to provide one (1) key example of Good Practice from the project. This example should relate to the technical area of intervention, 
either in terms of processes or systems, and should be potentially applicable to other contexts where ACF operates. This example of Good Practice should be 
presented in the Executive Summary and/or the Main Body of the report.  
 
 


Title of Good Practice 


(Max 30 words) 
 


Innovative Features & Key Characteristics 


(What makes the selected practice different?) 


Background of Good Practice 


(What was the rationale behind the good practice? What factors/ideas/developments/events lead to this 
particular practice being adopted? Why and how was it preferable to other alternatives?) 


Further explanation of chosen Good Practice 


(Elaborate on the features of the good practice chosen. How did the practice work in reality? What did it 
entail? How was it received by the local communities?  What were some of its more important/relevant 
features? What made it unique?) 


Practical/Specific Recommendations for Roll Out 


(How can the selected practice be replicated more widely? Can this practice be replicated (in part or in full) by 
other ACF programmes? What would it take at practical level? What would it take at policy level?) 


How could the Good Practice be developed further? 


(Outline what steps should be taken for the practice to be improved and for the mission to further capitalise 
on this good practice) 


 
 








 


 
 


What are impact analyses? 


Impact analyses examine the impacts of interventions to 
determine what contribution they have made to the 
achievement of an overriding objective of development 
policy (e.g. poverty-reducing impacts of water reforms in 
a country). In this, impact analyses differ from mere moni-
toring, in which impacts are not attributed, since either 
the emphasis is on the development trends themselves or 
it is clear from the outset that a given impact can be re-
garded as the direct consequence of certain interventions 
(in the case of output and most outcome data; see Box 1). 


While the inputs, outputs and, to some extent, outcomes 
of an intervention, and development trends too, can usu-
ally be measured quantitatively, this is hardly possible 
with impact analysis. This is because the development 
trends in a country are not triggered solely by one inter-
vention, but represent the sum of all the influences of 
many internal and external variables (hence gross im-
pacts). Isolating the net impact of an intervention and 
presenting it in the network of the impacts of numerous 
variables by quantitative means is, however, still impossi-
ble. The difficulty in evaluation research is that the num- 


ber of comparable cases (e.g. programmes) is small, 
whereas the number of variables having an influence is 
large. This makes it virtually impossible to arrive at signifi-
cant data when statistics are employed. In impact analy-
ses, therefore, a qualitative procedure must normally be 
used, even if some sections of the professional world 
continue to dream of the quantitative definition of donor 
contributions to the achievement of objectives. 


Impact analyses typically consist of before-and-after com-
parisons. But as suitable before-studies are not usually 
available, most analyses are based on their reconstruction. 
This is acceptable in principle, as long as it is done system-
atically. In practice, however, information gleaned from 
documents and interviews is frequently mixed with the 
analyser’s own perception, with the result that the find-
ings are not really comprehensible. As the manner in 
which controversial information is to be handled has not, 
moreover, been clearly defined in qualitative research, 
biased findings cannot be ruled out. Public acceptance of 
those findings is therefore often correspondingly limited. 
But qualitative methods may also be valid if applied 
with suitable validation techniques (e.g. cross-checking 
with data from other sources). 


With the new “orientation towards impacts” from the 
planning to the evaluation of development projects, devel-
opment cooperation has set itself the goal of becoming 
more effective and more transparent. This has made impact 
analysis highly topical. Besides accountability, the goal pur-
sued with them is to learn from the results of development 
policy interventions, i.e. to formulate best practices where 
possible or to correct mistakes where necessary. 


In the wake of the programme and budget orientation of 
development cooperation, development policy is tending 
to be implemented at an ever more highly aggregated 
level. With development cooperation geared to the Mil-
lennium Development Goals (MDGs), however, the hoped-
for impacts are also being increasingly sought at the level 
of the people, i.e. at micro level. With the interventions 
occurring at macro level and the impacts at micro level, 
the attribution gap between certain interventions and 
impacts is becoming even wider. 


The scepticism of the professional world about the feasi-
bility of impact analysis is therefore tending to grow. 
With the increasing orientation of development coopera-
tion towards programme and budget aid, the accurate 
definition of donor contributions to the achievement of 
certain goals may wane in significance, but it will con-
tinue to be important to determine what interventions 
have what impact and why. Consequently, impact analy-
ses and the associated difficulties will still be an issue 
when the expected change of direction in development 
cooperation has been completed. 


This paper argues that impact analysis is feasible today 
and will be feasible in the future. To take the conceptual 
debate a step further, four challenging propositions are 
put forward and explained after the subject has been 
introduced. An approach to coping with the methodo-
logical difficulties is also presented. 


Impact Analysis of Development Cooperation is Feasible 


Briefing Paper 4/2004 
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The development organizations in Germany today use set 
evaluation procedures up to outcome level. Although 
longer-term impacts are assessed, for example, in the 
KfW’s final evaluations and the BMZ’s cross-section analy-
ses, set methods and systematic surveys of actors do not 
exist for this purpose. 


In international practice impact analyses are more fre-
quently carried out ex ante with the aid of hypothetical 
impact chains. Although this is appropriate for impact-
oriented planning, it is no substitute for the analysis of de 
facto impacts. It is, however, de facto analysis which is 
considered in this paper. 


It is argued here that the present set of development 
cooperation instruments should be so supplemented with 
focused impact analyses that portfolio analyses are possi-
ble. This is best done with a logically structured, standard-
ized set of instruments that also allows aggregation of 
data and is used cross-sectorally. This is important be-
cause only an approach of this kind will enable, for exam-
ple, the impact of the whole portfolio of German devel-
opment cooperation in a country to be evaluated. 


Box 2: Four provocative propositions 


Proposition 1: Although negative side-effects of develop-
ment cooperation measures should not be accepted, they 
should be seen as “normal”. 


Proposition 2: Although the pre-formulation of impact 
chains is appropriate in the planning of development projects, 
it is an obstacle in the analysis of de facto impacts. 


Proposition 3: Impact analyses should be designed to be 
participatory as a matter of principle; this is true even for 
impact analyses of political reforms. 


Proposition 4: The basic methodological framework for im-
pact analyses should be the same from micro to macro level 
and whatever the sector. 


Proposition 1: Although negative side-effects of de-
velopment cooperation measures should not be ac-
cepted, they should be seen as “normal”. 


No other area is purported to have so many “good inten-
tions” and yet deemed to be so “useless” by the public as  


development policy. Despite this, development coopera-
tion does not differ fundamentally from other areas of 
policy. 


In reform processes at national level in particular there are 
always winners and losers even in development coopera-
tion. The mere existence of disadvantages, however, in no 
way automatically calls intervention itself into question, 
as is often feared. Instead, there should always be a pro-
cess of weighing up, the concealment of side-effects be-
ing the real negative aspect. The aim of impact analyses 
should therefore be to cover the whole spectrum of im-
pacts and to recognise them early enough for unwanted 
impacts to be cushioned or taken into account. While 
successes should be acknowledged, failures should not be 
denied, but used to optimize the common effort. 


Proposition 2: Although the pre-formulation of impact 
chains is appropriate in the planning of development 
projects, it is an obstacle in the analysis of de facto 
impacts. 


The idea that dominates among evaluation experts is that 
impact analyses should begin with the intervention, i.e. 
the programme or project, and follow the pre-formulated 
impact chains or examine them. It is argued here, on the 
other hand, that this approach does not lead to the de-
sired objective, since it obscures unexpected impacts. For 
the possible utilization of analysis findings, error adjust-
ment and the formulation of best practices, however, a 
knowledge of these surprising impacts is fundamentally 
important 


Proceeding along impact chains also results in the sys-
tematic overestimation of the impact of individual meas-
ures and in the concealment of external or other impacts. 
It entails monocausal links, although our own experience 
of life shows us that objectives and impacts are achieved 
not in one way, but in many, and may also be thwarted by 
other influences. Reality is characterized by the interaction 
of many variables, which may impede, stimulate or neu-
tralize each other. Recognising the network of impacts, 
however, requires an open approach without pre-
formulated impact chains. An open approach does not 
mean looking for a needle in a haystack. Provided that an 
outline concept with key criteria describing the goal sys-
tem to be evaluated is established at the outset and that 
the processes of change are evaluated together with the 
major actors, the approach can, on the contrary, be pur-
poseful and straightforward. 


Key criteria are best defined with the aid of existing con-
cepts described in the literature: for a goal system such as 
“poverty reduction” the key criteria adopted may be, for 
example, “improvement of living standards, access to 
resources, expansion of knowledge and participation in 
rights and power”. Interest in gaining an insight always 
plays a part in this context. The adoption of a fixed set of 
criteria for each goal system enables data to be compared 
and aggregated. The sub-criteria to be attributed can be 
identified in advance or defined by participatory means.


Box 1: Definitions 


Intern./ 
DAC 


Designations  
(with examples) 


Derivation/ 
level of analysis 


Devel-
oment-
Trends  


Trends relating to the over-
riding objective (e.g. national 
development trends) 


Starting from the 
context (popula-
tion) 


Impact Impact of the interven-
tion (e.g. water supply) 
on the above trends 


 
? 


Linkage: context / 
intervention 


Out-
come 


Direct benefit / direct  
impact of the intervention 


Starting from the 
intervention 


Output Achievements 


Input Intervention / measures 


(programme / 
project) 
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The first step in an impact analysis should be to determine 
the development trends (i.e. the “context”) in the pro-
gramme region concerned. The analysis period should 
exceed the intervention period somewhat. Attribution to 
interventions should occur only as the second step. This 
context-oriented approach virtually puts the cart before 
the horse: the starting point is not the intervention but 
the environment or reality (e.g. in an institution) as it 
presents itself to the actors (see Box 3).  


Proposition 3: Today impact analyses should be de-
signed to be participatory as a matter of principle; this 
is true even for impact analyses of political reforms. 


Recent years have shown that the involvement of actors 
and stakeholders in evaluations produces results which 
are better and more relevant to implementation than 
evaluations by external experts. Actors or target groups 
are best able to judge impacts where they operate, and 
only they are capable of describing impacts with a high 
degree of authenticity. 


