
Introduction
The overall project goal is “to meet the basic needs of food insecure and vulnerable households through direct food assistance, protection and restoration of livelihood activities and restoration of local economy in the Gaza strip”. This evaluation is focused on assessing two impacts. First the impact for the food basket on the recipient families (result 1) and second the impact of the project on farmer income (result 2). 

The project contracted 252 farmers (project limit was 200) to produce a variety of vegetables for 1,000 older person headed households for a period of 23 weeks (6 months). The vegetables were collected from selected farmers, brought to various packing houses where they were sorted packaged and delivered to the recipient families. The project structure and supply chain was complex - HelpAge Partner CBO Community Committee Farmers Transport  Sorting & Packing Delivery Recipient family. The complexity of the supply chain added a number of problems on the supply side and diluted the overall impact of the project with respect to result 2 (farmer income and livelihoods). Result 1 was achieved with commendable results in terms of both quality and consistency of delivery.
Summary of findings
Recipient families
1. Food baskets were delivered and families received vegetables during the project cycle (Result 1 was achieved). 
2. Quality of the vegetables delivered to recipient families was excellent but not demanded.
3. Composition varied depending on availability and this was a limitation in the project.
4. The recipient families did not sell any of their vegetables.
5. Supply of vegetables enabled recipients to spend money on other food e.g. meat other vegetables. 
6. Quantity was inadequate due to variable family sizes and a uniform basket.
7. Uniform sized basket irrespective of family composition.
8. Short term relief provided but not sustainable.
9. Nutritional impact of the vegetable basket was limited.
Farmers
1. No significant or long term impact for farmer income (result 2 was not achieved).
2. No significant or long term impact on farmers productive capacity (result 2 was not achieved).
3. Duration of the project was too short and quantities too small to be meaningful for the farmers in terms of income or investment in productive capacity.
4. More farmers than anticipated were included in the project, which diluted the potential impact of the project on farmer income or productive capacity (252 farmers participated instead of the planned 200 farmers).
5. Excessively strict quality control on vegetable selection diluted the potential impact the project could have had on the poorer farmers (wealthy farmers with more resources produce better crops so the project inadvertently had a built in bias that would tend to favour better off farmers and side-line weaker/ poorer farmers). 
6. There was not link or attempt to specifically support weaker/poorer farmers improve their production.
7. Confusion in crop collection and farmer selection created a negative perception among the farmers.
8. Some farmers selected but did not participate in the project (This was not reliably verified).
Project Design
1. The design of the project was complex with many layers, which deflected funds away from recipients and lessened its potential impact of the project.
2. The project interfered with the market system rather than supporting farmers to produce more and achieve better access to the existing market system.
3. Cash grants or vouchers would have given the recipient families more choice. They could choose the composition, quantity and quality of the food basket. Most families we interviewed were going to the market anyway so a cash grant would not have been prejudicial. The exception was one very old lady and a family that was headed by a person with a disability. In these cases the delivered basket was perhaps a better option.

4. A cash grant for farmers given at the beginning of the project, instead of providing the 50% above market price would have enabled poorer farmers to invest in farm inputs and scale up their productivity.
5. Using a cash grant or voucher system for the 1,000 household would have ensured that we did not interfere with the market system. The payment of an additional 50% for the vegetables did not yield any significant return for the farmers anyway.
Methodology
This rapid and rather focused evaluation used a range of methodologies. The evaluation consisted of a review of the project documents, interviews with eight key informant families in four localities, three focus group discussions with farmers and interviews with a community committee, community based organization and the project partner. The evaluation team also visited some of the farms, examined the production in the greenhouses and had conversations with farmers working in their fields. Where possible information was crosschecked with several external sources and direct observation.
A document analysis of the project proposal, baseline study, mid-term internal evaluation, progress reports, and complaints reports was undertaken. The documents were used to measure progress against the proposal activities, outcomes and outputs; and to assess areas where the project would likely have had the most impact on the recipient’s livelihoods and food security.

