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Glossary

SDC  Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (Swiss Ministry of Foreign Affairs)
IFRC International Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies

MRCS Mongolian Red Cross Society

BRC  British Red Cross Society

CfH Cash for Herder Project

VCA  Vulnerability Capacity Assessment

RCRC Red Cross & Red Crescent

NDMA Mongolian National Disaster Management Unit

Aimag [mongol.] administrative unit (equivalent for Province)

Soum [mongol.] administrative unit (equivalent for District)

Bag [mongol.] administrative unit (equivalent for Village)

Dzud [mongol.] Harsh winter conditions with frozen snow cover putting at risk the survival

Tg

of domestic animals
Tugrig, Mongolian currency (1000Tg eq. 1 US$ eq. 1.2 CHF)
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Management Comments by SDC

SDC herewith accepts the report on the "Joint SDC-IFRC External Review on In-kind and Cash
Distribution Projects in 2003 in Zavkhan Aimag, Mongolia" as presented by Mr. Dietz and Ms. M.L.
Weighill. SDC also expresses its high appreciation of the competent and efficient work done by the
evaluation team, in the field and in providing the report.

The results of this review confirm SDC's point of view on impact effectiveness, efficiency and
appropriateness of cash approaches. As a matter of fact, the external view represents an important
feedback to SDC when considering future projects in Mongolia and elsewhere.

The findings of the joint-evaluation provide evidence to SDC willingness to place emphasis on cash
distribution projects as an equal option of humanitarian assistance, beside the "classical" in-kind or
food delivery, as well in existential emergency as in structural poverty situations.

Furthermore, the review affirms SDC's implementing experiences and subsequent efforts to allocate
its proper value to Cash projects on the humanitarian agenda, which demands to correct its subliminal
label of being unsustainable, uncontrollable and prone to misuse and fraud.

The realisation of this external review required a high amount of dedication, mutual thrust, open mind
and close cooperation of all involved actors.

| address my personal thanks to my counterpart at IFRC Asia & Pacific department in Geneva, Mr.
Sugai Satoshi, to the IFRC head of delegation in Ulaanbaatar, Mr. Udaya Regmi, to the involved
representatives of the MRCS and the BRC and to the Swiss Cooperation Office in Ulaanbaatar for
constructively supporting and facilitating this evaluation.

Mathias Rickli, Head "Project Team Cash"
SDC, Humanitarian Aid Department
Bern, Switzerland

Management Comments by IFRC

The IFRC welcomes this opportunity to explore creative humanitarian assistance mechanisms to
assist the most vulnerable. This review identifies that there can be indications in which both in-kind
and cash disbursements are helpful and that, indeed, the very poor are often best served by timely
relief through in-kind donations.

The IFRC emphasizes at this point that the objective of the Red Cross food aid component of the Red
Cross & Red Crescent (RCRC) project was specifically aimed at relief and never intended to address
longer term development. It was also concerned with a much wider concentration of relief in Mongolia
at this time.

It is particularly relevant that the review looked at an opportunity to explore ways to support the
recovery stages of the Dzud disaster in Mongolia by providing cash to re-build existing livelihoods or
seek to create alternative ones. Whilst this approach in relief is historically and traditionally different to
the in-kind approach of the RCRC, the recent emphasis on disaster risk reduction brings with it the
need to open up to additional creative solutions.
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Within the region, the MRCS have been particularly proactive in this area in its decision to engage in
Vulnerability Capacity Assessment (VCA) in early 2002 and a change in emphasis of its emergency
appeal in late 2002. Being acutely aware of the risk of donor fatigue due to two concurrent relief
appeals in 2001 and 2002, MRCS decided to include activities relating to assisting people ‘live with
disaster’ as well as the important food aid.

The appeal included warm clothes to encourage parents to send their children to school despite the
Dzud. They also identified that in order to help herders to continue work, boots would also be useful.
Although not mentioned in this report, psychological support was also highlighted. This acknowledged
the MRCS’s concern about the toll on human endurance brought about by the intensity of family
suffering through repeated severe winter Dzuds.

The MRCS is a well respected institution that is part of an important ‘social culture’ of Mongolian
society and has a working network at all levels. The report acknowledges that the MRCS in-kind
donations were well received by those beneficiaries interviewed and that it prevented these families
from selling off the small material assets they possessed in order to buy food.

What has emerged from this review is that creative solutions that begin to address linking relief and
development might include a combined approach where in-kind and cash disbursements could be
explored more in the right circumstances. Cooperative partnerships could be developed where RCRC
does what it usually does best - provide in-kind relief — whilst other agencies provide well managed
cash disbursements aimed at disaster recovery through livelihood support. In this way, vulnerability
due to poverty could be reduced as the livelihood support acts as disaster risk reduction anticipating
the next seasonal disaster. In terms of cash disbursements as an emergency relief response, the
IFRC remains cautious but notes the possibilities highlighted in this report.

There are important lessons learned by the SDC, the IFRC and the MRCS within this review. There is
a need to improve beneficiary selection, procurement and distribution. As acknowledged by the
review, this includes more attention paid to local capacity building in any future cash disbursement
initiatives. Additionally, the RCRC needs to be continually seeking ways to reduce overhead costs,
closing the time lag between assessment and delivery of aid and the potential for irregularities.

The Federation has much confidence in the MRCS track record of dedication in bringing relief to the
most vulnerable. Its learning through the VCA and the change in emphasis in the 2002 emergency
appeal are commendable. It must also be said that the MRCS is highly regarded by the public for its
relief work. The ceremonial ambience associated with aid distribution appears to be rather cultural in
the region and not restricted to Mongolia alone. It appears related to the ‘occasion’ of the event and
celebrating the RCRC Movement rather than any intention to reduce the dignity of citizens receiving
assistance.

IFRC acknowledges the SDC and the British Red Cross for undertaking research which acknowledges
that all experience is ‘learning’ and that we need to continue to improve our combined efforts. IFRC
also points out the need to view this report in relation to the different target beneficiaries, the numbers
of Aimags involved and the intended purpose of the Red Cross and SDC projects.

Finally, some of the most vulnerable in Mongolia have benefited from the combined efforts of the
MRCS, the IFRC and SDC through an opportunity to explore in-kind and cash disbursement projects.
It is clear that both may have their place in relief and recovery whilst also contributing to disaster risk
reduction in Mongolia.
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Executive Summary

Obijective

The main objective of this review was to obtain an external view of the quality of the in-kind
distribution programme, implemented by IFRC/MRCS, and the Cash for Herder project,
implemented by SDC. The evaluation also aimed at making a direct comparison of the two
approaches with regard to appropriateness and with regard to the impact at household level
to draw learning for future similar interventions. The evaluation undertaken did not seek to
assess or to compare institutions or the whole of the IFRC/MRCS Dzud Emergency Relief
Programme.

Situation of Zavkhan aimag

Mongolia and Zavkhan aimag’ in particular suffered severe winter conditions in consecutive
years since 1999. Millions of animals perished and the livelihood of many thousands of
herder families were seriously affected. Since herding is key in Mongolia’s economy many
more people were affected, not just herders.

By summer 2003 Zavkhan aimag was in a recovery / rehabilitation situation; it was not an
emergency. Markets and supply chains were functioning. There was no increase in food
prices due to shortages, only due to increased transportation costs. Zavkhan aimag is one of
the poorest provinces and 60% of the population is considered poor or very poor. In order to
get through the winter of 2003 / 2004 without external assistance many of them would have
had to generate additional income to buy food (wheat) by selling services (e.g. firewood), by
selling animals and by taking up loans. Mutual help within a khot-ail, a kin and
neighbourhood community would have supported those in need as well.

The MRCS Programme

The Mongolian Red Cross Society launched an emergency appeal in January 2003 after an
assessment mission had confirmed the seriousness of the situation in November 2002. The
appeal proposed to help approximately 19,000 impoverished families in rural and urban
areas with wheat flour, children’s clothing and boots. Zavkhan aimag was one of 17
provinces to be included.

Due to delays in raising the funds and acquiring the wheat flour the Red Cross started the
enlisting of beneficiaries in April 2003. The Mongolian Red Cross has an infrastructure with a
presence of functionaries that reaches right down to the district level. Potential beneficiaries
were identified by local community leaders on the basis of the criteria proposed by the
assessment mission. The lists were finalised by selection committees at the district level,
which included local leaders and functionaries, some of them were also Red Cross
functionaries. The actual distribution of the in-kind items took place in the soum? centres in
October 2003.

The Red Cross scheme was largely managed by local capacities on the ground while the
logistics had been handled from Ulaanbaatar by a foreign expert. The set of criteria for
selecting beneficiaries was less rigid (compared with the SDC project) which provided more
flexibility on the ground and room for decision-making for local selection committees. On the
other hand this may have led to a situation in which some families were enlisted as
beneficiaries who, looking for instance at the size of their herd, we wondered whether they

! Aimag: Administrative unit: province
2 Soum: Administrative unit: district (second tier)
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belonged to the group of vulnerable people and thus had qualified to enter the list of
beneficiaries.

In view of the existing and functioning local markets it was a rather expensive and elaborate
exercise to identify and organise the supply of wheat flour from Kazakhstan. Because of bulk
purchase the price for the flour purchased by the Red Cross was approximately 25% lower
than wheat flour in local soum shops.

Beneficiaries did appreciate receiving the in-kind contribution and there was hardly a criticial
comment regarding quality of the produce. However, only few people were able to use the
money saved from not having to buy wheat flour and spend it in areas that would generate a
long-term income for them, since cash at hand in most beneficiary families was nil or near nil.
Long term impact from the provision of wheat flour, shoes and clothing was therefore rather
small. It did help beneficiaries not to further increase their debts and to avoid selling animals
for raising necessary cash for buying food.

SDC’s Cash for Herder Project

SDC assessed the situation in Zavkhan aimag in June 2003 and decided to run a project
providing a one-fold cash payment to impoverished herders and animal owners.

SDC sent a team of two Swiss experts experienced with cash programmes in emergency
situations who took up their work in the aimag centre in August 2003. Local leaders were
requested to draft the beneficiary lists on the basis of the criteria developed by the SDC
assessment mission. The Swiss team verified the lists. A final list was available in September
and the cash disbursement was conducted through the Agricultural Bank to beneficiaries in
October.

The Cash for Herder scheme used clear and rigid criteria. The project lacked mechanisms
for flexibility on the ground, necessary to adjust criteria and conditions in order to consider for
instance hardship cases that did not fit the set criteria. Furthermore, flexibility was required
with regard to the criteria to be able and enlist the targeted number of beneficiaries. The
project, however, did achieve this goal in the end.

Local participation was more focused on assistance and support; decision making was
essentially done by the Swiss team.

The impact achieved with the selected target group was significant. Many people used the
opportunity to invest into assets from which they may benefit over a long period. The cash
approach made use of the creativity and experience of beneficiary families to develop
strategies out of their crisis and start implement them.

The cost of running the programme (personnel, office, etc) were comparatively low with 25%
of the total available budget.

The Cash for Herder project showed that poor people and people under severe economic
stress are very well capable to handle cash responsibly and develop and take strategic
decisions on what to spend the money in order to improve the livelihood of their families in
the medium and long term.

In situations in which a population has been exposed to severe economic stress over some
time and in which a trading and market infrastructure is still intact while no rampant inflation
exists, it seems that the cash approach used by SDC offers significant advantages over the
in-kind approach: response and preparation time is short, overheads can be kept low and,
most important, beneficiaries do become economic and social actors in their own community
again, taking their decisions on how to spend the money.

