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INTRODUCTION 
Widespread insecurity in northern Uganda over the past two decades has displaced large numbers 
of people, prevented access to land and services and undermined customary institutions and 
practice. As political security returns, chronic poverty still underlies the situation in northern 
Uganda, as many people can no longer make a living from agriculture and livestock production. 
The livelihood and human security situation of people living in Kitgum district, in north central 
Uganda have undergone significant changes due to armed conflict, insecurity, displacement and 
the subsequent loss of agrarian and livestock production based livelihood systems.  
 
The evaluation focused one the Oxfam GB (SIDA funded) food security and livelihood programme 
implemented from May 2005 to July 2007. Northern Uganda has significant populations that have 
been affected by conflict, floods, droughts, displacement and HIV and AIDS; and has been very 
much the focus of Oxfam GB in northern Uganda.  The current report which is the output of a 
self-evaluation by the Oxfam GB Kitgum livelihoods team supported with a team of external 
enumerators and an external evaluator seeks to document and analyse the effects or contribution 
of the programmes on people’s lives and livelihoods. The evaluation was undertaken to review 
and propose improvements to Oxfam GB’s food security and livelihoods work in northern Uganda 
as programming shifts from emergency to recovery and long-term development. The evaluation 
consulted a wide range of Oxfam GB staff, relevant stakeholders involved directly with the 
project, beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.  
 
Some of the key components of the evaluation as identified by the current evaluation included 
agricultural related intervention mainly seeds and tools distributions. Other related interventions 
included ox-ploughing and seeds multiplication programmes. The livestock sector was 
dominated by res ocking and animal health interventions which included support to veterinary 
services and training of CAHSPs. Various community-managed projects (CMPs) were also 
implemented – these mainly focused on group activities with the main activities focussing on 
restocking and income generating activities e.g. grinding mill project. Cash for work activities 
were also implemented with the objective of providing an income transfer to households at the 
same time creating vital community assets such as roads, dam construction and tree plantations. 
It should be noted that due to the broad portfolio of activities that the programme covered, it was 
not possible for the evaluation to adequately exhaust all of these activities in the given 
timeframe. The focus of the evaluation was on mainly seeds and tools, restocking and animal 
health, and cash for work activities. The only component of the CMP project that was covered 
during the evaluation was the restocking and animal health project. 

t

 
Background and Context 
After 20 long years of conflict in Uganda, there is new hope for a lasting peace deal between the 
rebel Lord’s Resistance Army and the Government of Uganda.  A cessation of hostilities has been 
in place since August 2006 and although imperfect, the security has stabilized enough that the 
night-dwellers stopped their daily migration to urban centres and the IDPs began taking tentative 
steps toward returning to their places of origin. To facilitate IDP return, the Government of 
Uganda identified sites for “decongestion settlements” to be established.  These sites are located 
at Parish level to serve as transitional settlements for the IDPs until their villages are safe for 
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return.  To date, approximately 17% of the estimated displaced people in Kitgum have moved out 
of the IDP camps either to the transitional settlements or their home villages1.   
 
Despite the general optimism in the area, the humanitarian situation in Northern Uganda remains 
grim. Poverty throughout the region is pervasive, the IDP camps remain over-crowded and 
under-resourced and the long conflict destroyed much of the basic infrastructure in 
communities.  As IDPs move away from the camps, whether to transitional settlements or home 
communities, the people will continue to need assistance to meet their basic needs while they 
reduce dependency on humanitarian assistance and re-establish productive and sustainable 
livelihoods. 
 
Oxfam GB has worked with vulnerable communities to help them meet their essential needs, 
supporting more than 160,000 people, by integrating public health, direct relief, NFI distribution, 
income and food security activities, with advocacy work. In practical terms this means improving 
access to safe water and appropriate sanitation facilities, distributing basic hygiene materials, 
such as soap, as well as educating communities on good health practices. 
 