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with a range of key informants including families who received the food baskets (in the localities of: El Zaytoon, Johr El Deek, Khanyonis, Khozaa), members from the participating Community Based Organizations (Olive Tree Protection National Association), members of the community committee (El Zaytoon) and the partner organization (Bait Al Mostaqbal Society).
Focus group discussion with selected farmer groups who cultivated the vegetables for the project (middle Area - Wadi El Salqa , Khanyonis - Khozaa , Rafah - Msabah Area). The discussions were informative but influenced by the stronger voices in the group. During all focus groups discussions there were other younger farmers present and they too provided input to the conversations. In two of the focus group discussions the external voice was stronger than the project participant voice and this diluted the effectiveness of the discussion, but at the same time provided useful insight on how crops were produced, marketed and how farmers in general perceived the project.
Practical observation was used while conducting the family interviews and during farm visits. Time was spend examining crops in green houses, noting crop production in the greenhouses and judging supply demand potential, observing the technology used and in the field and paying attention to group dynamics and non verbal communication between families and within the farmer groups.
The evaluation team sought physical evidence of income investments by farmers or discussed actual changes that had occurred as a result of farmers increased income.

Sample size for this evaluation was very small in relation to the overall size of the project. Therefore at best the observations are only indicative of the trends observed during the evaluation.  
Limitations
This evaluation was a rapid snapshot of likely impact and to inform future project design. Due to the very limited time for the fieldwork and the limited number of samples this evaluation is at best a generalisation of the likely impact that the project had on the recipients. Where we found conflicting or contradicting information we tried as much as possible to triangulate and crosscheck the information. For example the dispute between farmers and the partner with respect to produce procurement was difficult to finalise due to inadequate time and conflicting arguments. The following limitations were experienced during the evaluation: 

Time limitations: The time spent with informants or groups was too short for a number of reasons. 
· The three-day evaluation period meant that we could just visit a small sample of recipients across a limited number of sites.
· Insecurity in Gaza meant that field visits were restricted to a time slot of 8am to 3pm (security restriction)
· We were on a tight time schedule, which limited the amount of time with informants to explore leads or interesting threads of information. We tried as much as possible to prioritise our exploration.
Sample size too small: The sample was very small and does not represent a good cross section of the recipients. We did try and spread the sample across a few localities but this too was limited. We interviewed eight families, three farmer groups, one CBO, one community committee and the implementing partner.
Presence of HAI and partner staff during interviews: The evaluation team included project staff involved in implementing the project and this may have had an impact on the ability of informants, particularly recipient families, to speak freely about their perceptions of the project.
Presence of other family members during interviews: Most recipient families interviews were conducted in the presence of other family members. In most cases this was not a problem but in some instances the communication messages became mixed as different family members tried to manipulate the process or promote certain views. Where possible we have tried to ignored these manipulations, but some will inevitably creep in and influence the information. 
Language barrier: This was possibly the biggest barrier in the evaluation. All questions and answers were filtered through translation. Long replies from the recipients sometimes up to a 10 minute discussion was summarised and translated back to the evaluator in a few phrases. All requests for simultaneous translation were ignored. It is virtually impossible to determine and assess recipient information when the replies become so condensed. In some cases the translation information did not correspond to the body language and animated gestures transmitted by the recipients. Much of the more subtle information that can be gleaned from such interviews was unfortunately lost in the translation.
Biases: The evaluation was subjected to a number of biases that were introduced into the processes. The translation process, which was a summary of recipient responses, filtered out much of the information so the evaluation is biased towards what the translator wanted the evaluator to hear. It is impossible to determine what the exact nature of the discussions was due to this problem. As noted above the communication was often quite animated but the translation was “very different in both context and tone” – i.e. the translation did not synchronise with the body language and tones used by some recipients. There was a change in translator on day three of the evaluation and the information flow through the second translator was much higher and reached almost simultaneous translation, this was much better and we were able to learn some interesting lessons on day three. There was the typical “telling us what we want to hear” bias so sometimes information was contradicted during the same interview process. We cross-checked information with the complaints process and explored some contradictions but we do need to acknowledge that recipients often tell us what we want to hear and if they have received aid for an extended period they become well versed in this art. 
Result 1: Access to fresh vegetables (food baskets)
Result 1: 1000 food insecure and vulnerable households, headed by older men or women (6,460 people in total) have better access to fresh vegetables
This is a humanitarian response outcome which aims at providing food to recipients fro a limited period of time. This activity (within the current project) is unsustainable and obviously when the project ends so to will this activity end and the families will revert to their previous state of food insecurity. The project did not include any activities to enable recipient families to increase income of food production.
Immediate impact: The 1,000 food insecure families received vegetable baskets for the duration of the project (23 weeks). The supply of food baskets released cash normally spent on vegetables to be used for other needs including but not limited to other vegetables e.g. onions, chicken and meat and meeting other needs particularly health care and medicine. There was some limited impact on household nutrition but this is almost impossible to quantify.
Long-term impact: There is no significant long-term impact from this result.
General Observations Result 1
Delivery to recipients: All recipients received their food baskets.
Quality of baskets: The quality of the food baskets was excellent.
Quantity of items in the basket: Recipients felt that the size of the basket was insufficient for their needs. Families reported that the basket was only sufficient for four days (average). The basket was a “one fits all size” so obviously larger families received less per head than a smaller family. (This may explain the variance in the reported number of days that the basket lasted. The range was from 2 days - large family to 7 days – for a small family). The average family reported that the food would last 4 days. Providing an assortment of different sized fresh food basket was logistically impractical and one of the limitation of this model of intervention. Fresh produce needs to be harvested and distributed within the shortest period of time and complex packaging and distribution plans make the distribution of different sized baskets impractical.
Composition of the basket: All families reported that the composition of the basket was inconsistent. Important vegetables such as Okra and onion were absent while there were periods when there was a surplus of tomatoes or potatoes but very little eggplant. The basket came as is and there was no choice open to recipients with respect to its composition.
No Sales: No families reported selling any of the vegetables. The reason is quite simple there were not enough vegetables for the family to sell. They used everything for their own consumption.
Improved family wellbeing: Families reported that the food basket improved their wellbeing. Because they received a basket of fresh vegetables every week they were able to save the money they would normally have spent on vegetables and use the savings to buy, meat, chicken, drugs and medical bills (please see section below on the nutritional value of the food basket)
Food basket or cash: When offered the option of a 50 NIS cash payment instead of a food basket 62.5% said they would prefer cash, a further 25% said that they would prefer cash but only if the amount was between 80-100 NIS (this was explained by a group of families who lived far (up to 6km) from the local markets. 12.5% said they would prefer the basket (this was reflected by an older women and a family where the recipient was disabled and therefore found that receiving a food basket was much more appropriate to their particular needs). The general conclusion is that families would have preferred cash rather than the food basket.
Why cash? When asked why they preferred cash the replies predictably were that cash gave them more choice and control enabling them to buy more medium quality and a wider diversity of fruit and vegetables.
Vouchers: Families on the whole preferred cash to vouchers, but if they were to receive vouchers they would prefer cash voucher rather than commodity specific vouchers.
Impact on household nutrition