\
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3aBxaH auMartT XMMC3IH YHINr33HUM 6GarMiH TannaHrmMmnH XypaaHryu
(Executive Summary in Mongolian language)
3opunro

2004 oHbl 9-p capa 3aBxaH anMarT XUArAC3H YHOMM33HUA axnblH YHOC3H 30punro Hb OnoH
yncbiH Ynaad 3aranvan 6a YnaanH XaeupraH Cap HwiaramnaryyouiiH Xon6oo, MoHronbiH
YnaaH 3aranman Hunramnarsac (MY3H) 3aBxaH amart 2003 oHAO X3pankyyncaH 6apaa
MamepuarsnbIiH mycnamxuliH xemené6ep, MeH TyxanH xun LsenuapuinH Xenkun, XamTblH
AxunnnaraaHbl AreHtnaraac (SDC) xapankyyncaH “Manydad 3opuyncaH 63/13H MOH20HUU
mycnamx” xeTenbepuiH yp AyHO TYNryypnaH O93pX TyCrnamkuiH xanbapyyn Xaparuas
lWaapanarag HUNU3X, XYHA33 Xypd 4Yagax Oyn 9caxsa XeHANeHrMWH AYrHAaNT rapraxag
YArNaracaH. TYYHUNAH 3A4radp TYCNaMXUNH XaNbapyyauiH yp AYHT Wyyd Xapbuyyrmk
Y3COHI3P Uaallum X3panKyynax anvBaa TyCnaMXWH YWN axunnaraar X3pxaH yp OYHTan
6onrox, TycnaMXvHa xaMpargcaH epxXunH ambXupraang, anb TepriuiH Tycnamx unyy 6oamt
Henee y3yymk Oanraar TOAOPXOWMOXbIr 30PbCOH. YHAMrasHum 6ar Hb X3panKyynary
GanryynnaryyablH yin axunnaraar xapbuyynax, MY3H-3ac ramwrmiH yen y3yyngar
sapanTtan TYCNaMXKXuUnH XeTenbepunH ynn axunnaraaHg YHananT erexmmr 30pmoryn 60moxoir
9HZ OHLOH TAMAJITIAX Hb 3YNTIM HOM.

3aBxaH aiMrMiH Tyxang

1999 oH GONOH TyyHWA Japaax Xunyyasg MOHron OpHbl HUWT HYTIMWAM XamapcaH 3yA4
TOXMOX, Man Cypar OfIOH casiap XOPOr4COHOOP Manyng YnaMxX XaMXKI3HUIA XOXUPOS aMCCaH.
HaH ganaHrysa 3aBxaH anmar 3ygaHg XaMrMiH MX33p HIPBIrACOH alMryyablH HIr M.
3aBxaH alMrMnH xyBbz SA4YYPNbIH TYBLUMH XaMruiH eHgep 6ereeg HUMT XyH aMblH 60% Hb
am3ar Oyloy HaH siayy Oynart xamparggar 6amHa. YyH3sc ragHa man ax axyh Hb MoHron
OpPHbl 9AWMH 3acruiiH ron canbap 6ongor yypaac 3yaaHa 3eBXeH Manyug H3pB3Ir4ACaH roBan
epeecren onnronT 60nox oM.

[asp aypacaH xyrauaaHg Xagunragp davranuinH ramwur, 3y Hyypnax 6ancaH 4 2003 oHbl
3yH Oyly Tecen xapankux yen 3aBxaH anMmart 3yAblH XYHA ye eHrepd, uarmiH Ganpan
TOrTBOpXMX OGampantanm GancaH 6GaviHa. TyxaH yen OpPOH HYTIMAH 3ax 333/IUMAH YN
axunnaraa, HAANYYNanT x3BunH GarncaH. XapuH 2003 oHO XYHCHWUA OYT33rOsXyYHUA YH3
ecceH Hb 0apaa TaBaapblH xomcgonooc 6yc LwataxyyHbl YHUMH ecenteec YyAC3H
TI3BIPNANTUNH 3apdan eCCoHTIN XONOG0OTOoN oM.

2003 oHA 3aBxaH anmarT Tecern xapankaaryn 6ancadH 6on manumng 2003/2004 oHbl eBRMAT
OHTAM faBaxblH TyN4 gapaax 3yWunuir Xxmnmx 6ancaH rogar Hb YHANradHUM gBLa TOLOPXOW
6oncoH oM. YyHA, XOON XYHC, ©BMUMH MALWW33 O3NTraXMIUH Tyng HAr Xacar Hb Manaa 3apx
Oopnyynax, 9BCaN LeeH ManTan Har Xacar Hb Mo Tynad 63nTrax 3amaap OpJorbiH 3X YYCB3p
oun Gonrox 6onomxkTon GancaH GarHa. YYH33C ragHa ep 3935 TaBbX Oank eBnunr gaBax
BancaH xymyyc 4 6arnicaH. MeH ambgparnbiH 6G0NOMX MyyTarh Manyug OfloH TOOHbI ManTamn
annbir TYLWWITI3H ambparnaa 3anryyngar, 3CBaJ1 UeeH TOOHbl ManTtam epx rapyyd XoT
annaap xamTpaH H3r HAraH4d3 Tycarmk A3MXKOSM canx ynamknan owun rogrmir 4 6ac sHAa
OypAax XaparTan.

MY3H-M1H raMmwirmmH TycnamxuinH xetenoep

MoHron opoHA Xun AapaanaH TOXMOCOH raH 3yd, GavranviiH ramwmr yramK X3MKIIHWUIN
XOXUPOI YYpYYIK, apd TYMHUWA ambgpan M3gargaxyny goponTtcoH ragrmir 2002 oHbl 11
cap XMWCAH yHanraa Ttogopxow xapyyncaH Tyn 2003 oHbl 1 capg MY3H onoH HunTtag
XaHOaX ramwrMiH xXyHa Hexueng Oyn apg TYM3aHA Tycnax ypuwanra rapracaH. OH3 Hb HURT

Vil
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17 anmruiir xamapcaH xoT, xefeerunH 19000 rapyn epxepn rypun, XyyxauiH rytan xysuac
39pragp Tycnax ypuwanra GamcaH. OHAXYy TycrnamXuHi XampargcaH avMryyablH H3r Hb
3aBxaH anmar oM.

[aapx ypuanrblH garyy XxaHavB Uyrnyynax, MeH XaHAMBbIH MeHreep LaapgnaraTam
XOMXKI3HUM rypun Oydaa HUNMYYN3X axnbil TYWUITIOX34 HIM3d4 TeBertan GarcHaac
XeTenbepuinH X3p3aNKUNT yaaalnpy TycrnaMXvHa Xxampargax epxumir cCoHrox axunn 2003 oHbl
4 cappg axancaH. MY3H Hb MoHron yncelH Oyx ammar cym, OYYPruvH X3MXK39HO HIMK
canbapTan, 4OTOOA CYIK33 CalH xenkceH banryynnara oM. Cym, OYYPrunH TyBLUMHG OPOH
HYTIMAH youpgnara Hb YHANragHui Garaac rapracaH TOAOPXOW LIaAnNryypbiH —garyy
TyCnamXuHA, Xampargax epxXunH Hapcunir GypayyncaH. HapcuiiH xarcaanTtbir cym, AyypruviH
yompanara, MY3H-uiH cym, ayypar gsox canbapblH axunTtaH 33praac OypacaH Komuce
XAMNanuaK, SU3CM3H WNMNAB3PNAXK, Tycnamxunir rapayynax axnbeir 2003 oHbl 10 capg opoH
HyTarT Hb 30XMOH BanryyncaH 6anHa.

MY3H-niH TycnamxuiH HUANYYNaNT, XyBaapunanTblH axnbir YnaaH6aatap xoToA
TOBMOPYYN3H, ragHblH M3PraXuUnTaH XapuyuaH axunnax GancaH 4 OpOH HyTarT 333HA4 Hb
XYPrax axnblr HYTTMAH yaupanara eepcaee 30xuvoH GanryyncaH. Tycnamxuhg xampargax
OPXUNT COHIOX Lanryyp ysH xataH 6arncar tyn (SDC-uiH wanryyptan xapbuyynaxazg) OpoH
HYTTMMH yaupanarag anueaa acyyanbir rasap 439p Hb WMRABapnax 6onowmkron GamncaH
GanHa. XapuH wanryypblH yaH xaTaH Gangan Hb 3apum Tanaapaa cyn Tantanm 60noxbir
xapyyncaH. XKuwaanaxag 3apuM HAr epxXunH ManblH TOOr aBY Y33X34 YHIX33P TyCrnaMxXuHA
xampargax waapanaratan am3ar OynruinH epx 6ancaH ragart apransas Tepyyik danraa om.

OpOH HYTIMAH 3ax 3331, HUANYYNaNT XaBUIH OaricaH yea KasakctaHaac rypyn HUANYYCaH
Hb Mall eHAep epTerta B60MCOH. XapuH rypunbir HAr raspaac Mx X3aMXKI3rasp aBCaH Tyn
XygangaH ascaH 6eeHun yH3 Hb CyMaHz 3aparggar rypunblH YH33c gapyn 25% 6ara 6aicaH
GanHa.

TycnamxunHg xampargcaH Xymyyc XyHg 63px uar yeq erceH TyCrnaMxXuinr Tanapxantanraap
XYN33H aBcaH 6ereeq HWWANYYNCaH TycnamxkuiiH GapaaHbl YaHapblH Tanaap smap 4
LWYYMXITON rapaaryi. XapuH OYTSH XUIWMIAH X3parudaraa XaHrax rypuntam 6oncHooc rypun
XygangaH aBaxag 3apuyynax 6aricaH MeHree XaMHaX, ssMapBaa Har OpriorbiH 39X YYCBIpPTan
6onoxoa 3apuyyncaH XyH Maw ueeH 6arinaa. OH3 Hb HAr Tanaap mManyapiH rap A3sp 6anaH
MeHre GanHra Gamparrymtam xonbooTonm oM. TUAMS3C rytan XyBuac, Typusl OfrOCOH Hb
TyXawH uar yeaas epxuiiH ambxupraan 604bTon XyBb HAM3P Y3YYCAH Y yaaaH XyrauaaHbl
Typwua y3yynax yp AyH Oaratam rax pyrHax 6onHo. Heree Tanaap aa maTtepuanbiH
TycnamX Hb Manygag Xoof XYHC33 aBaxblH Tyng HAIMX ep 333N TaBuX, LeeH X349H Marnaa
3apX YPIrayynax 33prasac CapruniiCHIspas 3epar tantan Gannaa.

SDC-UrH 63n13H MOHIreHUN Tycnamx

WeenuapunH Xenkun, XamtblH AxwunnaraanHbl AreHtnaraac 2003 oHbl 6 capg 3aBxaH
aMMart YHanrasHuh 6Gar axwunnax, 3ygaHg HIpBaracaH OGampgang LYrHAnT XWUWH, KX
X3MXK33HUIN MarblH XOXMPOST aMCcCaH, 3M33r OynrminH manumng 60noH man Oyxuin npragan Har
yOaarunH 63ansH MeHreHnn 6yuanTrym TyCraMX ONiroXoop LWWMNABIPNIC3H.

Tycnamxuiii ynn axunnaraar 2003 oHbl 8-p capaac LUsenuapuinH Xon600HblI YNCbiH X0EP
M3PraXUNTHUA BypangsaxXyyHTIM TOCNUNH Bar XapankyyrncaH. QHAXYY XOEP MIPraXUNT3H Hb
raMmwrmnH yeg 6ansH MeHreep Tycnax yWn axwunnaraar ygaa gapaa Xapankyyimk Gancad
apBUWH TypLunaratam xymyyc oM. Teceng xampargarcablr COHroH wanrapyynaxgaa SDC-aac
XaTyy wanryyp y3yynanT TOrTOOH, YYHWWA Jaryy OpPOH HYTIMWH yaupanara TycrnamxXuHA
xampargax 6onoMK OyXun epxXuiH XarcaanTbilr raprax TOCNUNH GarT XypryyncaH. TecnuinH
Oar yr >xarcaanTbil XdHaH wWanracaH OGereepn Teceng Xampargax XyMYYCUAH HOPCWUIH

Vil
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XarcaanTblH aucuinH xyeunbapbir 2003 oHbl 9 capg 6atancaH 6anHa. BanaH MeHre omnrox
axnbIr Tyc oHbl 10 capa XAAH GaHkHbl canbapyygaap gamxyyrnaH 30X1oH 6anryyncaH.
“Manugapg 3opuyncaH 63anaH MeHre” Tecen xampargax epxunH Wanryyp xatyy TOrTOOr4coH
GancHaac OpOH HYTMMIH TYBLUMHA rapcaH anveBaa acyyanbir WMNABIPNAxXa ysaH xaTtaH b6anx
Gonomxryi 6arcaH G6arHa. NiAMasc WwanryypbIr XaHrax Yagaaryi 4 TycnamXxuHg Xxampyynax
3aMNWryn waapgnaratai XyHO HeXUWIMWH ann epxXuir xapransaH y39xX ysH xaTaH Gangan
aytargantai GamcaH Hb xapargnaa. YYHI33C ragHa Teceng Xampyyrnax epXuiH Too
xsi3raaptan bGanicaH Gereepn 3H3XYY XaTyy TOITOOCOH LUAMTYYpbIr TOCMUAH X3P3NKUNTUNH
ABUAL eepunex waapgnaratai ©60ncoH. MMmaac 4 TeneBneceH TOOHblI epXuUNUr Teceng
XampyynaxblH Tyng wanryypbir ysaH xataH O6onrox eepuuncHeep TOCNUWH Gar 3SUCUKH
30punrogoo xypy 4YagcaH 6amHa. Tycnamxuir 30XMoH Ganryynax axung OpOH HYTIUMH
yaupanarbiH Tycrnamx A3MXKIarMir aBy 6ancaH 4 anueaa acyyanbir Tecen Xapankyynax 6ar
Ove gaaH 3U3CNaH WKNaBapnax dancaH 6anHa.

