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The Evaluation of food security programmes in the West Bank from the
perspective of the beneficiaries and the implementing organization.

Case study: Food security programmes funded by the Welfare
Association

Prepared by: Fayha Issa Nijem.
Superviced by: Dr. Azzam Saleh.

Abstract:

The current study focused on the evaluation of food security programmes in the West Bank
from the perspective of the beneficiaries and of the implementing organization, taking food
security programmes funded by the Welfare Association (WA), which is an independent
Palestinian development organization, as a case study owing to the long history of this
organization in the contribution to the Palestinian development process.

The evaluation of food security programmes in the West Bank from the perspective of the
implementing organizations was carried out by measuring project relevance with the
detected needs, project efficiency and project sustainability. It also examined the phases of
project evaluation carried out by the WA and the assessment of project impact on
beneficiary organizations.

The study also examined the evaluation of food security projects from the perspective of
project beneficiaries looking at areas such as the impact of the projects in terms of
beneficiaries” degree of satisfaction from the services provided by the implementing
organization and the project’s impact on the economic situation of the beneficiaries as well
as project sustainability.

The population of the study included in the first place, beneficiary organizations of the WA
who received at least one grant from the WA for implementing a food security project
during the period between 2007 and 2010. The total number of beneficiary organizations
who fulfilled these criteria was 8 organizations. In the second place, the population of the
study included beneficiary farmers of the projects implemented by these organizations was
452 farmers distributed throughout the different villages of the West Bank.

The selected sample of the study targeted all the beneficiary organizations who
implemented food security projects during the period 2007-2010 and a randomly sample of
the beneficiary farmers totaled 207 farmers.

The study was designed and carried out according to the descriptive approach, using the
method of personal interviews with beneficiary organizations and beneficiary farmers for
primary data collection.. After data collection and verification, data analysis was carried
out using the statistical analysis software SPSS.



The results showed that most of these organizations had access to the national strategies
before designing their food security programme, 5 of the beneficiary organizations did not
have a published strategic plan, whereas a large proportion of beneficiary organizations
confirmed that the WA-funded projects contributed to the achievement of their strategic
objectives. The results also showed that all beneficiary organizations conducted surveys for
assessing the needs of their target groups with the participation of the local community
institutions in the targeted sites. The results showed that the beneficiaries participated in
the phase of project implementation but were not involved in the phases of project design
and monitoring. With regards to project evaluation, the results demonstrated that half of
the beneficiary organizations conducted evaluations which were carried out by the project
coordinators. The evaluations took into consideration the basic standards of the evaluation
process whereas the concept of evaluation was restricted to the delivery of administrative
completion reports without the verification of the implemented activities.

The results also showed that the percentage of women benefitting from the project was
83% of the total beneficiaries. Regarding to the level of communication with the
beneficiaries, the results of the interviews showed that the level of communication was not
satisfactory since 49% of the beneficiaries were not familiar with the name of the
beneficiary organization and 70% of the beneficiaries did not identify the name of the
funding party. The results also demonstrated that 81% of the beneficiaries were satisfied
with the services that they received from the project. Whereas, the level of satisfaction of
the beneficiaries with the interest of the organizations in the projects was 47% and the
level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries in the follow up of the project by the beneficiary
organizations was 36%.

The study concluded with a set of recommendations including the dedication of greater
efforts by the WA and their partner organizations to ensure the implementation of a system
of monitoring and evaluation of projects for the future use of the information produced by
the system in improving the design and implementation of future projects regardless of the
absence of project coordinators; it is recommended to initiate the coordination process
among partner organizations before the process of beneficiary selection to ensure
maximum impact and effectiveness. Finally, the WA should take into consideration the
results of the conducted evaluations in its funding decisions.
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