Conceptually, participatory impact analyses have there-
fore long since gained acceptance, though in practice they 
are still rarely carried out because it is feared that they will 
be very time-consuming and that the statements will be 
too “subjective” and specific. Yet the time taken can be 
limited if the random samples are carefully selected and 
goal-oriented instruments are used to structure the dis-
cussions. For example, particularly successful, typical and  
unsuccessful communities in the programme region can 
be selected for evaluation, thus enabling the range of 
impacts to be covered with the least possible effort. 


The “subjectivity” of statements mentioned above does 
indeed occur in participatory surveys, but to a lesser ex-
tent than in individual interviews. In workshops attended 
by different interest and social groups mutual correction 
and reasoning leads to “communicative validation” of 
verbal data, which may be far superior in their  informa-
tive value to the conventional mean of many different 
statements made in individual interviews. Actual evalua-
tion differences can be described as disagreement. Dis-
agreements often help to clarify problems of which there 
was previously no more than a vague perception. A re-
quirement for communicative validation, however, is the 
existence of a discussion culture in the society concerned, 
participatory methods otherwise having their limits. 


In the case of interventions relating to the promotion of 
democracy or poverty alleviation in particular, the in-
volvement of actors should be a matter of course today, 
or should at least be attempted. The explicit aim is, after 
all, to increase the influence of civil society in decision-
making processes. If this is not possible from the outset 
because of reservations in the country concerned, the first 


MAPP influence matrix – bridging the attribution gap  


Factors 
 


Criteria 


P1: 
water 
pro-
gramme 


P2: de-
centrali-
zation 
pro-
gramme 


P3: anti-
corrup-
tion law 


Passive 
total 


Living stan-
dards 


    


Income + 3 -2 + 3 + 6 / -2 


Agric.yields + 5 +/- 0 + 3 + 8 


Access to re-
sources 


    


Land +/- 0 +/- 0 + 3 + 3 


Water + 5 +2 + 3 + 10 


Knowledge     


School attend-
ance, etc. 


+ 1 +2 +/- 0 + 3 


Passive total 14  +4 / -2 +12  


Explanation of the influence matrix: Programmes 1 and 3 (P1 and 
P3) are shown to have many, mainly positive impacts on the 
poverty situation, whereas the decentralization programme has 
(so far) had few positive impacts, and negative impacts on in-
comes are perceived. The workshops clarify why such surprising 
impacts exist and what relevance they have from the participants’ 
point of view. 


Box 3: MAPP (Method for Impact Assessment of Pro-
grammes and Projects) is an actor-centred method devised 
by the German Development Institute (GDI) and requiring an 
open approach. With MAPP, the impacts of more than one 
project can be examined simultaneously, and contributions to 
the MDGs can be deduced in qualitative terms directly from 
the results. 


MAPP consists of a set of seven logically structured instru-
ments. To bridge the attribution gap, the development trends 
are first surveyed on the spot in stakeholder workshops with 
the aid of key criteria. To this end, a life line and a trend 
analysis are prepared, both including – like all the following 
instruments – the awarding of points and an overview of, for 
example, the development trend in the previous decade 
(gross impact). 


Developments are not attributed to interventions as snap-
shots until the third and fourth instruments are used. Cross-
checking with other sources of data is followed by the compi-
lation of an intervention list containing information on 
measures and counterparts and donors, relevance, beneficiar-
ies and local contributions and fitting them into a financial 
and labour framework (input/output). 


With the fifth instrument, the influence matrix, the connec-
tion is now made between development trends and inter-
ventions (impact/possibly outcome). The positive and nega-
tive influences of all interventions on all criteria are awarded 
points. Passive and active totals are formed, the active total 
indicating the key interventions, the passive total the heavily 
or slightly influenced development criteria. 


The development and impact profile, the first interpreta-
tion step, isolates the main influences among other things. 
Depending on the uniformity of the overall trends, it also 
reveals the vulnerability of development. The attribution  
of impacts to specific MDGs and participatory develop-
ment planning, in which the so far only slightly influenced 
criteria serve as the point of departure for new planning, 
can be added as the seventh and eighth instruments. 







 


  


step should be to seek ways of involving actors in certain 
aspects of evaluations, with the aim of progressively in-
creasing participation, since the involvement of actors 
and target-groups in evaluations has important side-
effects: it promotes ownership and leads to empower-
ment and capacity-building. These are precisely the rea-
sons why such approaches are viewed with suspicion in 
non-democratic countries or societies.  


On the other hand, how far participation should go re-
mains an open question. The unrestricted involvement of 
actors would mean the counterpart or donor giving up 
room for manoeuvre and their standards. If it has still to 
be decided how to cope with controversial views held by 
the actors, the result may be endless communication 
loops. A balance must therefore be struck between par-
ticipation and non-participation. 


Ideally, the actors themselves should carry out the basic 
steps in impact analyses in accordance with a defined set 
of instruments. In addition, the organizational structure 
should be located in the developing country rather than 
the donor country. Initially, therefore, the evaluation 
team has the role of moderator or facilitator to play, its 
only task being to pool the results of different evaluation 
workshops, which may require expert missions from do-
nor countries, since they too are stakeholders. In the 
summary appraisal the standards of impartiality and 
transparency formulated by the Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Evaluierung (DeGEval) and others should be applied. 
Gaining acceptance for these standards is a political rather 
than a methodological matter, and one that may be high-
ly explosive. 


Proposition 4: The suitable methodological framework 
for impact analyses should be the same for all levels of 
intervention and for all sectors. 


Taking account of the vertical differentiation of social 
phenomena, i.e. of the phenomenon that every institu-
tion can be fitted vertically into an institutional setting, 
yet consists of individuals, reveals the equality of the vari-
ous levels of aggregation – macro, meso, micro: the 
higher the level of aggregation at which intervention and 
evaluation occur, the more important it is for the social 
system concerned to be differentiated vertically. For each 
social macro phenomenon can in itself be differentiated 
vertically to such an extent that it can be operationalized: 
nation states or governments (macro level) maintain 
institutions (upper meso level) which implement the 
government’s decisions and take decisions themselves. 
The latter decisions are in turn implemented at a lower 
level, where they take effect locally within the institutions 


(lower meso level), but mainly at the level of the people 
(micro level). To obtain informative results, it is therefore 
necessary to incorporate “intermediate stages” into im-
pact analyses. Of primary concern should be the imple-
mentation of the measures, before the impact analysis is 
carried out. The decision and, in part, its implementation 
 can be evaluated at macro level, implementation and, in 
part, its impacts can be evaluated at meso level, and, a-
bove all, the impacts can be evaluated at micro level. The 
impacts which are always primarily evaluated are those 
which the group of actors involved are best able to assess; 
the groups are composed accordingly. It also makes sense 
to involve selected persons from the next higher and 
lower levels. A step-by-step approach of this kind permits 
down- and upscaling and thus learning beyond the vari-
ous levels. 


The basic methodological approach in impact analysis, 
however, can be the same not only for the levels but also 
for the various sectors (e.g. rural development, promotion 
of the economy, decentralization). As the sectors concern 
substance, they usually have no major influence on the 
methodological approach. In this way, evaluation profes-
sionals could use their strengths far more effectively, 
whatever the sector, than they have been able to do in 
the past. 
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Annex A.3 


MAPP Impact Profile  
(version 2 . amended after 
Workshop) 


Profile 
 --      0       ++ 


 
 
Evaluation Questions 


Cross-checked data / findings during field mission 


Design 


 
o   o   o   o   o 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 To what extent was the project design 
appropriate and coherent with the objectives 
of the project?  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 LF title is still the one from which apparently the sample was taken (Asterlay District of 
Day Kundi Province); copy-and-paste should be amended in all parts. 


 M&E CO Damaturu had been assigned to elaborate updated LF per sector/component 
based on overall LF as an example. Has not undergone prior orientation in LF 
technique / PCM. 


 Overall objective appears in parts too ambitious: neither market-sensitivity nor capacity 
building measures could credibly be implemented. These issues belong –in the LF-
logic- anyway to results. 


 Indicators are merely quantitative; impact of awareness building measures (WASH) and 
training / capacity building (FSL) thus not being captured by these indicators; however, 
the donor requirements are only addressing quantitative indicators. 


 
 


o   o   o   o   o  Were the objectives of the project clear, 
realistic and likely to be achieved within the 
established time schedule and within the 
allocated resources?  


 Specific objectives are realistic and likely to be achieved. 
 


 
 


o   o   o   o   o  Did a regular collection of monitoring data 
form part of the initial concept and design?  


 M&E system as suggested in concept and design is up to the standard in HA projects, 
in particular on quantitative, with weaknesses in qualitative data (the latter not being 
required by the donor, but relevant in the ACF own design quality system). 


 o   o   o   o   o Have systems been put in place by ACF to 
improve the monitoring, the project quality, 
and the delivery of support services? 
(quantitative / efficiency) 


 Quantitative input/output data (efficiency) are adequate and well documented. 


 
 
 
 
 


o   o   o   o   o Have systems been put in place by ACF to 
improve the monitoring, the project quality, 
and the delivery of support services? 
(qualitative / effectivity) 


 Qualitative data –indicating outcomes and results being achieved (effectivity) are 
depending on reporting by different monitors (monitoring assistants, extension workers, 
community /CRM volunteers, whose reports –in their majority- are of poor quality: thus 
not sufficient reliable data available on effectivity / impact and sustainability. 


 
 


o   o   o   o   o  How gender sensitive are the ACF teams?    Project design was based on ACF gender policy requirements. 
 Accordingly, gender mainstreaming has been a guiding principle during implementation. 
 While most expat staff are gender sensitive due to previous similar HA assignments, 


the gender issue among national staff requires  awareness building, as well as a 
culturally sensitive adaptation of pre-conceived policies (ACF policy) to local and 
regional customs (cultural sensitivity). 







 o   o   o   o   o  How gender suitable are premises to ensure 
an adequate work environment and address 
gender issues?  
 


 It is rather the (gender independent) team spirit that is ensuring and promoting a very 
positive work environment then premises, which are much different in each field 
situation: issues like water and electricity supply and security are much more relevant 
then, for instance, gender separate toilets (which are not existing). 


 Field staff saw this requirement also to be applied in infrastructures supported (health 
facilities, schools) – in the circumstances not the first implementation priority.  