The Livelihoods project design for 2005-2007 utilized a multi-sectoral approach in 6 camps 
(Padibe, Lokung, Palabek-Kal, Palabek-Gem, Mucwini and Madi-opei) and Kitgum peri-urban 
villages where Oxfam Livelihoods and Public Health interventions were ongoing.  The fluidity of 
the security situation was a big challenge in determining appropriate livelihoods interventions. 
However, during this reporting period the insecurity level steadily improved, especially since 
January 2006.  
 
Activities and Achievement 
The original proposal to SIDA for this project planned to support 50 Community Managed 
Projects (CMPs).  Following an assessment of the SIDA-funded livelihoods project implemented 
from 2004-05, it was concluded that for the 2005-2007 period the team should reduce the 
target beneficiaries for CMPs from 50 to 23 groups in order to allow more time for beneficiary 
training and support and more follow up support for the 50 groups from the 2004-05 project.  
Therefore, SIDA approved a change of use request in September 2006 that would support the 23 
groups in CMPs and allow the remaining funding to support more diverse livelihoods strategies 
including Cash For Work and animal health.  A second request for a change of use was submitted 
and approved in February 2007 to allow for seeds and tools distributions. 
 
In the end, during this project period, the Oxfam Kitgum Livelihood programme employed a 
multi-sector approach and implemented the following intervention activities: 
 

a) Community managed projects  
Cash grants were provided to 23 selected beneficiary groups targeting 1,940 beneficiary 
households in the two camps of Mucwini (1,100) and Madi-Opei (840).  Oxfam GB employed a 
participatory methodology in guiding the community members to collectively analyse their 
income and food security gaps and to identify group activities that will most effectively meet their 

                                                 
1 Inter-Agency Standing Committee Working Group in Uganda, April 2007 
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household food and income needs. The different project types selected and implemented by the 
23 groups were: ox-cultivation (6 groups), goat rearing (9 groups), heifer rearing (1 group), 
piggeries (4 groups) and grinding mills (3 groups).  
 

b) Livestock restocking  
With complementary funding from Oxfam’s Gift Catalogue Fund, during this programme period, 
Oxfam distributed small and large livestock to 4,559 vulnerable households in Mucwini (1,810), 
Madi Opei (1,261) and Padibe (1,488) IDP camps. To receive the animals the beneficiaries were 
organised into groups of 20 people. Oxfam GB supported the groups to construct housing units 
for the animals using locally available materials and simple techniques enabling ease of 
maintenance. The groups were also trained on animal husbandry practices such as housing of 
livestock, feeding and feeding management, livestock production, health, and diseases 
prevention and control methods. 
 
The livelihoods team, with support from Oxfam’s Regional Food Security Advisor, reviewed the 
restocking project activity in September 2006 in line with the livelihoods project objectives / goal. 
The review team recommended implementation of cash relief transfer to the 4,559 households of 
restocking beneficiaries in Mucwini, Madi Opei and Padibe IDP camps to support the beneficiaries 
to meet their immediate household basic needs. This was to also to allow beneficiaries to look 
after their livestock and give the livestock time to multiply.  Each beneficiary received a monthly 
cash transfer of UGX 10,000 for seven months from October 2006 to April 2007. 
 

c) Animal health  
During this project, Oxfam identified, trained and supplied a total of 43 volunteer Community 
Animal Health Service Providers (CAHSPs) in seven IDP camps (Mucwini, Madi-Opei, Padibe, 
Lokung, Palabek Gem, Palabek Kal and Palabek Ogili).  The CAHSPs are now qualified to provide 
basic veterinary services in their communities, such as disease control in the areas of 
vaccinations, spraying of livestock against external parasites and de-worming to control internal 
parasites.  This activity had a significant positive impact in the communities, reducing goats’ 
mortality in the camps by 55%.   
 