BanaH MeHre oNrocoH Hb Tecena xampargcaH epxviiH aMmbXupraar 433LWyynaxag eHaep ad
xonoorgonton GancaH. Tecena xampargarcablH UX3HX Hb Tycrnampkaap OfroracoH MeHree
Laawng TOrTBOPTOM yp awraa erex opriorbiH 3X yycBap 6uin ©omnrox 3ymng sapuyyncad.
MAmaac 4 G3N3H MEHreHWh TyCrnamKUWAH Yp AYHA 3apyMM ann epx 3OWWAH 3acruiH XYHL
Oargnaac rapax apra 3ambir 3panNXUImK, ambXuypraaraa A33LWNAYYNA3X asTan HexXummnr
Oypayymk YagcaH 6anHa. Tecnuinr xapankyynaxag 3apuyyficaH yin axunnaraaHbl 3apgan
Hb HUWT TecBUNH 25% OancaH Hb XxapbuaHryi 6ara 3apanaap Xapankyyrnax GonoMXTounr
XapyyJik 6arHa.

Manugag 69Mn3H MeHre onrox Tecen X3pPanKYYNC3H Hb SA4yy awnn epx, 3AWAH 3acruiH
XYHOP3NTan Ganraa XymMyyc MEHreHp xapwuyunaratal xaHgax, eepTtee yp awurtan syung
3apuUyyimk Yagax Ganraar To4opxon XapyyrncaH. Xagunurasp sgyy 3yayy Y racaH ann epxyyn
6HEe6 MapraallunH X3paruasHass Oyc, TSOHUW ambapanbir JOPBUTON camxpyynax 3yung
3apuyynax WwunaBap raprax yagcaH 6anHa.

UnHxyy 093p aypacaH 3ywnyyaunr yHA3CNaH 3aBxaH anmarTt axunnacaH yHanrasHum Gar
[apaax AyrHanTuir raprax 6anna. YyHa:

- OpoOH HYTIMIAH 3ax 3931, Xygangaa Hanmaa X3BUiH aBargax G6anraa sguinH 3acrumnH
TOrTBOPTON Hexuena uar 3yypblH GanranuinH 63pxLwaang HIpBaraAcaH apa upragaj
Oapaa maTepuanbiH Tycriamxkaac 63M3H MEHreHW TyCcnamXuH Xanbap Hb Unyy
TOXMPOMXKTOM Tycramx Gongor 6anHa.

- BansH meHreHunn Tycnamx Hb 60rMHO XyrauaaHg Gara 3apanaap 3o0xvoH bawnryynax
BGonomxTonroopoo oHunor 6ereen am3ar OYNrMMH UPragunr OpoH HyTartaa AaxuH
30UNH 3acrMiiH YagaexuTam uprag 6onoxog Hb 604MT XyBb HAM3p opyynaar GanHa.

- Yyrasp 30rcoxryn TyxarlH WProgsg MeHree eepuinH X3parudasHur paryy sapuyynax
BGonoMXK OnroX, COHroNT erareepee AaByy Tantaum M.
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1. Background to the Evaluation

IFRC / MRCS have a long experience in relief activities in favour of the nomadic population
in remote Mongolia suffering from the harsh environmental conditions. The Mongolia Red
Cross Society has an infrastructure structure that reaches right down to the soum (district)
level.

Under the socialist regime that prevailed until the start of the 1990s, Mongolia made great
progress in improving human development indicators, and poverty was virtually unknown.
Political and economic transition in the 1990s brought about a rapid rise in asset and income
inequality, and at least a third of the population has been living in poverty since 1995. Many
workers made redundant from uneconomic state-owned enterprises were absorbed into the
extensive livestock sector in rural areas and by the growing informal economy in urban
areas. The livestock sector grew dramatically, with herders accounting for over a third of the
total population and half of the active labour force by the late 1990s. Three consecutive years
of drought and harsh winters in 1999-2002 then drastically reduced the national herd. These
trends have to be viewed against a backdrop of relative neglect of the livestock sector in
development priorities and a decline in agricultural productivity. Pressures on common
pasture have mounted, and conflict over grazing is becoming endemic. In such a context,
sustainable management of Mongolia's pastoral commons should be central to the country's
economic development agenda in general, and to its poverty reduction strategy in particular.

SDC started to provide humanitarian assistance in 2000 upon IFRC and UN emergency
appeals. In 2002 and 2003, SDC funded and implemented two cash projects in Gobi-Altai
and Zavkhan aimag respectively.

SDC has run cash programmes in emergency situations in other countries too. The
organisation is interested to learn and understand better the factors which are key for
successful cash programmes. SDC maintains a close dialogue with several other institutions
which either research or implement cash programmes in emergency situations.

2. Objectives of the Evaluation

The main objective of this review was to obtain an external view of the quality of the in-kind
distribution programme, implemented by IFRC/MRCS, and the Cash for Herder project,
implemented by SDC. Both were carried out in the same location and during the same time
period serving the same target population. For this reason it was thought that a direct
comparison of the two approaches with regard to appropriateness and with regard to the
impact at household level was possible to draw learning for future similar interventions.

It should be understood that the evaluation and research undertaken did not seek to evaluate
or to compare institutions or programmes. The evaluation compared the two

approaches, in-kind and cash, explicitly taking as its unit of analysis the dzud*-affected
household in Zavkhan Aimag which had received either in kind or in cash assistance during
the autumn of 2003.

The Mongolian Red Cross had several other components in the programme such as for
instance disaster preparedness and capacity building which were outside the scope of this
evaluation.

* Dzud: very severe winter, often preceded by very dry summers
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3. Background to the Humanitarian Assistance Measures of SDC
and IFRC/MRCS

3.1 Zavkhan Aimag

Zavkhan aimag lies approximately 1,000 km west of Ulaanbaatar. It covers an area of 82,500
km? with a population of 82,900 in 20,200 households (Figures of 2003). 50% of the
households (10,100) are in herding. The total number of livestock runs to 1,443,200.

The aimag was hit by several severe dzuds and droughts since winter of 1999/2000. As a
result, herders in Zavkhan aimag have lost altogether 1.1 mio animals which accounts for
over 50% of its total livestock counted in the end of 1999.

Over 1,100 herder families had lost all their livestock and 4,448 herder families were left only
less than 20% of what they owned before.

Unemployment rate in Zavkhan aimag as a whole is 40.6% as of July 2003. Also a high
number of especially young adults remain in the countryside living off their parents.

Zavkhan aimag has the highest number of poor population in Mongolia living below poverty
line (with monthly income of 17.0 US $ per person). According to a recent survey carried out
by the Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare (2001), over 60% of total population of Zavkhan
aimag is classified as a poor. Out of total 21,647 families, 30.1% fall under poor category and
32.6% under very poor category.

3.2 SDC’s Cash for Herders (CfH) Project 2003

A 3 day assessment mission in Zavkhan aimag in June 2003 had shown the extent of
poverty of nomads in the region. Members of the assessment mission were the SDC
representative in Mongolia and the person responsible for Mongolia in SDC’s Humanitarian
Assistance Department in Bern. Many of the herders had less than 10-20 animals remaining,
"which is not enough to live and not enough to die", as some herders stated. A cash
programme in Zavkhan aimag was regarded as a suitable response to long-term dzud-
affected people.

The main objective of the project was to combat impoverishment in the long-term dzud-
affected region of Zavkhan aimag in north-western Mongolia. This was to be achieved by
providing highly vulnerable herder families with a one-fold cash contribution to cover most
urgent needs during the coming winter.

Project description

A total of 800,000 CHF were allocated for the project. Target groups were impoverished
herders in Zavkhan, the aimag that was most affected by the dzuds during the past years.

The following criteria for beneficiaries were finally agreed:

= Poor families according to government classification (US $ 0.50/day per person)
= Herder families owning less than 35% of animals compared with December 1999
= Families not considered by other relief programmes in 2003

= Families who live presently in the targeted area

The programme was implemented in all 24 soums of the aimag. Each soum received a
contingency of beneficiaries according to the percentage of herder families per soum and
weighted by the poverty level per soum compared with the aimag level.
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2,348 beneficiary families received a cash payment of 200,000 Tg which is equivalent to
approximately 200 US $. This amount needs to be placed in context: the government-defined
cut-off line for the income of vulnerable families is 15 US $ per family member per month.
Assuming a family with five members, the cut-off line for the family is 75 US $ per month.

The cash programme was implemented by two Swiss experts who were experienced in
managing cash programmes in emergencies. In a first phase, they randomly verified the
beneficiary lists that had been drawn up by bag* leaders. Prior to the payment process
through the Agricultural Bank of Mongolia, a proper announcement of procedures and rules
of the programme was communicated to the population.

After payments were effected, instructed monitors of a local women’s organisation visited
10% of randomly selected beneficiary families in order to ask beneficiaries how they had
used the contribution.

3.3 Mongolian Dzud Emergency Relief Programme of IFRC / MRCS

An international assessment mission (which included IFRC and MRCS staff and external
consultants) took place in November 2002 and recommended an emergency response. The
overall programme had contributed towards meeting the needs of 17,000 families with 5,434
MT of wheat flour in rations of 300 kg for rural areas and 150 kg in urban areas. Warm
clothing and boots were distributed under the scheme to 15,165 individuals residing in rural
areas.

The programme had set the following objectives:

Objective 1:

To ensure a minimum calorific intake for the most vulnerable men, women and children for a
period of six months by providing a supplementary ration of 300 kg of wheat flour per family
unit. This represents the equivalent of a daily ration of approximately 1,200 kcal.

Objective 2:
The second objective related to a food for work programme, which was not operated.

Objective 3:
To maintain or increase the school attendance of 19,313 very vulnerable children in the worst
affected areas through the provision of warm jackets and trousers.

Objective 4:

To provide adult boots for 15,165 herder households to enable herding to continue when
horses have died and/or when household economies have prevented the purchase of
adequate footwear.

The following criteria for selecting beneficiaries were applied:

= Lost all their livestock and had no alternative employment or living;

= Suffered high livestock losses and had no alternative employment or living;
= Are living in urban areas, are unregistered and unemployed.

A distribution of 1,000 tons of wheat flour was possible already in January 2003. Delays
occurred with procurement of the remaining amount due to the unpredictable arrival of
funding.

Numerous other components were part of the IFRC / MRCS programme which were not
covered by this evaluation. They included:

4 Bag: Administrative unit: village
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Advocacy:

Lobby other agencies to develop a coordinated strategy for more sustainable responses
to long term vulnerabilities.

Media/Public Information Plan:

Draw the attention of donors to the ongoing situation in Mongolia in both urban and rural
areas, and to the need for long term solutions for the plight of herders and ex-herders, as
well as to create and maintain visibility of Red Cross response to the disaster

Mongolian Red Cross Society Capacity Building:

Improve the information capacity of the Mongolian Red Cross.

Revitalise Red Cross local branches in seventeen soums

Strengthen the capacities of two humanitarian centres in Ulaanbaatar to deliver outreach
services to the urban poor.