    


Relevance/Appropriateness 


 


 
o   o   o   o   o 


 Is the intervention relevant to the specific 


needs of the stakeholders in the sectors and 


areas of intervention?  


 


 


 The project included some activities on capacity building on LGA level (CRM 
committees), with some doubts on their adequacy in the given local context. Also, some 
capacity building inputs are reported in favour of NEMA and SEMA. Thus, these 
stakeholders can be considered as direct and indirect beneficiaries of the intervention. 
As to the MinAg, the training of Extension Workers as FSL field monitors cum advisors; 
however, this was more guided by the need of the programme than by the need of 
MinAgric. 


 
 


 
o   o   o   o   o 


 Was the intervention in-line with donor 


policies and priorities?  


 


 The intervention complied throughout the implementation with donor policies and 
priorities agreed upon in the project proposal; deviations and changes (time schedule, 
services) were due to the dynamic conflict environment, in particular security 
considerations. Some deviations from donor requirements (gender, livestock, agro) are 
due to necessary flexibility in response to actual beneficiary needs. 


 The donor also accepted / respected ACF (and global) humanitarian principles and 
approaches observed and applied by ACF. 


 
 


 
 
o   o   o   o   o 


 To which extent is there a consultation 
process with the affected population on 
priorities and project progress? What were 
the roles played by stakeholders and 
partners? Did the process increase 
ownership and buy-in from key stakeholders? 


 The formal instrument to assure coordination (including consultation) is the SEMA led 
“Coordination Working Group Meetings” in which ACF (with other actors) was actively 
present. 
However, a closer consultation and sector-related coordination, beyond that overall 
coordination body, has been queried by the UNDP representative (a request addressed 
to all HA actors, not particularly to ACF). 


 A clear definition of / distinction between partners and stakeholders is not existing; the 
term seems to be used as a synonym. 


 While SEMA (in its supervision function) is clearly in control, and thus not in need of 
ownership promotion, LGA structures were decisive in relevant issues like beneficiary 
identification and supportive in implementation. Thus the process maintained and 
respected the ownership required by LGA structures.  


 Beneficiaries (chosen from among the much bigger number of affected population) 
remained much object to project activities with no relevant access to participation; the 
instrument referred to as “Claims and Response Management” (CRM), which had 
foreseen CRM committees, beneficiary reference groups etc. has not really become 
operational and was “put on halt” on the occasion of a lessons learned WS. Thus, 







beneficiaries remain recipients of a set of externally designed / decided goods. 


    


Coherence  
 
o   o   o   o   o 


 Level of collaboration with stakeholders in 
the geographical area during the design and 
implementation phases of the project. Is the 
project strategy in-line with the national 
strategies and policies to ensure 
consistency? Does the project design fit 
within and complement existing initiatives by 
other organizations?  


 Collaboration with stakeholders in areas of interventions (3 LGAs in Yobe state) very 
good; LGA agents (of various line ministries) instrumental in project implementation; 
beneficiary identification as well as goods and services provided by ACF coordinated / 
agreed by SEMA, thus coherence with national/state policies assured the project’s  
complementing government and other actors’ intervention in satisfactory manner. 


 Additional coordination and consultation on specific sectors suggested by UNDP 
(during SEMA consultations). 


 A structural problem remains ACF’s adherence to its own (and global) humanitarian 
principles, as well as to technical standards set by SPHERE in the area of WASH. 
These principles / standards are not always in line with GoN policies; respective 
communications on harmonisation in this issues are being established.  


 


 


 
o   o   o   o   o 


 To what extent has ACF managed to 
coordinate effectively among different 
stakeholders? 
 


 ACF has no coordination role beyond its own programme, but is part of state 
coordination system (SEMA); suggestion by UNDP to further develop coordination 
efforts need yet to be elaborated. So far no particular coordination role for ACF 
foreseen. 


    


Coverage  
o   o   o   o   o 


 To what extent were the most vulnerable 
members of the target population effectively 
covered by the project?  


 Most vulnerable members of target population where actually covered – however only 
within the limitations established by project funds (some 20.000 individuals) as 
compared to 125.000 IDPs counted in the state. The other restriction is the logistical 
concentration on 3 LGAs (of 13 considered “affected” by SEMA, and as against 17 
LGAs in total), as well as occasional pragmatic selection criterion accessibility 
(=efficiency) and security considerations. 


 


 
 
o   o   o   o   o 


 Were the criteria and indicators defined in 
the project suitable to identify the vulnerable 
population?  


 Beneficiary selection is perceived by GoN (SEMA) as the responsibility of LGA 
representatives, mostly CDOs, whereby criteria are set by SEMA – and in the best case 
agreed upon in SEMA coordination meetings. 


 Detailed beneficiary targeting procedures are elaborated by ACF, according field 
standards own to the organisation, and complementing underlying general GoN / LGA 
policies.  


 Potential source for conflict are humanitarian standards, if to be defended against 
tendencies of favouritism (community leaders, pressure groups etc.). 


 


 
 
o   o   o   o   o 


 Was the beneficiary selection balanced in 
terms of gender? Was there a use of sex-
disaggregated data?  


 


 The addressed beneficiary unit for 2 project sectors (WASH, FSL) are households, 
where gender-disaggregation of data does not make sense; the number of girls and 
boys among the (statistically 5) children to a HH would not really be a suitable criterion. 


 The case is different with the FSL cash aid and ongoing follow-up and advice: here 







 individuals were chosen along a balanced gender quota, with the category “Widow” as 
a particular element of vulnerability. 


 


 


 
o   o   o   o   o 


 What are the remaining gaps or continuation 
of intervention that need to be covered within 
the target area?  


 With the recently intensifying of BH attacks in the region, influx of IDP is ongoing, and 
respective extension of the programme is required resp. timely and necessary (OFDA 
II). 


 Also, in the view of SEMA, additional areas need to be covered such as:  
- shelter 
- education 
- return / reintegration 


(all of which are out of OFDA mandate, though). 


    


Efficiency  
 
o   o   o   o   o 


 Has the project attained its objectives and 
results in the most cost-effective way 
assuring a good value for money?  


 How economically were the 
resources/inputs converted into results?  


 ACF staff at all levels have been found to assure cost-effectivity at all levels, as to 
(technical) quality in WASH infrastructure and equipment, some serious shortcomings 
are reported: collapsing latrines, some water points too low, overall management weak. 
On the other hand, innovative technology installed at borehole visited: solar pumps, 
anti-corrosion pipes. 


 The favourable exchange rate USD/NN has considerably increased available funds, so 
that additional interventions were made possible (1.000 HH in Bornu state). 


  
o   o   o   o   o 


 How efficient was the project approach 
taken? Were there alternative approaches 
that would have been more cost-effective 
without affecting quality?  


 Given the short time of actual intervention (2 of 12 months, delays due to dynamic 
environment and security restriction to movements / presence in the field) the search 
for other approaches was not an issue. 


 However, the example of using unspent funds (currency gains) for an additional 
emergency distribution in the neighbouring Bornu state shows high flexibility in reaction 
to changed situations. 


    


Effectiveness o   o   o   o   o  To which extent does the project reach the 
planned targets against the proposal 
indicators in a timely manner? What were 
themain challenges?  (Quantitative)  


 All quantitative planned targets were achieved (and indeed considerable numbers 
beyond, in a reaction to a new emergency situation in Bornu State) against set 
(quantitative) indicators. 


 Main challenges were extended restricted access to project areas due to security 
situation.  


 o   o   o   o   o  To which extent does the project reach the 
planned targets against the proposal 
indicators in a timely manner? What were the 
main challenges?  (qualitative) 


 


 On the other hand, qualitative results / objectives had no adequate indicators, and thus 
were not captured by the M&E system. Results there remain poor, and if achieved, 
probably not due to programme activities (own capacities of beneficiaries). 


 Main challenges were mobilisation / identification of suitable community / LGA structure 
to promote and support this aspect of programme implementation. 


 o   o   o   o   o  How successfully did ACF ensure that  Host communities –through existing traditional and –to a limited extent- a rudimentary 







 


 


 


communities were involved throughout the 
programme cycle? What was the level of 
participation of the communities during the 
targeting process and the implementation of 
the project?  


community development structure- have been formally involved in the programme from 
selection to distribution and monitoring. This however within the limitations of national / 
state legislation and procedures: SEMA is decisive (as the central coordinator) from 
beneficiary selection to implementation. 


 o   o   o   o   o Additional Evaluation Question: 


 How successfully did ACF ensure that IDPs 
were involved throughout the programme 
cycle? What was the level of participation of 
IDPs during the targeting process and the 
implementation of the project?  


 IDPs had mostly not given access to participation in the programme implementation 
(neither targeting nor later), with exception of occasionally identified traditional leaders 
among IDPs (CRM committees). 
The fact that the original evaluation question does not address the IDPs as an own 
entity (besides the local communities) is another indicator that IDPs were not included 
in the programmes participation approach. 


 o   o   o   o   o  How has the project responded to positive 
and negative factors (both foreseen and 
unforeseen) that arose throughout the 
implementation process? Has the project 
team been able to adapt the implementation 
process in order to overcome these obstacles 
without hindering the effectiveness of the 
project?  


 The highly volatile situation leading populations to leave their homes and become IDPs 
also affected repeatedly the programmes activities. Security considerations and 
frequent incidents of armed attacks in the project areas caused considerable delays in 
the delivery of planned services and goods. In the circumstances, the programme team 
was able to implement all planned activities within a restricted space of time. This was 
due to a high degree flexibility allowing to react adequately to these limitations, and to 
overcome these objective obstacles. 


 o   o   o   o   o  How effective have management capacities 
and arrangements been but in place to 
support the achievement of results?  
–WASH infrastructure   


 Project management capacities / structures put in place by ACF itself are of high 
standard and reliability, with exception of the WASH infrastructure component, which 
has only towards the end of the project phase is considered up to the necessary 
standard (see above).  


 o   o   o   o   o  How effective have management capacities 
and arrangements been but in place to 
support the achievement of results?  
– NFI  / FSL cash 


 As to NFI and cash aid for FSL, management capacities have been of good quality – 
the NFI distribution of an additional  1.000 HH in Borno State being an indicator for 
such effectiveness. 


 o   o   o   o   o  How effective have management capacities 
and arrangements been but in place to 
support the achievement of results?  
–training – awareness building measures- 


 As to WASH related awareness building measures (sanitation and hygiene) as well as 
FSL small business training and follow up, training modules applied, and organisation 
of trainings are far from being suitable to contribute to achievement of expected results. 
Also, the follow-up system for micro-enterprises (by EW, CV and field assistants) is not 
adequate. Success depends more on the beneficiaries’ existing capacities (and thus 
also on the right choice during the selection process).  