d) Cash for work  
Oxfam implemented cash for work (CFW) activities to assist the most vulnerable IDPs to meet 
their immediate food and other basic needs while simultaneously enabling them to make the 
necessary preparations to meet their medium and long-term needs independently and with 
dignity.  During this period the cash for work activities included tree planting (community 
nurseries), rural road improvement and dam de-silting. 1,000 households benefited directly from 
this project (600 households in Kitgum peri-urban camps and villages and 400 households in 
Lokung IDP camp) for a period of 9 months.  The projects ran from March to November 2006 for 
Kitgum peri-urban villages and from May 2006 to January 2007 for Lokung IDP camp. 
 

e) Seed multiplication and tools distribution 
With security improving and more land access, availability of high quality seeds was determined 
to be a viable component of faster economic recovery in Kitgum.  Community seed multiplication 
schemes are one strategy to improve local availability of high quality seeds as well as household 
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food security.  The seed multiplication component of this project resulted in a total of 906 acres 
of groundnuts and 325 acres of cassava cuttings planted by the beneficiary households. A total of 
UGX 134,865,000/- was injected into the local economy of Kitgum through the seed fairs in the 
procurement of groundnuts serenut II seeds and cassava cuttings. Farm tool kits (containing 2 
hand hoes, an axe and a panga) were distributed to 1,812 beneficiary households.   
 
The Oxfam Livelihoods team consulted the community and prioritised distribution of two seed 
varieties, Cassava (varieties 2962 & 0067 – Akena) and Groundnuts (Serenut II) to targeted 
farmers.  Cassava was chosen because it can be stored in the field  (while still fresh) for a long 
time and it has a wide local market.  Value can also easily be added to cassava with minimum 
technology, through drying and chipping with hand knife. The varieties chosen are very high 
yielding and quick maturing and are also resistant to pests and disease.  Groundnuts variety 
Serenut II is resistant to drought, pests and disease and is also very high yielding in the local 
environment. Farm tool kits (including 2 hand hoes, a panga and an axe) were distributed to a 
total of 1,812 beneficiary households in Mad-Opei (329), Mucwini (751), Padibe (72) and Lokung 
(660) sub-counties. 
 
In addition to the tools, Oxfam also provided other inputs to support this project. The 
Community Extension Facilitators (CEFs) were each provided a pair of gumboots, one plastic bag 
for their paperwork and a bicycle to facilitate their movement within the parish.  Two bottles of 
ant kill Gladiator were given to Palabek Kal and one to Palabek Ogili.   
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Evaluation objectives and methodology 
The evaluation was designed to be a self-evaluation by the Oxfam GB livelihoods team and with 
an external evaluator being a facilitator to the process. The purpose was for the team to provide 
an objective, qualitative and quantitative assessment of the progress towards achievement of the 
overall programme objective. More specifically the evaluation set out to achieve the following 
objectives: 

- To assess the timeliness, appropriateness, relevance, impact, sustainability and equity of 
the interventions. 

- Act as a learning experience for the Oxfam GB team in the Kitgum programme and further 
enhance their capacity to carry out self-evaluations of this nature. 

 
To meet these objectives, a self-evaluation approach was used, involving the following 
quantitative and qualitative data collection methods. 
 
Literature/Documentation review  
The evaluation team carried out a review of available literature and documentation related to the 
programme and socio-economic conditions in Kitgum district to inform the process of 
methodology and tools development. The review of literature and documentation was key for 
determining respondents and identify projects activities and areas that could be covered during 
the fieldwork and ensuring the right mix of interventions areas are covered. Due to time 
constraints the review was not as comprehensive as envisaged. 
 
Semi-Structured Interviews 
The evaluation team conducted several SSIs with different stakeholders to allow for the validation 
and triangulation of findings from the literature review and primary data gathering. Similar 
interviews were also conducted with some project staff from both the livelihoods and public 
health team. In–depth interviews were also carried out with some randomly selected project 
beneficiaries from taking into consideration the different target and intervention areas. 
 