Build up the logistics capacity of the MRCS

Improve MRCS headquarters and the Mongolian Federation delegation’s systems for
establishing baseline data collection, monitoring, reporting and evaluation.

Capacity of the Federation:

The ger of a por family in Yaroo soum

Mobilise the appropriate human, in kind and financial resources to provide efficient and
effective support to the national society for ten months.
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3.4 Comparing Key Features of the Two Projects in Zavkhan

SDC Cash For Herders

Int. Federation Red Cross /
Mongolian Red Cross

Date of initial assessment June 2003 November 2002
Launch of appeal, request of July 2003 January 2003
the funds

Date of start of project August 2003 February 2003
(personnel started to work)

Date of disbursement October 2003 October 2003
Number of Aimags covered 1 aimag (Zavkhan) 17 aimags
Total number beneficiaries 2,348 17,000

Total number of beneficiaries 2,348 1,330

in Zavkhan

Benefits provided in Zavkahn

Cash (200,000 Tg°)

300 kg wheat flour
1 set children’s cloths
1 pair of boots

Criteria for selecting
beneficiaries

= Poor families according to
government classification
(US $ 0.50/day per person)

= Herder families owning less
than 35% of animals
compared with December
1999

= Families not considered by
other relief programmes in
2003

= Families who live presently in
the targeted area

= Lost all their livestock and had
no alternative employment or
living.

=  Suffered high livestock losses
and had no alternative
employment or living.

= Are living in urban areas are
unregistered and
unemployed.

= Are not considered by other
relief programmes

Who managed the project /
programme

Swiss Development Cooperation

Mongolian Red Cross with support
from the Federation of the
International Red Cross

Role of local authorities, local Advisory role Decision-making (Red Cross

leaders functionaries are also
functionaries in local authorities)

Total budget 800,000 CHF 2,807,298 CHF

Budget going to beneficiaries 600,000 CHF 1,819,673 CHF

Budget for overheads and 200,000 CHF 987,625 CHF

other items

° Tugrig, Mongolian currency; 820 Tg / CHF (October 2003)
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4. Methodology of the Evaluation

The evaluation was carried out by a team composed of seven people:
= Ms.Handsuren Suvd; Mongolian Agricultural University (Team )

= Ms.Soyolmaa Dolgor, SDC (Team I)

= Mr.Batchuluun Ch., National Disaster Management Agency (Team 1)

= Mr. Martin Dietz, FAKT, external Reviewer (Team [)

Ms.Batgerel, Mongolian Red Cross Society (Team II)
= Ms.Otgontuya, International Federation of the Red Cross (Team II)
= Ms.Marie-Louise Weighill, British Red Cross Society (Team II)

Six soums (out of a total of 24) in Zavkhan aimag were selected along the criteria of
= |solation

= Poverty

= Degree to which they had been affected by dzuds

The SDC database drawn up during the programme was used for the selection of the soums.
The following soums were selected:

=  Tuduvtei

Yaruu

Songino

Telmen

Ikh-Uul

Ikh-Uul

Tosontsengel

A total of 24 beneficiaries (12 cash /12 in-kind) in 3 bags were interviewed in each soum
using a pre-structured questionnaire. For some interviews the teams were accompanied by
bag leaders, in other cases we were without local leader.

In addition the team leaders undertook a series of individual interviews with beneficiary
families and focus groups with local government representatives, traders and business
people, health professionals, teachers and children.

The team spent a total of 8 days in the field.
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5. The Situation in Zavkhan Aimag in 2003

The aimag was hit particularly hard by the dzuds in 1999/2000 and the following two years.
Most families had lost significant numbers of animals. Many herder families who had lost
most animals moved into soum centres and tried to make a living there. The number of
shops in soum centres, as an example, had increased several fold as former herders tried to
make a living from trading.

Local leaders emphasised that there was no acute hunger situation in the aimag in summer
2003 and it was not expected that people would go hungry in the following winter. In focus
group discussions local leaders stressed that no one in their soum would go hungry. Existing
systems of community support ensure that ‘no-one in a khot-ail goes hungry’ — a clear
system of kin and khot-ail/neighbourly support.

Traders confirmed in discussions that the demand for wheat flour, a basic food item that is
being traded, did not fall, even in the most severe dzud-caused stress situations.

The meat market was an interesting indicator for the stress situation. Beef has not been
available in the market for some time: people do not sell cattle at this point. If at all then
sheep are sold. Several traders bought animals from other aimags for slaughter and sale of
meat.

Asked for their coping strategies (“How would you have coped if you had not received the
cash / in-kind support?”), people refered mainly to the sale of animals, tapping other sources
of income (making firewood for others, hunting, etc) and borrowing money (Fig. 1). It is
interesting that the number of in-kind beneficiaries who would have sold animals was double
to those who were cash benéeficiaries. It may be that the latter were in a less difficult situation
and would have preferred to keep their assets.

Coping Strategies of Beneficiaries
@ In-kind @ Cash
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sell animals  other incomes borrow money pensions dont know, no answer
would have
been difficult

Fig. 1: Coping strategies of people interviewed in emergency situations

It is clear that Zavkhan in 2003 did not have an emergency or even a situation of ‘coping
failure’ but rather one of slow and bumpy recovery for the herder economy and the soums in
general.
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6. The Cash for Herders Project 2003

6.1 Implementation

The project was essentially implemented by a team of two experienced Swiss experts who
had operated already the SDC-funded Cash Project in Gobi Altay in 2002. They were
assisted by two interpreters, who also served as project assistants, one IT expert, two interns
and two drivers. The team set up an office in Uliastai along with an IT infrastructure (laptops,
server, printer, etc).

An amount of 800,000 CHF was budgeted for the Cash for Herder project by SDC in Bern,
which had to cover all expenses, including cost of implementation (which was limited to
25%). The amount of 200,000 Tg paid to each beneficiary family was chosen as to have
some significance in terms of the needed winter preparation on the one side and to assure
that the most affected families can be addressed with the budgeted money. It was mentioned
earlier already that this amount corresponds to approximately three months income of a
vulnerable 5 member family in rural areas (that is the cut-off line for vulnerable families by
Mongolian government definition).

Criteria for selecting beneficiaries

The criteria for the selection of beneficiaries were developed by the SDC assessment
mission (SDC representative in Ulaanbaatar and the person responsible for Mongolia in
Bern) who had travelled Zavkhan in June 2003. Hard criteria were used as to ensure that the
lists of beneficiaries could be developed in the shortest possible time. Hard criteria would
also reduce the risk of abuse. It was assumed that local authorities / leaders had the
required data at hand in order to draw up the list of beneficiaries.

The following final set of criteria were agreed upon:

= Poor families according to government classification (US $ 0.50/day(per person)
= Herder families owning less than 35% of animals compared to December 1999
= Families not considered by other relief programmes in 2003

= Families who live presently in the targeted area

Initially SDC had set 80% animals lost as a criterion. This was changed in the course of
compiling the beneficiary lists to 65% in order to enlist a larger number of beneficiaries and
so be able to use the available money.

The support was meant primarily for those herder families who had experienced significant
losses of their herd during the past 5 years. Impoverished families resident in soums were
intentionally not considered at the start. Again, in the course of drawing up the list of
beneficiaries the focus was shifted from herders to animal owners. And most families do own
animals.

Setting clear cut criteria had its advantage. It helped drawing up lists of beneficiaries, despite
problems experienced in the process. The percentage loss of animals was a difficult criterion
to assess reliably. It may have been better to simply use an absolute number of animals
remaining after the dzud, e.g. maximum 50 animals. Though, the percentage loss was an
indicator of the stress a family was under.

Most beneficiaries interviewed had understood the criteria and generally thought that they
were appropriate. A critical comment frequently raised by local leaders and officials was that
only individual families were considered as beneficiaries and no money was provided for the
community and for community-managed projects (well rehabilitation, fodder production, etc).
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We felt that this was a genuine concern, arguing that the Mongolian rural society is strongly
community oriented.

Listing of beneficiaries

The bag leaders were asked to draw up a list of beneficiaries according to the criteria in
August 2004. The beneficiaries for the Red Cross emergency programme had been selected
by bag leaders already in March 2004. It was assumed that many of the very vulnerable
families had been listed as beneficiaries for the Red Cross in-kind programme and were
therefore not entitled to be listed on the SDC list.

A CfH-committee was set up which was made up of representatives of soums. Members of
the committee were requested to review the lists and discuss them before they were passed
on to the SDC experts.

The initial lists drawn up by bag leaders for the CfH project apparently did not fit the set
criteria and the lists had to be returned for revision.

In the next round the number of selected beneficiaries were not sufficient for the funds that
needed to be spent. Thus, the criterion of 80% animals lost since 1999 was reduced to 65%.
Lists went back and forth which caused considerable irritations. In some cases up to a third
of the proposed beneficiaries on the list submitted were rejected (in Telman soum for
example 30 names were rejected and 72 accepted). This led to problems for the local
leadership in that they were held accountable by rejected potential beneficiaries for a
decision over which they had no control.

The aim to assure that only beneficiaries who clearly fitted with the set criteria on the one
side while wanting to spend all available money for the herders on the other side was difficult
to reconcile with the database available and with the methods used.

The project had mechanisms to learn and adjust as the process of drawing up the beneficiary
list was ongoing. Though it seems that the process of changing criteria and focus was not
easy the project was able to adjust. An apparent problem in that process was the question of
who had the mandate to adjust criteria and conditions for beneficiaries — the personnel in the
field or in headquarters.

Hardship fund

This fund had about CHF 32,000 to support 100-140 households who were not listed by the
CfH 1l project as beneficiaries, yet were exposed to high risk to be hit from shortage of food
during the next winter.

The local authorities suggested that the hardship fund will provide support among others to

= Severely dzud-affected high-member herder families who have lost their ger;

= Severely dzud-affected herder families, who moved to the aimag centre after having lost
all animals during the last 4 winters.

= Severely dzud-affected herder families, who were “forgotten” as potential beneficiaries by
the local leaders during the CfH registration process for different reasons.

= Very poor families, who have lived without registration and, subsequently without social
support, in the aimag centre for more than one year.

During the evaluation we did not single out specifically those hardship cases.

10
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Small Projects

Several small projects were funded which complemented the cash programme. They
included for instance the costs for printing a flyer on marmot plague and the cost for
transporting people for medical treatment to Ulaanbaatar. The bag leaders received CHF 50
(43,000 Tg) as a recognition of their efforts to draw up beneficiary lists and support the
project in different ways.

Targeting; cases of misuse

One of the assessment teams was told by beneficiaries in one bag that they had to pay the
bag leader an amount of 15,000 Tg to get on the beneficiary list.

In several cases it was observed that those community schemes for which people had not
paid in the past (for instance wolf protection or health insurances) cash beneficiaries were
forced to pay right after having received the money. These were amounts of 10,000 to
20,000 Tg.

The review teams did not find cases which significantly deviated from the set criteria. The
validity of those criteria, however, was challenged most often on the grounds that they
excluded the vulnerable non-herders — the soum centre interviews revealed significant
numbers of ex employees of government enterprises or administrations who had no
alternative source of income.

Asked whether they had received emergency assistance earlier, two thirds of the CfH
beneficiaries interviewed responded with yes. They had received assistance from either
ADRA or the Red Cross.

| % Numbers
No 32 23
Yes 68 49
72

Table 1: Did beneficiaries receive emergency aid in the years before?

That indicates that these families had been vulnerable for a longer period of time already.
They had received in-kind emergency assistance which helped them in the immediate
situation but did not really have a longer term impact on the economics of their household.

SDC'’s selection criterion of vulnerability was based on the government definition which is an
earning of less than US $ 0.50/day (per family member). The government definition for
vulnerability also refers to a maxium herd size of 50 animals. 20% of the families selected
were beyond the limit of 50 animals.

11
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Number of animals per family ( Sept 03)
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Fig. 2: Number of animals beneficiary families owed in September 2003

On average CfH beneficiaries held 23.3 animals in September 2003 while the average family
size was 4.8 members.

In terms of the issue of accountability to beneficiaries there were deficits. As explained
above, the SDC project targeting was essentially performed externally. The project did not
gather feedback on the perceptions and reactions of potential and rejected beneficiaries. We
did not learn of an appeals procedure.