    







Likelihood of Impact / 
Sustainability 


o   o   o   o   o  What unforeseen and expected outcomes 
were caused by or contributed to by the 
intervention, and why did these occur?  


 The most visible unforeseen outcome has been the NIF support to IDP camps in 
neighbouring Borno, at the request of the government, and made possible by additional 
availability of NN funds due to favourable exchange rates. 


 This additional effort was also due to the flexibility and availability of ACF staff to 
undertake this additional and highly relevant action 


 o   o   o   o   o  What measures, and with what success, did 
ACF ensure that all interventions were 
sustainable - quality hardware?  


 WASH infrastructure has –in at least one case- considerably contributed to long lasting 
equipment with reduced maintenance cost (solar pumps, particular corrosion protecte 
pipes etc.), which also may serve as an example for future GoN investment in this 
sector. 


 The low quality of some other infrastructure works (latrines, wells) has been an issue of 
permanent concern. 


 o   o   o   o   o  What measures, and with what success, did 
ACF ensure that all interventions were 
sustainable – training   


 The mostly one-day training events (WASH, small business) are not suitable for any 
sustainable impact (see above): awareness changes (in sanitation/health) need 
ongoing interventions beyond the perspective of an emergency project, and business 
development would require qualified follow-up over at least one year. 


 o   o   o   o   o  What measures, and with what success, did 
ACF ensure that all interventions were 
sustainable - integration with government 
departments and resilience? 


 There were some few activities of resilience capacity development with government; 
however, nor further such interventions were requested or accepted by SEMA or other 
GoN / Yobe State stakeholders.   


 o   o   o   o   o  Has the strategy for sustainability of project 
results been clearly defined?  


 


 


 


 There is no separate sustainability strategy suggested in project planning documents, 
which would go beyond the PCM/LF inbuilt sustainability criterion.  


 An obvious option in HA project is the transition from HA to development (such as the 
EU LRRD concept). However, such strategy has not been part of project design. 


 In the particular situation of these IDPs, the long term (sustainability) option is obviously 
the return to, reintegration in and reconstruction of devastated communities of origin. 


 SEMA has indicated that this is an issue to be taken in consideration, and such 
contingency planning for return/RI would be an adequate sustainability strategy in the 
given situation 


 o   o   o   o   o  Assess and evaluate ACF’s exit strategy.  A formal end of grant meeting (standard ACF procedure) is being prepared-  


 In the light of the OFDA II perspective, an exit strategy is not required , at that stage 


 Also, the main partner/stakeholder SEMA is strongly counting on ACFs (and OFDAs) 


ongoing support, considering that the Boko Haram attacks are increasing the number of 


IDPs in Yobe state. 


 








Annex A.4 


OECD DAC Ranking Table 


                                            Rating  (1=low – 5=high)                                                                   


Criteria 1 2 3 4 5 Rationale 
Design       Overall objective appears in parts too ambitious: neither market-sensitivity nor capacity building measures could be 


implemented according to required standard. These issues belong –in the logframe approach- anyway to results. 
 Indicators are merely quantitative; impact of awareness building measures (WASH) and training / capacity building (FSL) 


thus not being captured by these indicators; however, the donor requirements are only addressing quantitative indicators 


 Specific objectives are realistic and likely to be achieved. 
 Project design was based on ACF gender policy requirements While most expat staff are gender sensitive due to previous 


similar HA assignments, the gender issue among national staff requires awareness building, as well as a culturally 
sensitive adaptation of pre-conceived policies (ACF policy) to local and regional customs (cultural sensitivity). 


Relevance/Appropriateness     
 
 
 
 


  The intervention complied throughout the implementation with donor policies and priorities agreed upon in the project 
proposal. Some deviations from donor requirements (gender, livestock, agro) are due to necessary flexibility in response 
to actual beneficiary needs. The donor also accepted / respected ACF (and global) humanitarian principles and 
approaches observed and applied by ACF. 


 While SEMA (in its supervision function) is clearly in control, and thus not in need of ownership promotion, Local 
Government were decisive in relevant issues like beneficiary identification and supportive in implementation. Thus, the 
process maintained and respected the ownership required by LGA structures.  


Coherence     
 
 
 


  Collaboration with stakeholders in areas of interventions (3 LGAs in Yobe state) very good; LGA agents (of various line 
ministries) instrumental in project implementation; beneficiary identification as well as goods and services provided by 
ACF coordinated / agreed by SEMA, thus coherence with national/state policies assured the project’s  complementing 
government and other actors’ intervention in satisfactory manner. 


 A structural problem remains ACF’s adherence to its own (and global) humanitarian principles, as well as to technical 
standards set by SPHERE in the area of WASH. These principles / standards are not always in line with Nigeria policies; 
respective communications on harmonisation in this issues are being established. 


Coverage      
 
 
 
 


 Most vulnerable members of target population where covered – within the limitations established by project funds (some 
20.000 individuals, as compared to 125.000 IDPs counted in the state, plus another additional caseload of 7.000 NFI 
recipients in Bornu state). Another restriction is the logistical concentration on 3 LGAs (of 13 considered “affected” by 
SEMA, and as against 17 LGAs in total), as well as the pragmatic selection criterion accessibility (=efficiency) and security 
considerations in project implementation. 


 Beneficiary selection is perceived by State Government as the responsibility of Local government representatives, 
whereby criteria are set by the state, – and in the best case agreed upon in coordination meetings. Detailed beneficiary 







 targeting procedures are elaborated by ACF, according field standards own to the organisation, and complementing 
underlying general Nigeria policies. Potential source for conflict are humanitarian standards, when to be defended against 
tendencies of favouritism (community leaders, pressure groups etc.). 


 With the recently intensifying of Boko Haram attacks in the region, influx of IDP is ongoing, and respective extension of 
the programme is required resp. timely and necessary (OFDA II). 


Efficiency     
 
 
 


 
 
 


 ACF staff at all levels are assuring cost-effectivity at all levels. As to (technical) quality in WASH infrastructure and 
equipment, some serious quality shortcomings are reported. On the other hand, innovative technology installed at 
borehole visited: solar pumps, anti-corrosion pipes). 


 The favourable exchange rate USD/NGN has considerably increased available funds, so that additional interventions 
were made possible (1.000 HH in Borno State). 


 Given the short time of actual intervention (2 of 12 months, delays due to dynamic environment and security restriction to 
movements / presence in the field) the search for other approaches was not an issue. 


Effectiveness    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


   All quantitative planned targets were achieved (and indeed considerable numbers beyond, in a reaction to a new 
emergency in Bornu State) against set (quantitative) indicators. 


 Main challenges were extended restricted access to project areas due to security situation  


 On the other hand, qualitative results / objectives had no adequate indicators, and thus were not sufficiently captured by 
the M&E system. Results there remain poor, and if achieved, probably only partly due to programme activities (own 
capacities of beneficiaries). 


 IDPs had mostly not given access to participation in the programme implementation (neither targeting nor later), with 
exception of occasionally identified traditional leaders among IDPs (CRM committees). 
As to WASH related awareness building measures (sanitation and hygiene) as well as FSL small business training and 
follow up, training modules applied, and organisation of trainings are far from being suitable to contribute to achievement 
of expected results. In addition, the follow-up system for micro-enterprises (by EW, CV and field assistants) is not 
adequate. Success depends more on the beneficiaries’ existing capacities (and thus also on the right choice during the 
selection process). 


Sustainability/Likelihood 
of Impact 


   
 
 
 
 


   WASH infrastructure has –in at least one case- considerably contributed to long lasting equipment with reduced 
maintenance cost (solar pumps, particular corrosion protected pipes etc.), which also may serve as an example for future 
GoN investment in this sector. However, the low quality of some other infrastructure works (latrines, wells) has been an 
issue of permanent concern. 


 The mostly one-day training events (WASH, small business) are not suitable for any sustainable impact (see above): 
awareness changes (in sanitation/health) need ongoing interventions beyond the perspective of an emergency project, 
and business development would require qualified follow-up over at least one year. 


 There were some few activities of resilience capacity development with government; however, no further such 
interventions were requested or accepted by SEMA or other GoN / Yobe State stakeholders. .   


 An obvious option in HA project is the transition from HA to development (such as the EU LRRD concept); this, for the 
time being, is not part of project design. 


 








Annex A.5 
Title of Good Practice  
Demonstration of Innovative and Adapted Technologies at Boreholes 
Innovative Features & Key Characteristics  
Borehole / tank rehabilitation by replacing 
a) motor pump system by photovoltaic pump system 
b) corroded conventional metal water pipes by corrosion protected metal pipes (Indian produce) 
Background of Good Practice  
Rehabilitation of water points in general, and boreholes / tanks in particular for safe and reliable water 
supply in communities / ward hosting sizeable numbers of IDPs. Considering that public water authority 
has not been able to repair / replace motor pump at nearby borehole, the obvious alternative was a solar 
pump system with no running costs and much reduced maintenance costs. Besides, communities and 
water authorities see a functioning demonstration of this modern and easy to handle technology.  
Further explanation of chosen Good Practice  
The rehabilitation site (borehole, tank) is next to a similar site equipped with a motor pump, out of 
function since considerable time for technical and financial problems. The cost-free functioning of solar 
pumps providing reliably sufficient water next to the defunct motor pump system is a convincing 
demonstration of an alternative, reliable and sustainable technique, visible to the entire community. 
As to the corrosion protected pipes, the advantage will be seen after some time only, but the 
demonstration effect should be made known to LGA based water authorities. 
Practical/Specific Recommendations for Roll Out  
The actual setting of the rehabilitated borehole at a health centre, providing water for the surrounding 
ward, with two water points at the site, and another 7 water points in the ward is a visible demonstration 
of an innovative and highly adapted technology, e.g. a solar pump supplying a water tank. In addition, the 
use of corrosion-protected pipes (Indian produce) is likely to extend the lifetime of water pipes 
considerably. Wherever possible, this type of rehabilitation should be considered when motor pump 
systems (with high running costs) are to be replaced. 
Similarly, the corrosion-protected pipes should become standard in ACF built / rehabilitated water 
infrastructure systems.   
How could the Good Practice be developed further?  
Replication of this two particular features (solar panels/pumps, corrosion protected pipes) for borehole 
drilling / rehabilitation sites still under construction. 
Identification of most suitable products (solar panels, solar pumps, corrosion protected pipes), and ACF 
wide promotion.   
 