Lessons Learning Workshop 
On the final day of the evaluation a lessons learning workshop was conducted and the 
participants included Oxfam GB livelihoods team, district stakeholders from different government 
department, local leadership at the camp level. The workshop had a dual objective of providing 
feedback to both Oxfam GB staff and stakeholders and at the same time giving a final 
opportunity for all to give their final perspective of how the programme performed, looking at, 
“what worked well”, “what worked less well”, “reasons behind good and bad performance”, and 
the recommendations for the future. 
 
Focus group discussions 
The evaluation team conducted 8 focus group discussions in some of the areas that were 
sampled for the household survey. The focus of these discussions was to establish beneficiary 
understanding of the objectives of the project interventions, effectiveness of the targeting and 
selection criteria, and the perceived impact of the programme both direct and in direct.  
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Household survey 
A random sample of a cross section the target beneficiary and non-beneficiary households 
according to the different activities and geographical locations was conducted. The purpose of 
this survey was to establish a set of quantitative indicators to assess, among other things, 
household livelihood situation, determine support received from Oxfam GB and impact of the 
programme. The following table shows the distribution of the survey sample.  
 
Distribution of survey beneficiaries per type of activity 

 
Activity  

 
No. of Surveyed Beneficiaries 

 
% of Sample 

Seeds and Tools Distribution 28 15.2 
Restocking and Animal Health 42 22.8 
Community Managed Projects (Livestock) 8 4.3 
Cash for work 42 22.8 
Total 120 65.0 

 
Contribution of impact assessment to the evaluation 
This evaluation report has drawn upon some of the findings from the impact assessment studies 
where the evidence was substantiated. However, it should be stressed that the survey was 
undertaken during a short space of time. There were some inconsistencies with some of the 
questionnaires and as such some variables could not be analysed and have been disregarded in 
this report. The evaluation has therefore treated the quantitative assessment of impact based on 
household interviews with some caution. However the qualitative methods of enquiry proved in 
some circumstances to produce more reliable results than the household surveys.  
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Household Survey Results 
 
Demographics 
The impact assessment survey managed to interview 184 respondents.  Of these 43.5% were male 
respondents while the remainder 104 (56.5% ) were female. The initial survey design intended to 
interview 50% beneficiaries and 50% non-beneficiaries. However, from the final survey results, the 
survey managed to interview 65 (120 respondents) from the beneficiary group while the 35% (64 
respondents) were from the non-beneficiary group. 51.6% of the sampled respondent household 
were female headed. The majority of household heads fall within the economically productive age 
group (18-59 age range) – 88% (162 respondents). The remaining 22 are elderly headed 
households. There were no households that could be considered to be child headed households 
from the sample survey. Average household size is approximately 6 people. According to the 
household responses, 65% of household heads reported being married, 17% were widowed, 5% 
were widowers, 5% were never married, only 2% declared to be divorced.  
 
Chronic illness or disability of the household head 
Chronic illness and disability are important indicators of household productivity. Approximately 
22% of the household heads declared having been chronically ill for more than 3 months, while 
7% have been ill for less than 3 months. However, a large majority (71%) reported that their health 
was good. In terms of the disability status, 86% of the household heads were not disabled, while 
10% and 4 declared to be physically and mentally disabled respectively. 
 
Education 
Education is an essential prerequisite for achieving rapid and sustainable socio-economic 
development. It plays an important role in improving productivity (both at individual and 
organisation levels), equipping people with skills and knowledge to actively participate in the 
economic endeavours of the society, and in promoting entrepreneurship. Education also 
contributes to improved health and nutrition practices particularly for women. The current survey 
investigated adult literacy levels and the child school attendance. 
 
Adult Literacy 
62% of the household heads interviewed and 42% of the household head’s spouse can read and 
write. 
 