Security, Risk

The issue of security was looked at as required by the terms of reference. The existence of a
stable and well functioning banking and administrative infrastructure meant that there were
no threats or concerns expressed regarding security on either operation.

Financial Accountability

The accounts of the SDC project were independently audited and there were clear,
transparent (albeit expensive) and effective financial safeguards in place.

Timing

Concerns around this issue were both seasonal (in terms of the time of year that the project
was launched) and related to the stage of dzud and the actual levels of vulnerability and
need manifest at the time of operation. A major concern for many herders who received the
cash was that if they were intending to use the money for restocking, October was not very
appropriate for the purchase of animals since prices for animals are high and there is
insufficient time to gather the necessary fodder resources to see them over the winter. It was

suggested that May to June was the best time to purchase animals. Prices for animals are
low at that time and people have sufficient time to take preparation for the winter. ,

Role of Local Authorities

Staff of local government units (soum and bag) drew up list of beneficiaries and submitted
them to the SDC project. Decisions were essentially taken by the Swiss expert team. As
noted already, this had caused considerable problems for the local administration in some

12
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areas. A joint workshop of bag and soum leaders was held with governors in the aimag
centre.

Using local knowledge and experience of the administration may have increased the
effectiveness and efficiency of the project significantly. It may have further improved the
quality of targeting, and it may have further enhanced the quality of support provided by local
leaders to beneficiaries on the question of how to use of the cash provided. Furthermore, it
would have been desirable to build up local local capacities for running such projects in
future.

6.2 Impact

Did the approach meet the needs of the beneficiaries?

We assumed that the needs of the beneficiaries were identified during the initial assessment.
The main objective of the project was to combat impoverishment. This was to be achieved by
providing highly vulnerable herder families a one-fold cash contribution to cover most urgent
needs during the coming winter.

The structured interviews with beneficiaries included the question for their most pressing
needs in summer 2003.

Pressing needs of families

70

60 -] |
& 50 - — — = Food
§ 40 + m Fodder
S 30 H ] O Clothing
g 20 + ] O other

i N

0 — ‘ ‘
1st priority  2nd priority 3rd priority 4th priority

Fig. 3: Pressing of needs of family in September 2003

Nearly 70% of the respondents mentioned that food was their first priority. The remaining
30% mentioned “others” as their most pressing needs. These included:

% of Respondents

Cash 35
Animals 25
Medical

treatment 12
Education 13

Others 15
Table 2: Breakdown of the category “other most pressing needs”

The fact that 70% of the respondents mentioned that food was their first priority has to be
seen in context. Herders always have to buy food; they produce meat and dairy products but
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have to buy all other food items, such as wheat flour, rice or potatoes. Furthermore, herders
are mostly strapped of cash and have to buy on credit, often repaying with kind like wool,
cashmere or meat.

More than half of the beneficiaries interviewed responded by saying they need cash and
animals.

The CfH Project provided people with cash. That gave people the opportunity and the choice
to spent money on their priority needs. Markets around them were functioning and people
had access to them.

Gender

No negative impacts on gender were observed. In rural households men do generally take
the decisions regarding the use of cash. This was confirmed by the questionnaires. The
money was in most cases spent on purchases that were in the interest of the whole family.

When asked who took the decision on how to spend the cash received we got the following
response:

| % of respondents

Husband 40
Wife 22
Both 35
Others 3

Table 3: Who decided on the use of the cash?

Local markets

Far from being an example of ‘market failure’, the traders interviewed revealed a local
economy that while struggling with unbelievably poor infrastructure, huge distances,
uncertain supply routes and high transportation costs, was in general able to supply local
people with desired products. While smaller traders were unable to sell wheat flour because
of the required working capital of procuring and transporting bulk from the aimag centre or
from Ulaanbaatar, there were in every soum centre visited at least five local traders who sold
wheat flour and they reported no difficulty in accessing sufficient quantities to meet the
requirements of those who received the cash in October.

Herders do most of their purchases in the local soum centre. Shop owners said that in the
time immediately following the cash distribution the demand went up briefly before it came
back to normal levels again. They could respond to the demand for food items and prices
were not affected. Price increases were rather caused by the increased costs for
transportation, but not by a sudden increase in demand.
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Fig. 4: Where did beneficiaries spend the cash they received?

The impact on local trade certainly has to be seen in context. The SDC scheme had
supported roughly 15% of the poorest households in the aimag. Shop owners in one soum
alone had outstanding loans that corresponded to the total SDC cash support for the soum.
Furthermore, most families would have done these food purchases anyway, whether the
SDC cash support would have come or not.

The SDC project had a very positive impact on shop owners, since beneficiaries used part of
the cash to repay loans. This helped the cash flow of the shop owners.

Migration

There is evidence that the cash distribution caused some ex herders who had moved to
soum centres as a result of having lost all their animals, to move back out into herding after
having bought animals with the cash. While conditions for the poor in the soum centres
seemed more difficult than those for poorer herders in the pastures, this phenomenon should
not be seen as an unqualified positive, As noted below there is a real issue as to whether
small scale herding can ever be economically viable on a sustained basis and there is a risk
that as with the restocking projects of UNDP in 2002, the newly bought animals will not
survive the winter in sufficient numbers to allow herding to continue and the family will be
forced back to the soum centre with no benefit to show for the cash.

Only in 5% of the beneficiaries interviewed did family members migrate during post
September 2003.

Impacts on the economy of beneficiary households

A key question was, on what did people spend the money they had received from the CfH
project and what impacts on household economics can be observed from use of the money.
The aim of the project was that people use the money primarily for winter preparation that is
food, clothing, fodder and animals as a source of meat.
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The following table shows that only few people spent all their money in on specific items but
rather spread it.

= Food Animals Fodder Repay loans Clothing Other
ercent o

% of respondents
0% 39 15 85 69 46 40
0-20% 32 4 15 19 22 19
21-40% 25 24 0 8 18 17
41-60% 3 31 0 3 10 9
61-80% 0 8 0 0 3 6
81-100% 1 18 0 0 1 8

Table 4:Categories on which beneficiaries spent money they had received from the CfH project

100% =
90%
80% - 081-100%
70% - W61-80%
o/ |
60% 041-60%
50% -
40% 021-40%
0 I
30% | | | B0-20%
20% _— — | 00%
10% —
0% I I I I I
Food Animals Fodder Repay Clothing Other
loans

Fig. 5: Categories on which beneficiaries spent how much money in percentage (Figures from Table
4)

In general people did not spend all their money in one particular category but rather spread
their spending. Only in the categories “animals” and “others” some people spent all the
money the received (6 families on animals, 7 families on “others”).

Fig. 6 shows how much money people spent in particular categories.

Most people (85%) purchased animals; next was food (61% of respondents), on “other”
(health, education, new forms of livelihood) 60% of the interviewees spent money. It is
interesting that only 15% used some of the money they had received on buying fodder.

These figures again underline our hypothesis made earlier that the situation in Zavkhan was
not an emergency in which people were forced to buy additional food by rather a recovery
situation.
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Fig 6: Amounts people spent on average in different categories

The purchase of animals

% of respondents No of animals
15 0

21 1

29 2-5

18 6-10

8 11-15

7 16-20

1 90

Table 5: Number of animals bought by beneficiaries

85% of the respondents had bought animals and spent on average 110,000 Tg for that.
Nearly 50% of the people bought between 2 and 10 animals.

Buying animals requires careful thinking and planning. People could opt either to buy a small
number of large animals (cows, yaks, camels) or a large number of small animals (goats,
sheep). Buying young animals was lower price, but had the risk of losing the animals in the
next winter. These were strategic decisions people had to take.

At this point a comparison should be taken with animal re-stocking projects that were
conducted in significant numbers during the past years in Mongolia, some also in Zavkhan
aimag. Development organisations and government provided animals to herders for
restocking their herds.

Generally these projects were considered not very successful. A key problem was that
animals died in subsequent winters and the herders’ situation worsened since they hat
received the animals not as a gift but were expected to repay the money.

In case of the SDC project the herder families received cash and it was left to them which
animals to buy. This may have been a key factor.

We asked people during the field research what a viable herd is and how many animals a
herder family requires to live a comfortable life. There was a considerable range of variation
and lack of consensus among herders as to what represents a minimum viable herd ranging
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from 3 and 20 bods (one bod is equivalent to 1 horse/ cattle, or 7 sheep, or 10 goats).
Another assumption was that a family needs 3 bod per adult and 1 or 2 bod per child.

The UNDP study Options for bringing herders’ assets into full productive use comes to the
conclusion that an average household needs approximately 200 animals to cover its costs;
families with smaller herd sizes are loss-making. However, the study does not differentiate
between animal species.

The type of animal people bought with the money from the CfH project included:

Cows Other big animals Goats Sheep
% respond. % respond. % respond. % respond.
None 71 86 69 63
1 animal 22 14 1 4
2 animals 3 0 0 0
3 animals 1 0 0 0
4 animals 3 0 0 0
<5 animals |0 0 17 23
<10 animals | 0 0 7 3
<15 animals |0 0 3 1
<20 animals | 0 0 1 4
<30 animals | 0 0 1 0
<40 animals | 0 0 0 0
<60animals |0 0 0 1

Table 6: Type of animals bought by beneficiaries

Yak, boht y a CfH bene cash received to save costs for hiring lorry

About 25% of the beneficiaries invested money to buy a small number of cows. They are
essential to assure the supply of dairy products for the family and provide of course also
meat. The majority of people tended to buy smaller animals that are goats and sheep. Goats
are an important source to generate cash from the sale of cashmere wool while sheep are an
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important source of meat. Buying small animals also reduces risks for herders: the
investment is spread over several units rather than one. Furthermore, cows were particularly
susceptible to dzud conditions.

Winter preparation was a key focus of the CfH project. An element of winter preparation is
the slaughtering of animals in November to provide meat through the winter. In November
nomads slaughter animals as a source of food.

% of respondents
None 51
1animal 33
2 animals 8
4 animals 2
5 animals 7

(Only those who bought animals)
Table 7: How many of those animals you bought did you slaughter for the winter?

It is interesting to see that 90% of the families interviewed mentioned that they slaughtered
only two or fewer of the animals they had bought with the cash received. That means that
most of the animals bought were not slaughtered but kept to expand the herd. It is likely that
people bought mainly young animals which were not ready for slaughter.

The figures show that beneficiaries invested about 55% of the money they received in buying
animals. The animals were essentially used to stock up herds. This was done strategically,
balancing between small and large and young and old animals.

No of animals in families

o Sep 04 m Sep 03

30
25
20
15 1
10

Frequency (%)

0 <6 <11 <21 <31 <51 <101 <201

Animals

Fig. 7: No of animals owned by herder families in September 2003 and September 2004

Fig. 7 shows the number of animals beneficiary families held in September 2003 and
September 2004. The average herd size in 9/ 2003 for 23.3 while in 9 / 2004 it was 35.

61% of the beneficiary families spent money on buying food. On average they spent 40,000
Tg. During the last winter people got roughly 2 %2 bags of wheat flour for this amount of
money.

Roughly 30% of the beneficiaries used the money to repay loans. People spent similar
amounts of money on repaying loans as they spent on buying food. Most families have to
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buy consumables on loan during the year. Families earn cash by selling cashmere wool in
April and selling animals mainly in October / November. Very little cash is earned in between.
Many herder families have to buy consumables on loan, a situation which was certainly
aggravated by the dzud condition.

The ability to repay loans can be considered as an important impact on household livelihoods
in that it enabled them to clear at least part of their outstanding debts to local shopkeepers
and traders. Borrowing from traders against future (and highly uncertain) cashmere sales at
a fixed and mostly unfavourable price was a major survival strategy for vulnerable herders
and non-herders in the dzud and dzud-impacted period. Paying off at least part of these
debts enabled households to increase their economic autonomy and and thus enabled them
to take on an active role within the local economy.

The second most important category in term of money spent was “other”. 60% of the
respondents spent money in that category. People specified “others” as:

No of respondents Average spent (Tg)
Other income sources |8 143375
Health 8 104125
Education 8 85000
Ger repair 6 51667
Firewood 6 21667
Savings, lending 2 111000

Table 8: Amount of money people spent in the category “other”

A considerable number of respondents invested into “other sources of income”. 35% of those
families interviewed in soum centres used a significant proportion of the money to invest into
alternative livelihoods. It can be assumed that these were chiefly non-herders. They included
for instance investment in equipment for carpentry, spare parts for a truck or building a
vegetable store.