Our nutrition expert did a rough analysis of the daily ration for the family (not individual), substituting some products (e.g. peppers for cucumber and papaya for squash, assuming it is orange squash, i.e. rich in Vitamin A)
. 

General observations are:

a) This ration does not bring any significant calorie to the family: 675 Kcal per day for the family, while the requirement is 2,100 per person per day.

b) As expected because this is a fruit/veg basket, the calories come mainly from carbohydrates and very little from fat or proteins, which are essential to a balanced diet. In this regards, it is good that the ration includes potatoes, which are a source of proteins (poor quality though) and slow carbohydrates.

c) On the positive side, this ration brings quite a lot of Vitamins (very rich in Vitamin C, Vitamin A, Vitamin B= niacin+riboflavin+thiamine, very interesting for OP), and, to a lesser extent, minerals (Iodine, iron, Calcium).

This food basket has to be supplementing a ration bringing enough calories, proteins and fats to each family member. If this is the only source of food, people are going to starve rapidly.
However, if associated with a general ration (see note below) including staple food, fats and proteins, this basket is a very interesting source of vitamins and minerals, and provides some welcome diversity in the diet. Our nutrition surveys show that poor diet diversity is a risk factor of malnutrition for older people, thus diet diversity is important.
Note: some of the recipients are refugees (not sure of the percentage) and as such receive a general food ration from the UN. The remainder of the recipients are Palestinians of whom a percentage receives a cash grant (700 NIS every three months) from the Ministry of Social Welfare. Therefore we could assume that the food basket in the case of refugees would be a supplement to the general ration. We could also infer that the remainder of the recipients do have access to some cash (they told us they buy other vegetables, chicken and meat) and therefore would have a basic albeit limited intake of carbohydrates, fats and protein.