Annex A.6 
Mission Journal Nigeria - B. Leber 
Date Event / Activity Contact  WD 
 Phase I  - Methodology / Inception / Desk study (home based)  3 
12.06.15 • Evaluation briefing ACF-UK ELA 


• Evaluation briefing HQ (US) 
Hannah Wichterich, (skype) 
Nicolas Villeminot, TA WASH (skype) 


1 


13.-02.07.15 • Desk review  of project documentation 
• Elaboration / submission inception report 


 
ELA 


2 


     Phase II – Field Phase (Nigeria)   16 
04.07.15 
SAT 


• Travel D-NIG 
HAM 08.00 – 09.15 FRA 11.10 – 16.15h Abuja  


• Briefing Logistics 


 
 
Szilvia Brajer, Logistics Coordinator 


1 


05.07.15 
SUN 


• Informal meetings ACF Team (expats)  


06.07.15 
MON 


• Briefing / planning evaluation mission (field, presentation of first findings) 
• Programme Department 
• Finance Department 
• Security Briefing  
• review Project documents 
• Organising field / site visits 


Cecile Barrière, DCD 
Gul Altaf, RRM 
Imran Khan, Finance Coordinator 
Alexander Steinmöller, Security Manager  
 
 


1 


07.07.15 
TUE 


• Consultation on M&E 
• Consultation WASH sector 
• Travel Abuja – Kano -. Dutse 
• Briefing Yobe project 


NN, Quality and Account. TA  
Shumet Alemayu, WASH Coordinator 
 
Ibrahim Kallo, Field Coordinator 


1 


08.07.15 
WED 


• Travel Dutse – Damaturu 
• Consultation Yobe project (overall) 
• Briefing / introduction to Damaturo Base staff 
• Macro Meeting on evaluation 
• Consultation WASH sector 


with I. Kallo 
Ibr. Kallo, FC 
all staff 
International staff 
Moh’d Buhari, PM WASH 


1 


09.07.15 
THU 


Site Visits Damaturu LGA  
• Borehole rehab site 


 
• Well rehab site 
• FSL - Vegetable stall 
• FSL - Cattle fattening 
• NFI kit receivers –IDP “Blue Camp” 
• FSL – Cooking / kitchen 
• SEMA – State Emergency Management Agency 


 
WASH Committee – Beneficiaries – 
Community Leader 
Beneficiaries, Maintenance Committee 
Beneficiaries, Community Leaders 
Beneficiary, Community Leaders 
Beneficiaries (100 households) 
Beneficiary, Community Volunteer/CRM 
Bulau A. Geidam, Dir. Planning&Research 


1 







10.07.15 
FRI 


• Consultation HR mission (recruiting nat. assistants in Yobe) 
• Consultation FSL Component 
• Consultation M&E Department 
• General Staff Meeting (monthly) - observation 


Wilma Acompanado, HR Manager 
Sheba B. Yashim, FSL Assistant 
Umar Salisu, M&E TA 
All staff 


1 


11.07.15 
SAT 


• Travel Damaturu-Dutse 
• Documentation Field Visits 


 1 


12.07.15 
SUN 


Dutse   


13.07.15 
MON 


• Travel Dutse-Potiskum 
Site visits Potiskum LGA (with ACF staff) 
• LGA Potiskum 
• FSL - Poultry 
• FSL – Ram fattening 
Site visits Fune LGA – Damagun (with ACF staff) 
• FSL – Electricity workshop (car batteries) 
• LGA Fune 


 
 
WatSan Officer, CDO, Extension Workers 
Beneficiary 
Beneficiary 
 
Beneficiary (IDP from Damaturu!) 
CDO, WatSan Officer 


1 


14.07.15 
TUE 


• Audience with Emir of Potiskum 
• Consultations Field Supervisor 
• Consultation Community Volunteer 
• Consultation CRM Committee Potiskum 
 
Site visits Potiskum LGA (with ACF staff) 
• NFI IDP households (4) 
• NFI Host Households (2) 
• Welll rehab site (planned) 
• Community leader 


 
• Travel Potiskum-Dutse 


Umar Bubaram, Emir 
Agi 
Usam (emplopyed in Emir Palace) 
CRM Secretary (employed in Emir Palace) 
 
 
Beneficiaries 
Beneficiaries 
WASH Com 
Ward Chief 
 
ACF staff Damaturu, Abuja, Dutse 


1 


15.07.15 
WED 


• Travel Dutse-Abuja (car)  1 


16.07.15 
THU 


• Preparation workshop (organisation, proceedings) 
• Documentation field visit results 


 1 


17.07.15 
FRI 


Extended weekend – Idd; staff consigned to base (security) 
• Consultation ACF Country Office 
• Documentation Field Visit 


 
Yannick Pouchalan, Country Director 


1 


18.07.15 
SAT 


Extended weekend – Idd; staff consigned to base (security) 
• Documentation Field Visit 
• Preparation Workshop 


 


 1 







19.07.15 
SUN 


Extended weekend – Idd; staff consigned to base (security) 
 


  


20.07.15 
MON 


Extended weekend – Idd; staff consigned to base (security) 
• Debriefing / discussion of findings with management (country, HQ) 


 
 


• Preparation Workshop 


 
Cécile Barrière, CDC 
Silke Pietzsch, TA (HQ) 
Daniel Rupp, TA  WASH (HQ) 


1 
 


21.07.15 
TUE 


• Workshop on first findings 
• Final documentation 
• Travel: Abu 22.15h - 


ACF expat staff (Field/Country Office/HQ) 
 


1 


22.07.15 
WED 


• 05.25h FRA 07.00h – 08.05h HAM 
• HAM 09.30h – 10.30h Tostedt 


 1 


      Phase III – Final Report (home based)  9 
22.07.- 
29.07.15 


•  Elaboration evaluation report (draft) 
 


ELA staff (skype) 
HQ staff (skype) 


6 
 


30.07.- 
05.08.15 


ACF-UK: Quality check and initial review by ELA and by key stakeholders; receiving 
consolidated comments for amendments, as appropriate 


  


06.-10.08.15 • Elaboration evaluation report (final)/ submission 10.08.15  3 
 Total days  28 
 
 
 





		Annex A.6

		Mission Journal Nigeria - B. Leber

		Event / Activity

		Date






Annex 7: List of Contacts 


ACF 


Name  Title / Function Location 


Gull Altaf  Rapid Response Specialist  Maidugri / Abuja 


Ibrahim Kallo  Field Coordinator  Dutse 


Shumet Alemayehu  WASH Coordinator  Abuja 


Usman Muhammad  Cash Coordinator  Abuja 


Mohammed Buhari  WASH DPM  Damaturu 


Muhammed Aji  FSL DPM  Damaturu 


Yannick Pouchalan  CD  Abuja 


Cecile BARRIERE  DCD-Program  Abuja 


Imran Khan  Finance Coordinator  Abuja 


Szilvia Brajer  Logistic Coordinator  Abuja  


Hannah Wichterich ELA London (skype) 


Silke Pietzsch TA New York/Abuja 


Daniel Rupp TA WASH New York / Abuja 


Nicolas Villeminot TA WASH New York (skype) 


Cécile Barrière DCD Abuja 


Alexander Steinmöller SSO Abuja 


Wilma Acompanado HR Officer Abuja 


Sheba B. Yashim FSL Assistant Damaturu 


Umar Salisu M&E TA Damaturu 


Bayou Aberra RRM Damaturu 


 


 


External 


Umar Bubaram Emir of Potiskum Potiskum 
Bulau A. Geidam,  SEMA, Dir. Planning & Research Damaturu 
NN UNDP Field Officer Damaturu 
Beneficiaries NFI (IDP) (100) “Blue Camp” Damaturu 
Beneficiaries FSL   Damaturu 
Beneficiaries NFI (4 HH)  Potiskum 
Beneficiaries FSL  Electrician Potiskum 
Benficiaries NFI (Host)(2)  Potiskum 
Usama Community Volunteer Potiskum 
nn CRM Secretary Potiskum 







LGA  Sanitation Officer Potiskum 
nn Ward Chief, WASHCom Potiskum 
Nn, nn Extension Worker Potiskum 
nn WASHCom Damaturu 
Ibrahim Ishara Community Head Arara Ward Damaturu 
nn Community Volunteer Damaturu 


 


 








Annex V: List of Project documents consulted  


Author Title 


Policy Papers & Manuals  


ACF HQ Evaluation Policy and Guidelines 


ACF CO TOPICS FOR THE SENSITIZATION OF BENEFICIARY ON CASH 
TRANSFER MODALITIES  


ACF CO VALIDATION OF BENEFICIARIES AND DISTRIBUTION OF RRM 
BENEFICIARY CARDS 


ACF CO WASHCom Training Module 


Project Documents / Studies  


ACF HQ AID-OFDA-G-14-00128 - Project Proposal  


ACF CO RRM Baseline Survey Report - Yobe V3 28st Oct 2014 


ACF CO 
Rapid Market Assessment Briefing Sheet 


ACF CO 20150130_SOP_Cash transfer_ Yobe V1 RRM Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOP) for Cash Based Interventions  


ACF CO NFI kit Content AAH Nigeria - Grant AID-OFDA-G-14-00128   


ACF CO VIP Latrine Design 


ACF CO Shifting fundings from OFDA Yobe response to support Initial 
Cholera response in Maiduguri_27_11_2014   


ACF CO SELECTION CRITERIA FOR NFI BENEFICIARIES 


Monitoring Documents  


ACF CO Project Reports (Quarterly) 1-3 


ACF CO Summary Narrative Updates - FFP & OFDA FUNDED PROJECTS IN YOBE 


AND BORNO STATE (MONTHLY) MARCH-APRIL/APRIL.MAY/MAY-JUNE 2015 


ACF CO WASH - Post Distribution Monitoring Report, June 2015 


ACF CO REPORT OF THE PQA FIELD VISIT FOR OFDA FUNDED EMERGENCY 
PROJECT IN YOBE STATE - May 31 – June 18, 2015 


ACF FO Damaturu Minutes of Lessons Learned Meeting, March 2015 


ACF CO Activity Progress Reports (APR) March, April, May 2015 
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Evaluation 


 
of ACF’s Project 


Humanitarian Multi-Sectoral Rapid Response Mechanism 
Yobe State, Nigeria 


 
 
 


-Workshop on Preliminary Findings- 
 
 


Abuja, 21 July 2015 
 
 
 


Bernd Leber 
  







 
Structure of the WS 


Objectives 


The objectives of this end-of-mission workshop on preliminary findings are twofold: 


• Information of stakeholders on first impressions of the evaluator after the field 
missions, as well as  (critical) discussion of these findings, in order to avoid factual 
mistakes 
 


• Feed back by stakeholders on suggested findings per evaluation criterion: 
affirmative – rejection – amendments – additional aspects lacking;  
 


• The WS as such (which will be documented as an annex to the evaluation report) is, 
in addition, a means of triangulation (self-conception and self-evaluation as against 
external evaluation) by stakeholders present on various aspects of the programme 
(concept – implementation – achievements of results / objectives) 


 


The preliminary findings presented and discussed in this workshop are subject to 
amendments according to WS statements, as appropriate.. 