It would be too early to conclude that these investments will provide a sustainable income in
the long-term. At the time of our visit they did generate income for the beneficiaries.

The results of the interviews show clearly that people spent most money on investments for
re-building their traditional or for establishing new sources of livelihoods.

6.3 Appropriateness, Effectiveness and Efficiency

The view of local authorities

Most local authorities thought the cash scheme was appropriate for the people selected.
Their view was in general that cash is not so well suited for very poor families. The very poor,
however — that was the general assumption -, had generally been taken care for already by
the Red Cross scheme.

If the herd size held in a family can be used as an indicator for wealth than that assumption
was wrong: Red Cross beneficiaries owned average 53.3 animals while cash beneficiaries
owned only 23.3 animals.
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An issues repeatedly raised specifically by local authorities and local leaders was the
exclusive support of individual families rather than the community. It was their perception that
the Mongolian society has a strong community orientation and that at least part of the money
of the CfH project should have been provided to communities for community-run projects.
These projects could have aimed at improving preparedness for dzuds (community fodder
preparation, irrigation, etc). A revolving fund managed by a soum was mentioned as another
option. Alternatively, the thought was expressed that those families who did benefit from the
schemes should have contributed something back to the community.

CfH be

ry in front of his vegetable store, which he had built with the cash received

The view of beneficiaries

The beneficiary response leaves no doubt that the overwhelming majority preferred cash not
only because of the higher value but because (crucially) they could choose what to do with it.
For the interviewed households the flexibility of the cash was its greatest value and there
were some highly imaginative and entrepreneurial approaches being taken with it.

| % of respondents

Cash 83
In-kind 1
Either or 6

Table 9: In a similar situation would you preferred - cash or in-kind?
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Impact on household economics - the view of beneficiaries
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Fig. 8: Impact of the CfH scheme: the view of the beneficiaries

26% of the beneficiaries interviewed thought that they were much better off through the
assistance received in the CfH scheme, while 60% thought they were a little better off. Only
14% did not see a real change. This was the picture one year after the cash disbursement.

The view of donors

Time did not permit to systematically survey the views of other donor organisations in
Mongolia.

For the second workshop in Ulaanbaatar the UNDP programme officer for emergency
response, Mr Erdenesaikhan was present. In the short discussion he showed interest in the
concept and the result of the CfH project, considering to take this approach in future stress or
disaster situations in Mongolia.

In brief and very informal discussions with WorldBank staff, reference was taken to the
restocking projects financed by the Bank in Mongolia. Their success was rather low. The
problem seen with the restocking project was that animals were provided to people and not
cash. Furthermore transaction costs for loan recovery in rural Mongolia are very high.

The effectiveness of the project

The CfH project aimed at combating impoverishment in the long-term dzud-affected region of
Zavkhan aimag providing a one-fold cash contribution to cover most urgent needs of
vulnerable families during the coming winter.

In most cases the achievements have gone beyond the set target and people acquired
assets that will be of benefit to them beyond the period of the winter 2003 / 2004. The
investments were less in preparation for the winter, but rather to expand, diversify and
strengthen their livelihood base. The project can be considered has highly effective.
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The efficiency of the project

The question to be asked here is whether the same outputs could have been achieved with
reduced inputs. By general standards an overhead of 25% is considered as reasonable.
However, from the viewpoint of the evaluation team there would have been potentials for
either reducing the presence of Swiss experts or by increasing their outputs. Local capacity
building was mentioned already should have received greater attention.

The bag leaders for instance acted as advisors to many people as to how to spend the
money received. It would have been worthwhile to conduct soum and / or aimag based
workshops with bag and soum leaders facilitating an exchange among them as to how
people can spend the money effectively and to help the local leaders reflecting their own role
as advisors. Local leaders should have been brought in as partners rather than just as
helpers. Partnership would have included participation in decision making. Here, a
considerable potential was not fully utilised. .

The outputs (impact) could have been further increased if efforts had been coordinated with
other development organisations. ADRA, for instance, has a strong presence in Zavkhan.
The organisation is promoting alternative livelihood options. According to the director of the
ADRA’s Zavkhan branch there was no contact between the CfH project and ADRA. We were
told by SDC that earlier attempts to collaborate with ADRA during the Cash for Herder
Project in Gobi Altai in 2002 was plagued with difficulties and the Swiss experts did not
consider it as worthwhile approaching ADRA again for collaboration.

Impact of the approach on the dignity of beneficiaries

The disbursement of the cash payment did not compromise the dignity of beneficiaries. On
the contrary, cash beneficiaries reported that they could go to the bank (in their words) ‘like
customers’ and collect the money like any other account holder. Considerable attention
(including from traders to whom debts were owed) was paid to beneficiaries on the first day
after the money was paid in. In some cases, the beneficiaries were accompanied by the
person to whom they were indebted (including a soum deputy governor in once case) and
took their dues right at the bank counter.
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/. Mongolian Dzud Emergency Relief Programme of IFRC / MRCS
7.1 Implementation

Situation Analysis

The Mongolian Red Cross Society (MRCS) in partnership with the Federation had launched
three emergency appeals between the years 1999 and 2002. These appeals provided relief
assistance to herders and urban poor.

An international assessment mission (with IFRC and other experts) visited Mongolia in

November 2002. The mission recommended another dzud emergency relief project focusing

on three particularly vulnerable groups:

= Former herders in soum and aimag centres

= Urban poor who are predominantly located in Ulaanbaatar and Mongolia’s two other
major cities and comprise chiefly of ex-herders seeking employment.

= [ndividuals who have succumbed to alcoholism or to prostitution for obtaining a living,

At the beginning of February 2003, two Federation delegates (a relief co-ordinator and a
logistics delegate) were sent to Mongolia to work with the MRCS to implement planned
activities, while the Federation’s head of country delegation arrived in Mongolia around the
same time. The project originally envisaged the deployment of a third delegate dedicated to
field activities, but this was postponed and eventually cancelled because of financial
constraints and because the Mongolian delegation only had one serviceable field vehicle.
The appeal was issued in January 2003, funding, however, did not come through fully until
May 2003. The relief programme served approximately 17,000 beneficiaries. In Zavkhan
aimag itself 1,330 beneficiary families were served. It should be noted that Zavkhan aimag
was one of the last areas to be covered by the in kind distribution programme, due to delays
in securing sufficient funding through the international appeal mechanism and the problems
encountered in locating a supplier for the wheat flour. Other aimags were reached earlier
with the first distributions taking place in January 2003.

Procurement of relief items

The Federation asked for quotations for the supply of wheat flour in Mongolia.
However, prices and conditions were considered as not acceptable. Following a
limited international tender a trader in Kazakhstan was contracted for supplying the
wheat flour. Warm clothes and top boots were procured through a trading house in
Ulaanbaatar. The logistics were managed by a Swedish Red Cross expert who spent
9 months in Mongolia.

Criteria for selecting beneficiaries; drafting beneficiary lists

The emergency appeal stated that the programme will aim at contributing to the dzud
survival and recovery of 115,000 men, women and children in 17 aimags through the
provision of wheat flour, children’s warm clothes, and adult boots. Priority vulnerable groups
identified were impoverished herders, ex-herders in soum and aimag centres and the urban
poor.

The following criteria for selecting beneficiaries were used:

= Lost all their livestock and had no alternative employment or living.

= Suffered high livestock losses and had no alternative employment or living.
= Are living in urban areas are unregistered and unemployed.
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= Are permanent single head households or are households that include members with
special health care needs

Additional criteria were used when selecting beneficiaries among the urban poor. They,
however, were not part of this evaluation.

The set of criteria developed was relatively “soft” (“had lost most of their animals”) and
identification was possible with the data base that existed already at bag and soum
administration.

The selection of beneficiaries for distribution of relief items was conducted at the
soum (district) level. Selection committees were chaired by local speakers who also
perform as chairpersons of the MRCS branch. These committees are otherwise
composed of MRCS branch secretaries and other key functionaries within the soum,
i.e. doctors, social workers, teachers, engineers, bag leaders and members of the
herder community.

Drawing up the beneficiary lists appeared to have run relatively smoothly. The bag leaders
drafted a first list which was then reviewed and adjusted by the selection committee. Bag
leaders told us that they drew up the list in a meeting with all the bag-based families.

Somewhat surprising was the fact that 43% of the families interviewed had owned more than
50 animals in September 2003, although one of the criteria for vulnerability of government is
that families own fewer than 50 animals. Family size and animal numbers did not correlate.
On average beneficiaries of the in-kind scheme owned 53.3 animals (September 2003) and
had an average family size of 5.4.

The Red Cross had identified its beneficiaries in April 2003. In our questionnaire we asked
for the number of animals in September 2003. Numbers may have increased in the
meantime. For the selection, the main criterion was the loss of the animals in the 2002 dzud.
A family which had 500 animals in the beginning of 2002 and lost 400 in that year’s dzud
would have probably qualified for the Red Cross programme. These points may provide
some explanation for the discrepancies observed but not necessarily for all.

Number of Animals owned by Families (Sept 03)
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Fig. 9: Number of animals beneficiary families (IFRC/MRCS) owned in September 2003
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The issue was raised that the Red Cross list was generated before the cash project was
planned. This in turn led to issues since when the news of the cash project emerged those
who had already been placed on the RC list were not eligible even though the aid promised
did not arrive for a further six months.

Asked whether they have received emergency assistance before more than half responded
with yes. Most had received Red Cross assistance earlier, others had received support from
ADRA.

Did you receive emergency aid before?

| Number %
No 34 47,9
Yes 37 52,1

Table 10: Did beneficiaries receive emergency aid in the years before?

The levels of previous assistance suggest that half of the Red Cross beneficiaries had
experienced long-term vulnerability.

The overall programme had contributed towards meeting the needs of about 17,000
families with 5,434 MT of wheat flour in rations of 300 kg for rural areas and 150 kg in
urban areas. Warm clothing and boots under the scheme were distributed to 15,165
individuals residing in rural areas.

Cases of misuse

In interviews taken with a beneficiary household in Totsensengel soum centre, it emerged
that the beneficiary had been approached by the local Red Cross leadership and told that
she was registered on the Red Cross assistance list but that in order to receive the
assistance she would have to make a donation of 15,000 Tg to the Red Cross. This story
was repeated in other interviews taken with Red Cross beneficiaries during the research.

In some cases, people borrowed the money to pay the ‘donation’, in others people sold a bag
of flour once received or gave the bag itself (which was in October 2003 valued at 16,000 Tg)
to the Red Cross. The language used to describe this transaction was always the same —
that a donation (heng-du in Mongolian) rather than a bribe had been paid and this was
understood by those we spoke to as part of the eligibility criteria for receiving the assistance.

The MRCS and Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies have initiated an
investigation into the circumstances of the cases of apparent involuntary donations which will
take place during October 2004

Security

The issue of security was looked at as required by the terms of reference. The existence of a
stable and well functioning administrative infrastructure meant that there were no threats or
concerns expressed regarding security on either operation.

Financial Accountability

The accounts were audited and the basic figures are available in the final report that is
available from the IFRC website.
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Role of Local Authorities

The Red Cross took a partnership approach reflecting the fact that in most if not all cases the
leadership of the Mongolian Red Cross are members/functionaries of the local
administration. The lists of beneficiaries were drafted by local bag leaders; the lists were
checked and verified by the selection committee at the soum level. The distribution was done
by the MRCS at the soum centre.

7.2 Impact

Situation analysis

The programme showed limited evidence that the implementers were fully aware of events
on the ground affecting livelihoods in spring and summer of 2003. We have mentioned earlier
that during that Zavkhan in 2003 did not have an emergency or even a situation of ‘coping
failure’ but rather one of slow and bumpy recovery for the herder economy and the soums in
general.

One could argue that the field assessment which came to the conclusion that an emergency
appeal should be launched was conducted in November 2002, while the actual distribution of
the in-kind items was done only in October 2003. The delay was due to problems in raising
the required funds and due to the difficult logistics.