Conclusion Result 1
1. The project achieved the objective of enabling 1000 food insecure and vulnerable households, headed by older men or women to have better access to fresh vegetables. The project delivered quality food baskets on time and the provision of food baskets did improve family food intake and nutrition.
2. There was no significant long tem impact from this activity.
3. Cash transfer would have been more cost effective and preferred by the recipients. It can be argued that a cash transfer would have achieved even higher levels of food security with less intervention and staff time. The savings from overhead costs could have been translated into additional or increased cash transfer amounts. Cash would have enabled recipient to make their own choices enabling them to buy more medium quality vegetables and other essential food supplies.
Recommendation
In future programming consider using cash transfers as it is less disruptive to the market system, offers recipients more control and choice and is certainly much easier to deliver that a complex system of collecting, packaging and delivering food baskets to 1,000 families every week. The savings from the logistical arrangements can be translated into additional cash transfers either extending the period of the project or by increasing the number of families.

If there was a strong justification for linking producers to consumers (normally this is the market) then the project should consider using a voucher system. While vouchers are more laborious than cash they are certainly less intensive and complex than the system of delivering 1,000 fresh vegetable baskets each week.
Improved household income of 200 farmers
 Result 2: The livelihood and household income of 200 farmers aged 55 years and over (approx. 1,300 persons) is improved by the end of the project
This is a development outcome, which aims at improving the livelihoods and income of 200 older farmers (the project actually targeted 252 farmers which further diluted the potential income for all farmers). This is an ambitious result considering the duration of the project and the amount of variable support each farmer would receive. If all things were equal each farmer would supply the project with roughly 1.5 tons of fresh vegetables during the lifespan of the project. To the uninitiated, one and a half tons of fresh produce may seem like a rather large amount but to the farmer and the bank balance this gross tonnage will indeed render only a very small profit. Simply put, the project duration is too short and the volumes of produce purchased were too low to render any significant income return or result in any significant impact for the farmers and their productive capacity.
Immediate impact: The farmers had access to a guaranteed market that would pay them 50% above the prevailing market value for their produce so this did in effect increase farm income. However the duration and volumes of the project are both too short and too small to render any significant or sustainable income for the farmers and their families. The net result was in terms of short term impact was therefore were found to be insignificant.
Long-term impact: There is no significant long-term impact from this result

General observations Result 2
This portion of the project rendered much less positive results than anticipated. The focus group discussion with farmers revealed many challenges, which were not anticipated by the evaluation team, though we did try to ascertain the causes as much as possible given the limited time we had in the field.

Too many farmers: The implementation of the project targeted 252 farmers instead of the planned 200 farmers, which diluted the potential income for all farmers.
Increase farm income: Farmers reported that their income increased between 40% to 20%. The increase in farm income is expected since the project was paying farmers 50% above market value. However there were serious challenges in the procurement process and not all farmers benefited equally from the project (This problem is discussed in more detail below).
Increase farmer household income: Two groups reported no increase in household income while one group reported an increase of around 20%. We can conclude that the effect of the project on farmer household income was low and not all farmers benefited equally from the project.
Profits used to increase future income: Nearly all farmers reported that the project did not make any contribution towards increasing their future income or productive assets. Only one farmer was able to invest in the repair of his greenhouse and the project only contributed a small portion to the overall investment to repairing the greenhouse. Another farmer reported investing in poultry but on a follow up assessment we concluded that the poultry investment was likely to yield a negative return as the inputs far exceeded the potential returns. Therefore the project did not contribute to any significant increase in productive capacity.
Investments in productive assets: No farmers (except the farmer who repaired his greenhouse and the farmer who was dabbling with poultry) were able to invest in any productive assets. The project cycle was too short and the volumes purchased too low to render any significant profits for investment in production assets
Improvements in productive capacity: None - expect the one farmer who was able to invest in repairing his greenhouse.
Long-term changes to farmer livelihood: None
Conclusion: The project had very little impact on farmer income and made no contribution to increasing their productive capacity.

The focus group discussions with the farmers revealed a number of challenges that they faced during the implementation of the project. These challenges are summarised in the section below.

Challenges faced by the farmers

Farmers cited a number of problems that they experienced during the implementation of the project. These problems were also highlighted when we met with the community committee (from El Zaytoon) and one of the CBOs (Olive Tree Protection National Association). We summarise all the farmer related challenges in this section:

The quest for quality: There is no doubt that the food baskets were consistently of the very highest quality. But this quality came at a price. Farmers reported challenges with the quality control processes. For example a farmer from the Khanyonis (Khozaa) group reported that he had supplied 500kg of tomatoes but later 210kg were returned to his farm, making it very difficult for him to sell the rejected crop on the market (he claimed they were damaged in transport). In this case the farmer’s profits were cancelled out by the losses caused from the stringent quality control. There was an intense discussion about quality and it is impossible to make a judgement without observing the produce that was rejected, but the impression we got was that the quality requirements might have been too stringent. Judging from the number of times this problem was raised by farmers, community committee and the CBOs, it is evident that the quest for quality was too stringent and may have been counterproductive with respect to the second objective of the project. 
Returned produce due to quality restrictions: Produce returned as unsuitable by the packinghouses created a real problem for farmers and it was much harder for the farmers to dispose of rejected produce. The net result was income losses for farmers, which actually worked against the result 2 objectives of increasing farmer income. Therefore o the one hand we worked very hard to increase farmer income yet on the other hand our strict quality control measures resulted in income losses for the same farmers we were trying to help. A bit of a paradox I think we should have avoided at all costs.
Don’t mess with the market: While we recognise the importance of quality control this raises the question about the implementation model and the challenges imposed on farmers. Why was it necessary for the project to act as a market force? What advantage did the project add that the market couldn’t add? Why were we so obsessed with quality, it actually worked against us in the end?
In a normal market scenario the farmer sells bulk produce to a number of traders who in turn sell the produce on the market to consumers. The traders may sell through various outlets e.g. selling the highest quality to supermarkets, hotels and restaurants; the remainder is sorted and sold in the fresh produce market. Even here produce is sorted into various grades the lower quality being cheaper. The trader will be trying to move the product as quickly as possible while making the highest possible profits. Nothing is wasted and spoilt vegetables are often taken home and fed to the pigs (which is another business on the side). For the trader profit is king and losses are to be minimised as much as possible. The buyer on the other hand is looking for the highest quality at the lowest possible price, but will forsake some quality to obtain higher quantities or to save money. Therefore the buyer and seller are at opposite ends of the spectrum in terms of bargaining. The buyer with cash can buy exactly what she wants at the lowest possible price. Furthermore she can select a lower quality product in order to get more for her money.  Buyers browse the stalls looking for the best deals. They select, examine, haggle and look for bargains and buy exactly the quantity and quality they need to feed their families.  By giving families a basket we took away choice and reduced overall efficiency.
Avoid creating a parallel market: If recipients received cash and farmers brought their produce to market the process is obviously simple and self-regulating. A high number of recipient families informed us that they would have been satisfied with medium quality vegetables if it meant higher quantities for the family basket. If the project had not engaged in creating a parallel market it is likely that many of the problems reported by farmers would have been eliminated.
Inconsistencies and unfairness in procurement: Farmers, the CBO and the community committee all complained of the inconsistent procurement of buying produce from farmers. There were some heated and animated discussions during the meeting with the CBO and the community committee indicating that the procurement process was neither transparent nor consistent. (Note: We were unable to verify this situation or gather more information but it is clear that there was a problem in the procurement process). It is also clear that, as an agency HelpAge should not have been supporting a process that interfered with the normal marketing process or created a parallel market system.
Markets are competitive and self selecting: Because the project set up a complex system that was in effect a parallel market and processing system it introduced several potential problem areas into the system. (a) Farmer selection was increased (252 farmers were targeted instead of the planned 200 farmers. (b) Since 25% more farmers were selected than project defined the impact on individual farmers was diluted. (c) There were too many suppliers in a limited demand system (because it’s a closed market).
Did the project really improve the farmer’s income: Since HelpAge as the only buyer that selected only the choicest products and rejected any produce that was less than perfect. Farmers were left with produce that they needed to sell on the market in a hurry thus diluting their bargaining power on the market. The result was that if their produce was rejected then they lost income (so it was counter productive). While it is true that HelpAge paid 50% above the market rates the inverse effect was that farmers harvested a larger than normal crop and through the selection process the packinghouses rejected a fairly high percentage of produce. The net result was that in general while the farmers were making a nice profit on the produce HelpAge was buying they were losing profits on the rejected surplus produce that HelpAge rejected (Note: some farmers reported having all their produce rejected and one wonders about the advantage of this system). We know from discussions with the farmers that the impact of the project was insignificant in terms of household income and productive capacity. An alternative approach such as a productive grant given to the farmers at the start of the project would have been more influential with respect to improving their productive capacity.
Process of buying produce from farmers: We received a number of complaints that the process of buying produce from the farmers was unfair. We spoke to famers who were told to pick crops, which were then not collected or deferred due to quality control reasons. Other farmers reported that they were selected for inclusion but never actually selected. These complaints were very hard to confirm, but the discussions were animated and heated so we can conclude that there were problems with this complex system. This problem (whether confirmed or not) does however indicate again that we as an agency should not be interfering with a market system. We introduce more problems (selection bias, inequality in selection, excessive quality control, inconsistent buying process) than we actually solve. For example providing 200 of the most vulnerable farmers with a production grant that could have been used at the start of the project to increase their productive capacity would most likely have had a much more positive impact than the complex system we used.
Ghost farmers and favouritism: We received complaints during the meetings with the CBO and the community committee that there were ghost farmers and that some farmers were favoured above others. We were unable to verify any of these complaints.
Short duration and low production volumes: In a farming context the project period was too short and the production volume too low to have any significant impact on either farmer income or as a potential boost to their productive capacity. This project had limited if any investment potential for the farmers
Farm subsidy based on your ability to produce: The system we used was basically a farm subsidy that favoured farmers who could produce the best crops. This means logically that the strongest farmers would have received the most benefit from the system. As a humanitarian agency we should be looking to support the development of the weakest farmers. Therefore rather than introducing a farm subsidy based on production (which would benefit the strongest) we could have provided a production cash grant at the beginning of the project to 200 poorest/weakest older farmers and supported them to improve their productive capacity.
Bias that would favour the strongest: the project inadvertently introduced an unintentional bias that would favour richer stronger farmers. Those that could produce the highest quality in large volumes would benefit most form the system. Weaker farmers who could not meet the stringent quality standards would benefit least from the project. A more objective approach would have been to select the weakest farmers who needed support to improve their productive capacity and then provide them with a cash grant together with some technical/marketing support (our partner was well positioned to provide this support). 
Cash grant at the start of the project: The cash grant concept was based on the idea of providing the farmers with a grant equal to the maximum amount paid for their produce. Most farmers once they understood the concept of an initial cash grant preferred the idea of a single production grant at the beginning of the project. This would have enabled them to invest in farm inputs, they would not have needed to take farm loans and there would have been equality in the distribution of benefits. There were some farmers who rejected the idea of advance cash grant stating that they were likely to loose on the deal. They argued that if the market prices increased significantly then they would receive less from the cash grant than they could potentially earn on the existing system. However this is a false perception since the project caped prices anyway. 
General Conclusion: The farmers would have been better served if we had selected the 200 most vulnerable farmers who needed support to improve their productive capacity and then provide them with a cash grant and technical/marketing support.