 


Method 


• Participants will be briefly introduced to the MAPP impact evaluation technique, 
namely the MAPP Impact Profile.  
Details on the MAPP approach will be provided in the evaluation report.1 
 


• The WS will in major parts be moderated as a Wold Café event, a method allowing 
group work and promoting a micro-consensus on various topics; a guide on 
procedures and set questions will structure this exercise. 


  


                                                           
1 Refer to Annex A.2  







 


 


WS Programme  


 


 Plenum Groups 
Unit 1: 
09.00h – 09.45h 


• MAPP Influence Matrix 
• MAPP Impact Profile 
• Particular observations 


 


10.00h – 10.45h • Introduction to World Café  
World Café: 
• given set of questions 
• additional proposals 


11.00h – 12.00h • Presentation of group results 
(charts) 


• Discussion 
• Conclusion 


 


 


 


  







Workshop Report 
 


Participants  


The workshop was attended by all participants nominated by management. Interest was 


high, and staff members who did not find their names on the original list of nominated 


participants requested to participate; accordingly, they had been added to the final list of 


participants. 


The fact that all expatriate field staff from Yobe and Borno states had been withdrawn to 


Abuja, for security reasons, during the extended week end around the Eid holiday (end of 


Ramadan) had provided for this opportunity to discuss preliminary findings both with Country 


Office staff, and field staff. In addition, the presence of two colleagues from HQ (New York) 


allowed for a unique possibility of exchange and discussion on all management levels. 2 


 


Venue. Method and Organization 


The workshop was held in the premises of the ACF country office (meeting room); for the 


group work exercises, two additional offices could be used.  


A general introduction into the preliminary findings, as well as into the methods applied:  


-  MAPP profile as per evaluation question; will also allow, at a later stage, to provide for the  


   ranking of DAC evaluation criteria (Annex to Evaluation Report) 


- World Café: aiming at pre-structuring comments to findings along a micro-consensus within 


  the 3 working groups; also, these comments are made available as a written document  


  (chart). 


Then detailed findings, presented in the form of a MAPP profile, but also a list of lessons 


learned had been provided to participants as handouts, and were to be dealt with in detail in 


the working groups. 


Groups (structured at random) received a guide structuring the group work, and providing a 


set of questions to be replied to (as a group), so that group results were to be comparable. 


As it were, the time for elaborating comments (pro / con) on lessons learned and findings had 


to be extended; additional time had been agreed upon beforehand. 


The groups worked intensively, and came up with –sometimes quite different- results.3 


                                                           
2 See annex WS2-Participants 
3 Group charts elaborated are documented (transcribed) in Annex WS7-Group Results 







Groups then presented their respective results / comments to the plenum, and discussions 


with participants and the evaluator followed. 


Participants were assured that suggested amendments will be entered into an amended 


version of the MAPP profile, as well as the list of Lessons Learned – as appropriate, and by 


discretion of the (independent) evaluator. Also, it was announced that group proposals will be 


documented, so that transparency of this participatory process is assured.  


Though the workshop was held in the ACF office, all participants remained in the plenum 


resp. the working groups throughout the whole duration of the workshop (from 09.00h – 


14.00h), without escaping to their various offices for other tasks – an indicator that the 


exercise was considered useful and relevant.  


 


Results 


The three groups elaborated common statements, which were written down and presented 


by a secretary. They were result of some intense and lengthy discussions. 


• Two charts (visualised) with group comments to findings / lessons learned  


• 1 written group statement of group comments to findings / lessons learned 


Some major statements are perceived quite different between the groups: 


- while group 1 disagrees with stated shortcomings in the M&E system, the two other  


  groups agree. 


- The issue of return and reintegration of IDPs (SEMA) is met with considerable  


  suspicion: ACFs humanitarian action should not be used to implement a GoN policy 


  of pre-mature and possibly forced return 


- Opinions are also split on issue of IDP participation: while some agree that a more  


  equal access to participation of IDPs would be necessary, others see the involvement of  


  some traditional leaders as an adequate degree of participation 


- Opinions on WASH infrastructure implemented by the project oscillate between poor  


  (hardware) and sustainable  


 


Time limitation did not allow for all clarifications on findings / lessons learned presented.  


Where appropriate, proposals and information received through this exercise have been 


integrated into the amended version 2 of the MAPP profile.4 


                                                           
4 Documented in the evaluation report as Annex A.3 








Annex WS 2 


 


Participants (invited) 


Field 


Ibrahim Kallo Fieldco.ng@acf-international.org 
Stanford Tonderayi Fieldco-ma.ng@acf-international.org 
Bayou Aberra Rrpm2.ng@acf-international.org 
Sikulani Phikelele Cashpm-ma.ng@acf-international.org 
Simon Nyeko washpm-rov.ng@acf-international.org 
Gull Altaf Rrpm.ng@acf-international.org 
Tabisa Macingwane finsupport@acf-international.org 
  


 


ACF Country Office Nigeria 


Cécile Barrière Dcd-ng@acf-international.org 
Wilma Acompanado Hrman.ng@acf-international.org 
Imran Khan admin.ng@acf-international.org 
Szilvi Brajer Logco.ng@acf-international.org 
Ifeanyi Maduanusi Pqata.ng@acf-international.org 
Alexander Steinmöller  ssco.ng@acf-international.org 
  


  
PCF HQ: 


Silke Pietzsch spietzsch@actionagainsthunger.org 
Daniel Rupp drupp@actionagainsthunger.org 


 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 


 


 


Ibrahim Kallo; Stanford Tonderayi; Bayou Aberra; rrpm.ng@acf-international.org; washcoo; 'Sikulani 
Phikelele'; 'WashrovPM'; Imran; Szilvi Brajer; ACF SSCo; reporting.ng@acf-international.org; Ifeanyi 
Maduanusi; Silke Pietzsch; Daniel Rupp; ACF HR Coordinator 
Cc: promig_consult@web.de; Yannick Pouchalan 








Annex WS3 


Table:  Field Visits (LGAs / project sector / Stakeholders 
 


 
 


NFI WASH FSL Stakeholders 


Damaturu “Blue Camp”  
(100 HH) 


1 Borehole (rehab.) 
2 Wells (rehab) 


Fruit Stall (market) 
Cattle fattening 
Cooking 
Tailor 


Com.Volunteer / CRM 
LGA – WatSan 
3 Community Leaders 
WASHCom 


Fone  No access due to security 
limitations 


Electrician Workshop 
 


LGA WatSan 
CDO 


Potiskum 4 IDP HH 
2 Host HH 
 
 


No access due to security 
limitations beyond town 
1 Community Well (rehab 
not yet started) 


Poultry 
Ram fattening 


LGA-WatSan 
CDO 
2 Ext.Workers 
1 Community Leader 
WashCom 
CRM secretary 
Community Volunteer 


UNDP Field 
Office Yobe 


   UNDP Field Officer 


Fika Emirate    Emir of Fika 
Yobe State    SEMA officials 


 








 Annex WS 4 


Lessons Learned  (to be completed) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 


CRM policy / approach 


• The focus on “Complaints” appears not adequate in the local cultural setting whereby complaints are a 
concept not widely accepted and applied: instead, respective (indirect) indicators on incidents of  
implementation shortcomings should be developed and applied 


• The Bribe Taking Counsellor / non-functioning CRM: not reported in monitoring data / reporting, in spite of 
elaborate CRM policy. But: issues dealt with in district level 
 
EW / CV 


• Low Quality of EW and CV reports 
• M&E data on quality / outcome thus based on rather doubtful sources (reports) 
• Training courses / messages for EWs and CVs over-ambitious in relation to actual output 


 
M&E 


• Low quality of Monitoring Assistants’ FSL reports: no basic and relevant info contained on situation / 
sustainability of business (income per week / day; spending of cash aid (food / business) 


• No systematic reporting on observed IDP movements in programme areas (spontaneous returns / arrivals) 
• Requirements on Gender disaggregation of data appear overdone: in HH related data they are just a 


statistical figure without any signification, indicating the gender quota of children in a HH / in the IDP 
population?? 
 
Coordination 


• Need for more coordination among various actors –sector / area related (level below SEMA coordination 
meetings) – UNDP suggestion – relevant for ACF to support / comply? 
 