However, there is an extensive (and Federation-funded) branch network reaching down to
every soum that could have delivered the kind of local and specific information which would
have permitted a more flexible and appropriate response to be designed and delivered.

Here, the Red Cross must use its existing infrastructure and instruments more effectively in
future in order to design its response to fit the local and specific situation. The November
2002 mission could have identified for instance indicators which should have been monitored
continuously and have informed changes to the planned programme.

One drawback of the in-kind distribution becomes obvious here: during the long period it
takes to launch an appeal, raise funds and procure the in-kind items and transport them to
the beneficiaries the situation on the ground may change significantly. However, once the
process of preparing for and implementing the in-kind assistance is in place and running, it is
very difficult to stop the process or change its directions.

Did the approach meet the needs of the beneficiaries?

To answer to this question we assumed that the goals defined by the programme were need
based.

The first objective relevant for this evaluation was to assure an adequate food intake of the
beneficiaries. In interviews people stated that the wheat flour provided was sufficient for them
for four to over six months (Fig. 10). Assuming a 5 member family used the wheat flour over
a period of 6 months, the flour would have provided an average of 1100 kcal per family
member per day.

Very few people exchanged the wheat flour for other food items or for money. Most people
indicated that they were happy with the quality of the produce.

Very few people would have gone hungry if the wheat flour was not provided. People did
have their coping strategies in place. Nearly half of the interviewees said that the provision of
food had not influenced their normal food intake (Table 11).
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How long did the flour provided last for
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Fig. 10: Time period for which the wheat flour lasted in the beneficiary household

| Numbers %
Yes 40 56
No 31 44

71 100

Table 11: Did the provision of food affect food intake in your household?

Warm clothing for children was meant to assist families to keep their children in school
(objective 3). While people appreciated the provision of clothing we had found no evidence
that children would have dropped out of school in case clothing was not provided.

Similarly the provision of one set of boots to herder families was meant to help them work in
winter. The gift was highly appreciated by beneficiaries, yet, whether it was a deciding factor
over whether people can work outside in winter or not is doubtful.

The relevance of the provision of boots and clothing to all beneficiaries must be questioned
here. How effective can a “one size fits all” approach be? We could not see a link between
providing clothing for children and their school attendance; nor did school teachers we
interviewed see this link. The same applies to the provision of boots and the ability of herders
to work with his herds.

Long term impacts on the household livelihood and well being

The Red Cross assistance had probably limited long term impacts on household livelihoods.
The wheat flour provided did suffice for a period of 6 months and assured a supplementary
1,200 kcal per person and day.

One could assume that by not having to spend money on food people could have freed up
cash for other purposes such as restocking their herds or investing money into new forms of
livelihoods.

The level of existing indebtedness and lack of cash in the economy at the time of distribution
and thereafter made it impossible to have much effect. Only in a few cases people could free
up sufficient cash for other purposes such as for instance establishing potato cultivation.
Freeing up cash was likely to be only in small quantities at a time which would not have
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sufficed for investment into animals for instance. It is very likely that the provision of food and
clothing prevented people from falling further into debt. Furthermore, it probably prevented
the sale of assets such as animals. Thus while the food had some impact on household
nutritional intake, its impact on strengthening peoples base for livelihood was small.

In kind emergency assistance rarely seeks a longer term impact since it is provided in or right
after an emergency situation (this was a point vociferously stressed by the Federation during
preliminary discussions of the findings). The aim is to assure adequate nutrition and survival
of the affected population.

Given the fact that the Red Cross intervention was of such a scale and cost and that the
nature of the emergency was a slow onset structural rather that quick onset natural one, the
reviewers feel it is legitimate to question whether the impact of the programme could have
been increased.

Impact on Local Markets

Traders interviewed revealed a local economy that while struggling with unbelievable poor
infrastructure, huge distances, uncertain supply routes and very high transport costs, was in
general able to supply local people with desired products.

Smaller shops do not sell wheat flour because of the need to buy bulk for which they do not
have the required working capital. There were in every soum centre visited at least five local
traders who were able to bring in wheat flour and they reported no difficulty in accessing
sufficient quantities to meet the requirements of those who received the cash in October.

This finding is significant given the costs and travails incurred by the Federation and the
Mongolian Red Cross in transporting the wheat flour to the soum centres.

The distribution of wheat flour by the Red Cross reduced the sales of shops in soums,
however, the extent was probably not very significant. The programme had 60 to 70
beneficiaries in each soum, which comes to 10 to 15 beneficiaries per shop (assuming there
are on average 5 shops in a soum that sell wheat flour). These potential customers belonged
in majority to the low income group.

Impact of the Assistance on Migration
There was no evidence to suggest that the Red Cross Programme had any significant impact
on migration.

7.3  Appropriateness of the Approach

The view of local authorities

The comments given by local authorities was generally such that for poor people the in-kind
approach is the more appropriate. These statements came in particularly from local Red
Cross representatives. Many others argued that that cash did provide choice and that was
important for families.

The view of beneficiaries

65% of the in-kind beneficiaries interviewed responded that they thought that the in-kind was
better for their situation than cash.
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Impact on economics of household - the view of
the beneficiaries
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Fig. 11: The impact of the in-kind scheme: the view of the beneficiaries

18% of the beneficiaries interviewed thought that they were much better off through the
assistance received through the Red Cross scheme, while 59% thought they were a little
better off. 21% did not see a real change.

Discussion between the teams was to an extent coloured by institutional support for ‘their’
intervention but as the dialogue progressed it became clear that the arguments for ‘in kind’
could no longer be made on the basis of market failure or on the basis of inability of the
herders to handle cash (the research had shown a full understanding of a variety of financial
strategies as well as a familiarity with the volatility of the cashmere market for example) and
nor (given the emerging evidence) on the basis of the potential for abuse of the system being
so much greater in the case of cash distributions.

Effectiveness of the Programme

The Red Cross programme had among other aims to ensure that people had enough to eat
by providing 6 bags of wheat flour, to maintain or increase school attendance by providing
one set of children's clothes and to assist beneficiaries in their ability to herd when horses
have died through the provision of a pair of boots.

The programme achieved its aim of contributing to an adequate food intake of the
beneficiaries over a period of 6 months. Furthermore, by providing wheat flour beneficiaries
did not have to take up loans to buy food or possibly sell animals to generate cash.

The link between school attendance and the provision of children's’ clothes appeared rather
weak. The same applies to the link between the ability to herd and the provision of boots.
The efficiency of the programme

Could the same outputs have been achieved with reduced inputs? Could more outputs have
been achieved with the same inputs?

What were the main inputs to the programme? The Red Cross documents show the following
key costs for implementing the programme:
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Roughly 35% (or 987,625 CHF) of the total programme costs were costs for transportation
and administration. In other words, for every Swiss Frank spent on buying the in-kind goods,
42% were spent on making sure that the in-kind items reached the beneficiaries. If the costs
for programme support measures (for instance capacity building) are included then the figure
comes to 54%.

The IFRC sourced a total of 5,434 tons of wheat flour. According to the final report of the
Mongolian Dzud Relief Programme (November 2003) the programme had spent a total of
1,235,442 CHF on food supplies (wheat flour). Adding the cost spent to assure that the
wheat flour reaches the beneficiaries (42% on top of the cost of the food supply, and
excluding the cost for capacity building), the price of the wheat flour was 265 Tg/kg
(assuming an exchange rate of 820 Tg/CHF). A comparable grade of wheat flour was at
retail level at that time 360 Tg/kg. The wheat flour distributed through the relief programme
was thus 25% cheaper compared with the wheat flour in the local market.

One may well argue that this price difference does not justify the enormous efforts that were
involved in the logistics of supplying the wheat flour. Local purchase would have had a
positive effect on local trade and the local economy.

Relative to cost of in-

Cost ltem CHF kind items

Supplies 1,819,673 1,00

Capital expenditures 70,198 0,04

Transport & Storage 404,349 0,22

Programme support 209,276 0,12

Personnel 225,599 0,12

General Admin 78,203 0,04

Total 2807298

Table 12: Costs of implementing the MRCS / IFRC programme

The quality of the programme could have been increased significantly if the Red Cross had
used its local infrastructure more efficiently particularly with respect to designing and
implementing a programme which will respond to the actual needs of people on the ground.
Already the assessment mission should have taken into consideration that there may be a
significant time lag between the assessment and the actual distribution of the in-kind items. If
it had provided suitable indicators to watch out for an adjustment of the design and
implementation may have been possible.

One would hope that the capacity building efforts which were conducted parallel to of this
relief programme will have addressed such issues.
The process of distribution

Large scale distributions may not be the most appropriate mode of distribution of in kind
goods since it may compromise the dignity of beneficiaries.
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8. Strengths and Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats of both Approaches

CASH

IN KIND

STRENGTHS

- Gave people a choice

- Enabled people to improve their economic situation either
by investing into existing or alternative livelihood options
or through re-paying loans

- Provided a significant sum (5 months income of an
average poor family with 5 members) to people at one
time

- Shortened economic recovery period of households after
dzud stress

- Built on existing local potentials

- Enabled the vulnerable to become economic and social
actors in their community once again

- The dignity of beneficiaries was assured

- Response time very short

- Overheads relatively low

- Counters existing power structures (poor people receive
money which they can use at their own will)

Enabled many people to retain their remaining animals
as they did not have to sell them to generate cash
Helped people from falling further into debt when buying
food on loan

All household members benefited

WEAKNESSES

- A wrong decision or a lost investment can affect the
whole households (the team saw just one case of that)

Did not give people a choice

Food was sold (though in small quantities), wasteful use
of resources

The dignity of beneficiaries was compromised

Very expensive logistics and transport costs

Inflexible ‘one size fits all’ approach does not adapt to
local situation

Took a long time between identification of the
emergency and the provision of in-kind — the situation on
the ground had changed during that period

Likely to strengthens existing power patterns
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CASH IN KIND
Opportunities - In situations when a rapid intervention due to an | - In situations when local economies / trading structures
emergency is required while markets still function have collapsed
- To provide rapid assistance during recovery periods at | - In-kind items are not affected by galloping inflation
low cost
- Rural and remote areas where follow up to loans is
extremely costly and not feasible (e.g. during a recovery
period)
Threats - During times of high inflation the value of the money | - Long lag phase; when economic conditions change,

provided may depreciate significantly before people
spend it

- ltis likely to be difficult during times of a massive market
failure (e.g. damage to road infrastructure, lack of
security)

- May be problematic when a large proportion of the
population is affected as it may overwhelm the capacities
of local trade

earlier assumptions may have changed too requiring a
different approach or change in details, however, logistic
systems are often clumsy and cumbersome and
introducing changes may be difficult
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9. Conclusions

Zavkhan aimag in summer 2003 was in a recovery / rehabilitation situation, not an
emergency. Markets and supply chains were functioning. There was no increase in food
prices due to shortages, only due to increased transportation costs.

There were many poor and very poor families in the aimag at that time. Many of them would
have had to generate income to buy food (wheat) by selling their services (e.g. firewood), by
selling animals and by taking up loans.

The IFRC / MRCS in-kind programme contributed to assuring an adequate food energy
intake of the beneficiaries. Furthermore, it is likely that with the help of the relief programme
families did not have to take up more loans (in order to buy food) and thus falling further into
debt. However, the contribution of the relief programme towards a long-term improvement of
the household economy was rather small. Half of the beneficiaries of the IFRC/MRCS relief
programme had received relief items in earlier years.

The Cash for Herder project built on the creativity and experience of beneficiary families to
develop strategies that will lead them out of their crisis and implement these strategies with
the help of the cash provided. Many of the beneficiaries invested into assets from which they
benefit in a way that their household economy is improved long-term.

The argument that cash is more likely to be misused than in-kind was proven wrong in
Zavkhan 2003. The experience has shown that poor people and people under severe
economic stress are very well capable to handle cash responsibly.