School Attendance 
School attendance was assessed for children of 6-17 years of age. Results from the survey 
indicate that 80 of respondent households had a school going child who had dropped out of 
school. Further analysis shows that dropout rates are high among male children when compared 
to their female counterparts.  
 
Nature of Displacement 
90% of households indicated that they are currently displaced from their normal place of 
residence. Displacement is high in the main camps and much less in the satellite camps. This is 
mainly because people have started returning to their places of origin. Although many of the 
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respondents are currently not living in their places of origin, a majority of displaced persons 
living in the camps were living in their sub-counties and parishes of origin (60%).  
 
Access and activities in area of origin 
The respondents were also asked whether they are accessing their areas of origin. A large 
majority 81% (134 respondents) indicated that they currently have access to their areas of origin 
an indication that the security 
situation has significantly improved 
in the areas of original settlement. 
When asked about the activities 
that they are currently doing in 
their areas of origin/return the 
majority of respondents indicated 
that they are currently opening up 
land (44%). Cultivation and 
building/construction of shelter 
both had an equal percentage of 
24%. This result indicates that 
household are preparing to return 
to their village as the security 
situation improves. In light of this, 
there is need for a shift in the nature of programming that Oxfam GB and other organisations are 
currently doing to cater for the current trend of returning. 

Activities in area of origin

44%

24%

24%

2% 5% 1%

Opening Land Cultivation Building shelter
Accessing natural products Nothing Other

 
Impediments to returning 
Among the households that indicated being displaced, 35.6% reported lack of shelter as one of 
their main reasons that prevented the household from returning. Another main reason for not 
returning that was cited was protection/safety in the camp (33.9%) this is despite the fact that 
there has been significant improvements in the security situation. The second main reason for 
not returning is lack of shelter in the area of return. It would appear that as the IDPs prepare to 
return one of the impediments of returning is lack of shelter hence the need increased shelter 
support to the community. The third main reason for not returning is access to health facilities in 
the camps. Based on the analysis of the household intention to return, the data suggests that 
household food security does not seem to be a factor influencing the decision of households to 
return to their place of origin. This is evidenced by very few respondents mentioning access to 
food aid as the main impediment to returning. The table below summaries the impediments to 
return. 
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Household Impediments to returning 
Most Important (n=118) Second (n=121) Third (n=115) Impediments to returning 
N % N % N % 

Protection/safety in camp 40 33.9 8 6.6 - - 
Children in school in camp 8 6.8 6 5 1 0.9 
Access to business opportunities in
camp 6 5.1 2 1.7 1 0.9 

Access to health services in camp 1 0.8 2 1.7 10 8.7 
Access to safe water in camp - - 2 1.7 1 0.9 
Access to food aid in camp - - 8 6.6 - - 
Housing/shelter facility in camp 6 5.1 5 4.1 2 1.7 
Central govt/local authority directive 1 0.8 3 2.5 1 0.9 
Lack of seeds/tools 2 1.7 2 1.7 - - 
Lack of land in area of origin 1 0.8 - - 1 0.9 
Lack of shelter in area of return 42 35.6 19 15.7 3 2.6 
Lack of water 3 2.5 4 3.3 3 2.6 
Poor road network in area of return 1 0.8 3 2.5 - - 
Lack of markets in area of return - - 1 0.5 - - 
No second reason 2 1.7 53 43.8 2 1.7 
No third reason - - - - 89 77.4 
Other 5 4.2 3 2.5 1 0.9 

 
Household Livelihood Sources 
Households engage in various activities to gain and maintain their livelihoods. The nature of 
these activities is variable depending on the availability of assets, resources, labour, skills, and 
gender among other factors. Within the household, members perform different activities to 
contribute to “household livelihood security”. The quantitative survey findings indicate that a 
large percent of households rely on food crop production/sales (43.8%). Casual labour, food 
assistance and petty trading activities also constitute some of the main livelihood sources of the 
survey households. Despite the long conflict in Kitgum the survey data suggests that agriculture 
continues to be one of the main income sources of the households hence the need for continued 
support in this sector.  
 