IDP Return and RI  


• IDP return and RI policy and strategy, as well as possible contributions for implementation requested by 
SEMA; should be incorporated in HA /relief projects, in close cooperation and consultation with 
UNHCR/IOM/ICRC. (Reference to EU / ECHO LRRD approach) 
 
Management 


• 3 Sectors vs. 2 sectors 
= WASH+NFI / FSL-EcRec (Terminology) 


• Fluctuation of national staff – competition by HH “Industry”: High loyalty among national staff from project 
area vs. frequent resignations of staff from other regions 


• Provide certificates to training attendants 
 
Operation 


• The “Blue Camp” in Damaturu  – 100 HH = 700 IDPs in one Compound (NFI recipients): so far no WASH 
action taken (VIP, well etc.), though obvious need there (inter-sector-coordination) 


• Educational activities for children not attending school (with IDP women assigned / trained for the function) 
The IDP-School as a business for an IDP teacher: a model / suggestion for other IDP teachers, contributing to 
education access for IDP children Reflects need expressed by SEMA on EDU as a priority problem / need 


• Water testing in private wells found in NFI recipients compound (case: 3 IDP HH, 1 Host HH) 








Annex WS 5 


 


MAPP Impact Profile  
(Version 1) 


Profile 
 --      0       ++ 


 
 
Evaluation Questions 


Cross-checked data / findings during field mission 


Design 
 


o   o   o   o   o 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 To what extent was the project design 
appropriate and coherent with the objectives 
of the project?  
 
 
 
 
 
 


• LF title is still the one from which apparently the sample was taken (Asterlay District of 
Day Kundi Province???); copy-and-paste should be amended in all parts 


• M&E CO Damaturu had been assigned to elaborate updated LF per sector/component 
based on overall LF as an example. Has not undergone prior orientation in LF 
technique / PCM 


• Overall objective appears in parts too ambitious: neither market-sensitivity nor capacity 
building measures could credibly be implemented. These issues belong –in the LF-
logic- anyway to results. 


• Indicators are merely quantitative; impact of awareness building measures (WASH) and 
training / capacity building (FSL) thus not being captured by these indicators 


 
 


o   o   o   o   o  Were the objectives of the project clear, 
realistic and likely to be achieved within the 
established time schedule and within the 
allocated resources?  


• Specific objectives are realistic and likely to be achieved. 
 


 
 


o   o   o   o   o  Did a regular collection of monitoring data 
form part of the initial concept and design?  


• M&E system as suggested in concept and design is up to the standard in HA projects, 
in particular on quantitative, with weaknesses in qualitative data 


 o   o   o   o   o Have systems been put in place by ACF to 
improve the monitoring, the project quality, 
and the delivery of support services? 
(quantitative / efficiency) 


• Quantitative input/output data (efficiency) are adequate and well documented 


 
 
 
 
 


o   o   o   o   o Have systems been put in place by ACF to 
improve the monitoring, the project quality, 
and the delivery of support services? 
(qualitative / effectivity) 


• Qualitative data –indicating outcomes and results being achieved (effectivity) are 
depending on reporting by different monitors (monitoring assistants, extension workers, 
community /CRM volunteers, whose reports –in their majority- are of poor quality: thus 
no relevant data available on effectivity / impact and sustainability 


 
 


o   o   o   o   o  How gender sensitive are the ACF teams?   • Project design was based on ACF gender policy requirements 
• Accordingly, gender mainstreaming has been a guiding principle during implementation 
• While most expat staff are gender sensitive due to previous similar HA assignments, 


the gender issue among national staff requires  awareness building, as well as a 
culturally sensitive adaptation of pre-conceived policies (ACF policy) to local and 







regional customs. 
 


 o   o   o   o   o  How gender suitable are premises to ensure 
an adequate work environment and address 
gender issues?  
 


• It is rather the (gender independent) team spirit that is ensuring and promoting a very 
positive work environment then premises, which are much different in each field 
situation: issues like water and electricity supply and security are much more relevant 
then, for instance, gender separate toilets (which are not existing). 


    


Relevance/Appropriateness 


 


 
o   o   o   o   o 


 Is the intervention relevant to the specific 
needs of the stakeholders in the sectors and 
areas of intervention?  
 
 


• Since the project does not include an element of capacity building on LGA level (with 
exception of CRM committees), nor on state level (SEMA, MinAgric), these 
stakeholders are not direct, nor indirect beneficiaries of the intervention. Exception: 
training of Extension Workers as FSL field monitors cum advisors; however, this was 
more guided by the need of the programme then by the need of MinAgric. 


 
 


 
o   o   o   o   o 


 Was the intervention in-line with donor 
policies and priorities?  
 


• The intervention complied throughout the implementation with donor policies and 
priorities agreed upon in the project proposal; deviations and changes (time schedule, 
services) were due to the dynamic conflict environment, in particular security 
considerations 


 
 


 
 
o   o   o   o   o 


 To which extent is there a consultation 
process with the affected population on 
priorities and project progress? What were 
the roles played by stakeholders and 
partners? Did the process increase 
ownership and buy-in from key stakeholders? 


• The formal instrument to assure coordination (including consultation) is the SEMA led 
“Coordination Working Group Meetings” in, which ACF (with other actors) was actively 
present. 
However, a closer consultation and sector-related coordination, beyond that overall 
coordination body, has been queried by the UNDP representative (a request addressed 
to all HA actors, not particularly to ACF) 


• A clear definition of / distinction between partners and stakeholders is not existing; the 
tern seems to be used as a synonym 


• While SEMA (in its supervision function) is clearly in control, and thus not in need of 
ownership promotion, LGA structures were decisive in relevant issues like beneficiary 
identification and supportive in implementation, as appropriate. Thus the process 
maintained and respected the ownership required by LGA structures.  


• Beneficiaries (chosen from among the much bigger number of affected population) 
remained much object to project activities with no relevant instrument for participation; 
the instrument referred to as “Claims and response Management” (CRM), and which 
had foreseen CRM committees, beneficiary reference group etc. has not become 
operational and was “put on halt” on the occasion of a lessons learned WS. Thus, 
beneficiaries remain recipients of a set of externally designed / decided  goods 
 
 







    
Coherence  


 
o   o   o   o   o 


 Level of collaboration with stakeholders in 
the geographical area during the design and 
implementation phases of the project. Is the 
project strategy in-line with the national 
strategies and policies to ensure 
consistency? Does the project design fit 
within and complement existing initiatives by 
other organizations?  
 


• Collaboration with stakeholders in areas of interventions (3 LGAs in Yobe state) very 
good; LGA agents (of various line ministries) instrumental in project implementation; 
beneficiary identification as well as goods and services provided by ACF coordinated / 
agreed by SEMA, thus coherence with national/state policies assured. Project 
complementing government and other actors’ intervention in satisfactory manner. 


• Additional coordination and consultation on specific sectors suggested by UNDP 
(during SEMA consultations) 


 


 


 
o   o   o   o   o 


 
 
 


• ACF has no coordination role beyond its own programme, but is part of state 
coordination system (SEMA); suggestion by UNDP to further develop coordination 
efforts need yet to be elaborated. So far no particular coordination role for ACF 
foreseen. 


   •  


Coverage  
o   o   o   o   o 


 To what extent were the most vulnerable 
members of the target population effectively 
covered by the project?  


• Most vulnerable members of target population where actually covered – however only 
within the limitations established by project funds (some 20.000 individuals, as 
compared to 125.000 IDPs counted in the state. The other restriction is the logistical 
concentration on 3 LGAs (of 17), as well as occasional pragmatic selection criterion 
accessibility (=efficiency) and security considerations. 


 
 


 
o   o   o   o   o 


 Were the criteria and indicators defined in 
the project suitable to identify the vulnerable 
population?  


• Beneficiary selection is the responsibility of LGA agents, whereby criteria are set by 
SEMA. Additional considerations incorporated by the project, as appropriate 


 
 


 
o   o   o   o   o 


 Was the beneficiary selection balanced in 
terms of gender? Was there a use of sex-
disaggregated data?  
 
 
 
 
 


• The addressed beneficiary unit for 2 project sectors (WASH, FSL) are households, 
where gender-disaggregation of data does not make sense; the number of girls and 
boys among the (statistically 5) children to a HH would not really be a suitable criterion. 


• The case is different with the FSL cash aid and ongoing follow-up and advice: here 
individuals were chosen along a balanced gender quota, with the category “Widow” as 
an particular element of vulnerability 


 


 


 
o   o   o   o   o 


 What are the remaining gaps or continuation 
of intervention that need to be covered within 
the target area?  


• With the recently intensifying of BH attacks in the region, influx of IDP is ongoing, and 
respective extension of the programme is required resp. timely and necessary (OFDA 
II) 


• Also, in the view of SEMA, additional areas need to be covered such as  
- shelter 







- education 
- return / Reintegration 


   •  


Efficiency  
 
o   o   o   o   o 


 Has the project attained its objectives and 
results in the most cost-effective way 
assuring a good value for money?  
 How economically were the 
resources/inputs converted into results?  


• AFC staff at all levels have been found to assure cost-effectivity at all levels, without 
neglecting quality (in particular in WASH infrastructure and equipment) 


• The favourable exchange rate USD/NN has considerably increased available funds, so 
that additional interventions were made possible (1.000 HH in Bornu state) 


  
o   o   o   o   o 


 How efficient was the project approach 
taken? Were there alternative approaches 
that would have been more cost-effective 
without affecting quality?  


• Given the short time of actual intervention (delays due to dynamic environment and 
security restriction to movements / presence in the field) the search for other 
approaches was not an issue. 


• However, the example of using unspent funds (currency gains) for an additional 
emergency distribution in the neighbouring Bornu state shows high flexibility in reaction 
to changed situations 


   •  


Effectiveness o   o   o   o   o  To which extent does the project reach the 
planned targets against the proposal 
indicators in a timely manner? What were 
themain challenges?  (Quantitative)  


• All quantitative planned targets were achieved (and indeed considerable numbers 
beyond, in a reaction to a new emergency situation in Bornu State) against set 
(quantitative) indicators. 


• Main challenges were extended restricted access to project areas due to security 
situation  


 o   o   o   o   o  To which extent does the project reach the 
planned targets against the proposal 
indicators in a timely manner? What were the 
main challenges?  (qualitative) 
 


• On the other hand, qualitative results / objectives had no adequate indicators, and thus 
were not captured by the M&E system. Results there remain poor, and if achieved, 
probably not due to programme activities (own capacities of beneficiaries) 


• Main challenges were mobilisation / identification of suitable community / LGA structure 
to promote and support this aspect of programme implementation 


 


 


 


 


o   o   o   o   o  How successfully did ACF ensure that 
communities were involved throughout the 
programme cycle? What was the level of 
participation of the communities during the 
targeting process and the implementation of 
the project?  