In situations in which a population has been exposed to severe economic stress over some
time and in which a trading and market infrastructure is still intact while no rampant inflation
exists, it seems that the cash approach used by SDC offers significant advantages over the
in-kind approach: response and preparation time is short, overheads can be kept low and,
most important, beneficiaries do become economic and social actors in their own community
again, taking their decisions on how to spend the money.
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10. Lessons to be learned, Recommendations

Cash Project

Selection of target groups

An interesting lesson from the Cash for Herder project was that people in stress situations do
take rational decisions that are strategic with regard to how to use the cash contributions
best for improving their livelihood. There was no obvious difference between herder families
(who have to be in a way more entrepreneur-like) and poor families living in soum centres.

Criteria

Criteria need to be chosen so that with available data or with data which can be raised in a
feasible fashion beneficiary lists can be drawn up. Clear and understandable criteria are
useful to reduce conflicts. However, poor and vulnerable people can not be solely identified
on the basis of clear cut criteria. There must be room for those cases who fall through a grid
of criteria yet are obviously vulnerable and should qualify for support.

Beneficiary lists

For drawing up beneficiary lists local persons are generally used. Clear cut and well defined
criteria help them in doing their job. An advisory group should be established at district
(soum) level, not just with local administrative staff but with representatives from different
social groups. Clear terms of references have to be developed with and for the advisory
group. They should have an active role in defining criteria for the selection, in procedures for
drawing up lists of beneficiaries and in dealing with borderline cases. They should receive
and deal with appeals.

Use of local infrastructure

The Cash for Herder project collaborated with the Mongolian Agricultural Bank for the
disbursement of the cash. This was an excellent move; the handling of money was done by a
local institution that deals professionally with money and is known for that. The project was
able to reduce cost that way and for the bank (which did not charge any fees!), it was a way
to bring banking closer to herders and thus gain new customers.

It is recommended to use as much of a given and functioning local infrastructure as possible
to keep project costs low, and to assign roles to those who have and manage this role
professionally.

Supporting measures

A key question in a cash project is whether beneficiaries will spend the money in a
responsible way that means for the betterment of the family. The Cash for Herder project has
clearly shown that the vast majority of the beneficiaries did spend the money in a very
strategic and forward looking fashion.

The common paradigm in development cooperation would have been to set up an advisory
service for beneficiaries on how to spend the money they receive from the project. The Cash
for Herder project, however, solely relied on the knowledge and experience of beneficiaries
and of local bag leaders who acted as advisors. An interesting and in a way provocative
question is, whether a similar success would have been achieved if an external
knowledgeable advisor would have been in place to help beneficiaries in making their
decisions.

For future projects local leaders who are likely to take on advisory roles to beneficiaries
should be invited to participate in workshops in which an exchange among them is facilitated
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on how do advise people, which role to take as an advisor and how to support people to
come to good decisions.

The effectiveness of the project can be further enhanced by networking with other
development initiatives on the ground.

Lines of responsibility

It is important to define responsibilities and roles at the different levels: local leaders and
committees, the local expert team and the centre. People on the ground do need the room
for decision making and also for changing some of the parameters, on the other side they
need a clearly defined frame within which they can move for their on protection.

Building up local capacities

When executing cash programmes the opportunity should be used to build up local
capacities. Expertise needs to be developed and rooted in a country to decide which
approach to emergency relief is most feasible and suitable in a given situation and for
running cash projects as an alternative to the in-kind approach. This is a pre-condition for
using this approach more widely.

Better understanding existing social safety nets

The Khot-ail system is an existing and functioning safety net for its members. Is there a risk
that the targeting of aid at particular individuals and a long and possibly controversial process
of identification and monitoring may actually be undermining those individuals’ connection
with existing social networks — that they may be excluded from social support in the future
because they were seen to have unfairly benefited from individually targeted aid? This issue
needs to be better understood for designing future interventions.

Cash projects in recovery situations

SDC and other organisations have conducted successful cash projects in emergency
situations in the past. People received cash and were able to buy the items which they
require for immediate survival, such as food, clothing and health services.

The Cash for Herder project in 2003 was conducted in a recovery situation after several
years of severe stress on household economics from extreme climatic conditions. In this
situation beneficiaries spent much of the money on goods and items which are not required
for immediate survival but for developing and expanding the base for the livelihood of
families. To us this seems a very interesting area for cash projects. A characteristic of such
recovery situations is that the socio-economic and political environment is fluid and very
complex. For decisions on livelihood options local knowledge and experience must take a
key role.

In-kind Programme

Identify and monitor indicators on the ground

There was a significant time span between the original assessment and the actual
distribution of in-kind items due to delays in raising funds and procuring the items. We
assume that this is a fairly common phenomenon. In this time span almost inevitably
conditions that are relevant to the relief will change. Mechanisms are required to recognise
such changes and adjust a programme accordingly.

Criteria

The same recommendations are given for the in-kind programme as for the cash approach.
That is, criteria for the selection of beneficiaries need be clear cut, while there must be
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instruments and methods to deal with those cases of vulnerable people who are not
described by the given criteria.

Drawing up beneficiary lists

The Red Cross infrastructure reaches right down to the soum level. The programme was
largely run by local people, many of them functionaries of the Red Cross and local leaders. It
is recommended that in this situation independent outside monitors are included in the
programme to reduce the likelihood of abuse.

Local procurements

In situations in which a local trading infrastructure and markets are fully intact more efforts
must be undertaken to procure locally. Wheat flour was available in every quantity in shops
in soums. Shoes, boots and clothing are available in soum shops as well. Providing
beneficiaries with coupons to buy these items in soum or aimag centre based shops would
have reduced programme costs and a boost to the local economy as well.

Distribution of in-kind items

We recognise that an organisation like the Red Cross does need a certain visibility in a
society for its support. However, this should not be done at the expense of the dignity of the
beneficiaries. However, ways and means of distributions need to be found by which
beneficiaries are not exposed as the very poor. In particular young people found the
procedures used as demeaning.

Better understanding of existing social safety nets

The Khot-ail system is an existing and functioning safety net for its members. Is there a risk
that the targeting of aid at particular individuals and a long and possibly controversial process
of identification and monitoring may actually be undermining those individuals’ connection
with existing social networks — that they may be excluded from social support in the future
because they were seen to have unfairly benefited from individually targeted aid? This issue
needs to be better understood for designing future interventions.
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Annex |I: Terms of Reference

Joint IFRC-SDC External Review of
In-kind and Cash distribution projects from 2003 in
Zavkhan aimag, Mongolia

Background

IFRC has long year-experience of relief activities in favour of the nomadic population in
remote Mongolia suffering from harsh climatic condition. The implementing Mongolia Red
Cross Society can rely on a well distributed network down to the district level.

In winter 1999/2000 the first of 3 subsequent severe Dzuds (summer drought followed by
extreme harsh an snow rich winter) after the socio-economic transitions process of 1990 hit a
large part of the country reducing the national Mongolian herd by 1 third.

SDC started to provide humanitarian assistance in 2000 upon IFRC and UN emergency
appeals. In 2002 and 2003, SDC funded and implemented 2 Cash projects in Gobi-Altai and
Zavkhan aimag respectively.

Recently, a number international humanitarian aid agencies has spent time to re-discuss
efficiency and appropriateness of emergency aid projects in regard of impact and
sustainability. Thereby the cash approach was considered in more detail (D. Peppiatt et. al.,
2001: Cash transfers in emergencies; Humanitarian Practice network, ODI and references
therein). At the same time SDC has implemented 13 Cash projects since 1999 with a total
volume of about CHF 25Mio. an has elaborated a implementation tool (E. Rauch & H.
Scheuer, 2003: Cash Workbook, SDC).

Objectives

Main objective of this external review is to obtain an external view of quality of In-kind
distribution project, implemented by IFRC/MRCS, and Cash project, implemented by SDC,
(strengths & weaknesses) for direct comparison of the two approaches as they were
implemented at same location and time to a similar target population.

This allows to compare the appropriateness and to understand the impact of cash and in kind
assistance in regard of future similar interventions.

Key issues and questions

The external review shall concentrate 4 key issues. The specified questions under each key
issue will be answered:

1. Implementation:
Did the programme meet the objectives as defined in the initial plan?
Highlight issues concerning targeting, abuse of contribution, security and risks of
beneficiaries and staff, financial accountability
Highlight necessary requirements to implement future similar interventions.

2. Impact:
Did each intervention (cash or kind) meet the needs of targeted beneficiaries?
To what extent do issues such as gender, impact on local markets and migration to urban
centres need to be considered in future interventions?
What are the most appropriate indicators and methods to measure impact of future
interventions?

3. Appropriateness and effectiveness:
Which intervention (cash or kind) was considered the most appropriate by the
beneficiaries and by local authorities?
Was the support provided seen as relevant?
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How was the intervention be felt by the beneficiaries in terms of dignity and integrity (e.g.
requests from creditors)?
How do locally present donors react on the 2 approaches?

4. Comparison of in-kind and cash approaches:
What are the strengths, weakness, opportunities and threats of each intervention?

Methodology

The external review is based on the following sources of information:

= Interviews with concerned individuals of the 2 projects: beneficiaries, non beneficiaries of
the target population, local and regional authorities, project manager, implementing
agency, partner organisations. The reviewers will specify the number of interview partner
in respect of statistical relevance and will elaborate the questionnaire in regard of the key
questions.

= Evaluation of the all relevant documents (see chapter 9).

= |n order to guarantee the external view of the review, the participants will be grouped in
two teams, but agree on the present ToRs.

Participants

The participants of this review consist of external experts as well as of experts of the British
Red Cross and are grouped in two teams.

Team A) external reviewer

1 International external reviewer (team leader) (not related neither to IFRC/BRC nor SDC)
1 Mongolian reviewer (Mongol National University)

1 translator

2-4 interviewers (students from Mongol University

Team B) observer team

1 participant from BRCS

1 participant from MRCS (to be confirmed)
2 Translators

2-4 Interviewers from MRCS

Team A) und B) agree on identical field investigations during a kick-off workshop held in
Ulaanbaatar upon arrival.

Team A) und B) will reveal their investigation in different designated regions of Zavkhan
aimag.

After the field visit team A) and B) will merge their findings in a synthesis workshop in
Ulaanbaatar. The responsibility of the synthesis is with the team leader of team A). In case of
dispute the view of team A) prevails.

Team A) covers the following profile:

= experience with evaluation of humanitarian programmes

= good understanding and knowledge of Mongolia, including the political, cultural and
economic sensitivities

= knowledge and understanding of the cash and in-kind relief approaches, and preferably

experience with it

acquainted with the humanitarian field and actors in Mongolia

good knowledge of English and local language

able to integrate a gender perspective in observations and recommendations

flexible and willing to travel to the field

39



Joint SDC-IFRC External Review on in-kind and cash distribution projects, Zavkhan Aimag, Mongolia

Outputs

Evaluation report in English language: maximum length 10'000 words excluding annexes
and executive summary)

a post evaluation workshop will be held to discuss review findings with IFRC, BRC,
MRCS, ODI, SDC and possible interested participants.

Logistics

Team A) will be financed by SDC.

Team B) will be financed by the participants

The working language during the evaluation will be English and Mongolian.

SDC Ulaanbaatar is responsible for the arrangement with the participants of Mongol
National University

SDC Ulaanbaatar will be responsible for accommodation of team A) and B) as well as for
the kick-off as well as for the synthesis workshop in Ulaanbaatar

SDC Ulaanbaatar will be responsible for the field logistics of Team A (incl. translation) in
Mongolia

MRCS will be responsible for field logistics of Team B.

SDC Ulaanbaatar and MRCS will remain in permanent contact during the mission in
order to guarantee optimised support to this review.

Responsibilities & time table

(preliminary as of 01.09.04)

Task Date Responsible Status
Agreement on review 040813 IFRC, SDC

Recruitment of external reviewers 040902 SDC, BRC, ODI

Final agreement on TOR 040903

Contracts, Flight arrangements 040910 SDC, BRC

Briefing in Geneva 040910 IFRC optional, to be confirmed
Arrival in UB 040914 Reviewers to be confirmed
kick-off workshop UB 040915 SDC UB

Mission to Zavkhan (Aero Mongolia) 040916-23 | Reviewers

Synthesis workshop in UB 040924 External Reviewer

3 days of reserve 040925-27 only if required
Departure UB 040928 Reviewers

Presentation and discussion in workshop | 041013 SDC to be confirmed
in CH

Final report 041025 External Reviewer
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