Alternative project design/approach
The project could be improved by: 
1. Reducing the number of layers in the project. We could have provided cash grants to the families and a production cash grant to the farmers thus cutting away the many layers in the project and freeing up resources for other activities.
2. Farmers could have been supported with technical capacity from our partners and the community committees could have been used to support the marketing of the produce.
3. Cash grants would have given the families more choice with respect to the size, quality and composition of the basket.
4. If there was a strong requirement to link producers to recipient families then a vegetable voucher system would have been much more appropriate in terms of allowing families to choose yet ensuring that farmers had a market for their produce. This approach is less disruptive to the normal market forces that the system we used in this project. 
5. If we removed the complex system of procurement, packing and distribution and moved to cash grants or vegetable voucher system much of the money spent on packaging, sorting, warehousing and transport could have been used for more productive efforts e.g. supporting the poor farmers or increasing the number of recipients (or the duration) of the project.
6. The project would benefit from adopting an approach that would ensure that we were specifically targeting the poorer more vulnerable older farmers.
7. The project would have benefited in the use of the partners, CBO’s and community committees to monitor and judge the wellbeing of both the recipient families and the farmers.
8. The project would be well served if it considered collaboration with the Ministry of Social Welfare on cash grants (perhaps we could have used the same transfer mechanism). Note: this idea would work for Palestinians but not for the refugees included in the project.
Conclusion
The project achieved Result 1 but did not achieve any significant impact with respect to Result 2. The project duration was too short and in general is unsustainable. However for the duration of the project families received a regular vegetable basket that was of an exceptionally high quality. The project would have achieved a higher impact return if the delivery system was designed along a cash grant or vegetable voucher system rather than the prescriptive approach adopted by the project. The benefit to farmers would have been higher if we had provided a production cash grant at the beginning of the project so that they could invest in productive assets. 

END
Impact Evaluation Report


Promoting food security for vulnerable older women and men and their families in Gaza strip

















� The analysis tool used is NutVal 3.0.
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