• Host communities –through existing traditional and –to a limited extent- a rudimentary 
community development structure- have been formally involved in the programme from 
selection to distribution and monitoring. This however within the limitations of national / 
state legislation and procedures: SEMA is decisive (as the central coordinator) from 
beneficiary selection to implementation. 


 o   o   o   o   o  How successfully did ACF ensure that IDPs 
were involved throughout the programme 
cycle? What was the level of participation of 
IDPs during the targeting process and the 


• IDPs were mostly not given access to participation in the programme implementation 
(neither targeting nor later). 
The fact that this evaluation question does not address the IDPs as an own entity 
(besides the local communities) is another indicator that IDPs were not included in the 







implementation of the project?  programmes participation approach. 
 o   o   o   o   o  How has the project responded to positive 


and negative factors (both foreseen and 
unforeseen) that arose throughout the 
implementation process? Has the project 
team been able to adapt the implementation 
process in order to overcome these obstacles 
without hindering the effectiveness of the 
project?  


• The highly volatile situation leading populations to leave their homes and become IDPs 
also affected repeatedly the programmes activities. In particular security considerations 
and frequent incidents of armed attacks in the project areas caused considerable 
delays in the delivery of planned services and goods. In the circumstances, the 
programme team was able to implement all planned activities within a restricted space 
of time. This was due to a high degree flexibility allowing to react adequately to these 
limitations, and to overcome these objective obstacles. 


 o   o   o   o   o  How effective have management capacities 
and arrangements been but in place to 
support the achievement of results?  
–WASH infrastructure / NFI  / FSL cash  


• Project management capacities / structures put in place by ACF itself are of high 
standard and reliability, in particular as far as WASH infrastructure is concerned. The 
same applies for the swift allocation of NFI and cash aid for FSL.  


 o   o   o   o   o  How effective have management capacities 
and arrangements been but in place to 
support the achievement of results?  
–training – awareness building measures- 


• As to WASH related awareness building measures (sanitation and hygiene) as well as 
FSL small business training and follow up, training modules applied, and organisation 
of trainings are far from being suitable to contribute to achievement of expected results. 
Also, the follow-up system for micro-enterprises (by EW, CV and field assistants) is not 
adequate. Success depends more on the beneficiaries’ existing capacities (and thus 
also on the right choice during the selection process)  


   •  


Likelihood of Impact / 
Sustainability 


o   o   o   o   o  What unforeseen and expected outcomes 
were caused by or contributed to by the 
intervention, and why did these occur?  


• The most visible unforeseen outcome has been the NIF support to IDP camps in 
neighbouring Bornu, at the request of the government, and made possible by additional 
availability of NN funds due to favourable exchange rates. 


• This additional effort was also due to the flexibility and availability of ACF staff to 
undertake this additional and highly relevant action 


 o   o   o   o   o  What measures, and with what success, did 
ACF ensure that all interventions were 
sustainable - quality hardware?  


• WASH infrastructure has considerably contributed to long lasting equipment with 
reduced maintenance cost (solar pumps, particular corrosion protected pipes etc.), 
which also may serve as an example for future GoN investment in this sector 


 o   o   o   o   o  What measures, and with what success, did 
ACF ensure that all interventions were 
sustainable – training   


• The mostly one-day training events (WASH, small business) are not suitable for any 
sustainable impact (see above): awareness changes (in sanitation/health) need 
ongoing interventions beyond the perspective of an emergency project, and business 
development would require qualified follow-up over at least one year. 


 o   o   o   o   o  What measures, and with what success, did • There was no element of resilience capacity development with government entities 







ACF ensure that all interventions were 
sustainable - integration with government 
departments and resilience? 


planned, nor was such an intervention requested or accepted by SEMA or other GoN / 
Yobe State stakeholders.   


 o   o   o   o   o  Has the strategy for sustainability of project 
results been clearly defined?  
 
 
 


• There is no separate sustainability strategy suggested in project planning documents, 
which would go beyond the PCM/LF inbuilt sustainability criterion.  


• An obvious option in HA project is the transition from HA to development (such as the 
EU LRRD concept). 


• In the particular situation of these IDPs, the long term (sustainability) option is obviously 
the return to, reintegration in and reconstruction of devastates communities of origin. 


• SEMA has indicated that this is an issue to be taken in consideration, and such 
contingency planning for return/RI would be an adequate sustainability strategy in the 
given situation 


 o   o   o   o   o  Assess and evaluate ACF’s exit strategy. • A formal end of grant meeting (standard ACF procedure) is being prepared-  
• In the light of the OFDA II perspective, an exit strategy is not required , at that stage 
• Also, the main partner/stakeholder SEMA is strongly counting on ACFs (and OFDAs) 


ongoing support, considering that the Boko Haram attacks are increasing the number of 
IDPs in Yobe state. 
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Workshop Preliminary Findings: Guide for groups 
 


Materials: 
- Flipchart papers 
- Markers  
 
How to proceed: 


 
• Nominate a secretary   


 
• Discuss questions / subjects required (as per attached list of 


questions / subjects) 
 


• Formulate replies / comments / proposals in common (find 
consensus) 
 


• Write down replies / comments / proposals on flipchart 
(secretary; writing to be well readable for presentation / 
documentation) 
 


• If necessary, formulate / work on additional questions / subjects 
of your choice 
 
 


 
 


  







Questions / Subjects 
 


1. Required clarifications on findings presented; 
questions 


 


2. Which of the presented findings do you agree with / support? 
 
Why? 


 


3. Which of the presented findings do you not agree with / reject? 
 
Why? 


 


4. In your opinion, which aspects are lacking ? 
 
Propose / write down these aspects  


 


5. Comments on MAPP matrix and the suggesting ranking / 
validation 
Reference to 
- evaluation criteria 
- evaluation questions 


 


6. Any other messages to be passed on in the evaluation report 
 
- to AFC (Country Office, HQ) 
- to OFDA 
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Group Results World Café 


Group 1 


1) Clarification 
 


- Overall objective too ambitious, while specific objective realistic (?) 
- Gender sensitive (toilet) for work environment  - ACF?   Health facilities? 
- SEMA setting selection criteria: 


Interference with ACF’s transparency, independence, neutrality etc. 
- One day training = not suitable, why rated 5? 
- Returns vs. increased support for IDPs: 


SEMA requesting support for return and reintegration while also requesting increased support 
for IDPs 


2) Agree 


3. Disagree 


We disagree that 
- overall objectives too ambitious 
- Quantitative indicators requested by donors (no qualitative indicators required) 
- M&E systems in concept & design are not up to the standard 
- quantitative data adequate & well documented – disagree 
- not always in line with donor requirements (ex: gender, livestock, agro) 
- no coordination in place in Yobe state – an issue at state level, not just with ACF 
- disaggregating by sex – HH vs. comm. 
- Volatile / insecure context – only 2 months out of 12. Maybe over-emphasised as an explanation for  
  some shortcomings 
- “timely manner” – no WASH construction in July – no follow up 
- management, esp. WASH, not particularly strong throughout the project duration 
- WASH infrastructure not very good quality 
  - collapsing latrines 
  - water points too low 
Sustainability strategy – not forcing reintegration 


Messaging 


- Better planning needed 
- Better follow-up needed 
- Lack of information in terms of implementation at a detailed level 
- Need recommendations, specific recommendations 


 


MAPP 
Details on methodology needed 
 


  







 


Group 2 


1. Lessons Learned 
a) IDP HH                
b) IDP+Host HH                - Forgetting criteria 
c) Host HH                        - Defining the profile 


2. CRM policy approach – preferred feedback mechanism as agreed on but needs clarification on 2 


3. EW/CV – accepted + clear but need concrete recommendations + actions 


4. M&E ok and accepted 
- propose format on IDP movement on what kind of information to collect 
- Gender disaggregation – donor requirement 


5. Coordination – yes agreed – but UNHCR have just started to set up various working groups. 
However all stakeholder kick off meetings done for every project. 


6. IDP return and RI: Not policy but a position paper to anticipate the needs and also ensure ACF to 
make use of INGO forum positioning and guidance on this issue 


7. Mgmt: 1st ok; 2nd ok; 3rd ACF always does 


8. Operation:  
    a) noted and a plan to construct emergency latrines already launched 
    b) Noted – but outside our mandate but will advocate with appropriate agencies 
    c) Public points a priority – private can be considered based on population usage 
 
2. MAPP profile: 
Design 
1.Project documents are not original proposal --- ACF.UK 
5.agreed  
7.disagree – gender streamlining important 


Relevance 
1.Project supports Gov. on responding to pop. needs/consultation with line ministries (Ruwassa). 
   Also emergency project (capacity building limited) 
3. Harmonisation of NFI kits among agencies. Recognise importance of beneficiary participation + 
    feedback 
 
Coverage 
-The 3 most affected LGAs were covered out of the 7 
3: -does not make sense for community based targeting but ok for HH targeting 
    -HH targeting should be proportional to pop. Profile 


Effectiveness 
2:  -Donor OFDA does not have qualitative indicators  
              -will consider standard creation of LFA internally 


4: Selection committees set up with traditional leadership of the IDPs 
 
??? Clarification of questions 







Likelihood of Impact / Sustainability 
4. This was emergency response. Project equipment computer etc.  to enhance operational  
               capacity of NEMA office 


5. For WASH – yes, sustainable water points set up’ 
              Livelihoods: Adric. Dev. Prog (MOU) community extension workers followed up on livelihoods  
              activities      
               


  







 


Group 3 


1. Clarification 
- Definition of partner against stakeholder  (p.2 / 4) 
- Coverage (p.3 / 5 
- Effectiveness on capacities of beneficiaries / LG officials (4/4) 
- Challenges??  about mobilisation 
- Effectiveness of trainings 
- Likelihood of impact (p.5/7) 
- Coordination by ACF p. 3/2 


 


2. Agreed on 
- Gender sensitivity environment P. 2/1 
- M&E system needs - M&E system needs to strengthen (p. ¼-5, p.3/4) 
- IDPs /host community should have equal representation during decisions making process 
              (p. 4/6) 
- Proper LFA (p.1/1) 


 


5. Consistency on Ranking (p. 5 – bt. 3 – 6 


6. ACF: Lack of enough time at designing stage of proposals 
 
OFDA: 
Communities still need more support 