Household income sources 

Most Important (n=178) Second (n=173) Third (n=144) Household Livelihood
Options N % N % N % 
Remittances 1 0.6 5 2.9 7 4.9 
Food crop production/sales 78 43.8 31 17.9 3 2.1 
Cash crop production 13 7.3 5 2.9 4 2.8 
Casual labour 26 14.6 33 19.1 6 4.2 
Begging - - 2 1.2 1 0.7 
Livestock production/sales 1 0.6 2 1.2 1 0.7 
Fishing - - 1 0.6 - - 
Petty trade/small business 21 11.8 24 13.9 9 6.2 
Weaver/Sewing 1 0.6 1 0.6 1 0.7 
Formal salary/wages - - 2 1.2 - - 
Vegetables production/sales - - 1 0.6 2 1.4 
Food assistance 32 18 47 27.2 11 7.6 
No other source - - 12 6.9 92 63.9 
Other 5 2.8 7 4 7 4.9 
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Borrowing and Credit 
The financial capital available to the IDPS may come from the conversion of their assets in order 
to cover periods when production is less or to invest in other activities. In the context of Kitgum, 
cash injections have also come from different interventions such the CFW projects being 
implemented by different NGOs. They also make use of formal and informal credit systems to 
supplement their own financial resources.  
 
The percentage of households interviewed who reported having borrowed 4 months preceding 
the survey is only 19% (35 respondent households) while 181 respondents indicated that they do 
not have access to credit facilities. This result indicates that there are limited credit options for 
the communities living in the IDP camps of Northern Uganda. For those households that reported 
having some access to credit facilities, the main reason for borrowing was healthcare (28%), 
income generating activities (22%) and education (19%). Consumption based loans are slightly 
lower at 17%. This is partly due to the ongoing monthly blanket food distributions being done by 
WFP. Households also took loans for social events (11%). Different sources of loans have been 
observed in the study area for those households that reported having taken a loan. 63.3% of the 
respondent households took loans from friends/relatives. A combined average 12.1% took loans 
from CBOs/lending groups.  
 
Household Assets 
A major indicator for measuring household livelihood/economic security is the value of key 
productive and non-productive assets possessed by the households as they demonstrate the 
productive capability of the household as well as its relative level of wealth. The current 
evaluation did not construct the asset index based on asset value. An asset wealth ranking is 
used based on the number of assets owned by the household (both productive and non 
productive assets). Three categories have been derived (0 to 4 – assets poor, 5-9 asset medium 
and 10+asset rich. To simplify the presentation, household assets are classified into two mutually 
exclusive categories as presented in box xx below. 
 
Asset classification 
Productive Assets Defined as assets that can be used for productive purpose or used to earn 

income (agricultural land, livestock, trees, farm implements, etc.). 
Non-productive Assets Defined as assets that are used in the household but cannot be readily be 

converted into liquid cash. Items in this category include furniture, utensils, 
electrical appliances, audio-visual appliances, refrigerator, and clothes and 
bedding. 

 
Data from the quantitative survey suggests that 44.6% of the respondents can be categorised as 
asset medium, while 20.7% are asset poor and the remaining 34.8% are asset rich. This result 
indicates that a majority of households are doing fairly well in terms of asset endowment. There 
are more female-headed households that are asset poor compared to their male counter-parts. 
On the contrary, more female-headed households are asset medium compared to the male 
counterparts. More male-headed households are asset rich (56.2%) while only 29.5% of the 
female households can be classified as asset rich. 
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Productive and non-productive asset scores 

Male headed Female headed 
Asset Category N % 

N % N % 

Asset Poor (0 to 4) 38 20.7 16 42.1 22 57.9 

Asset medium (5 to 9) 82 44.6 37 45.1 45 54.9 

Asset rich (10+) 64 34.8 36 56.2 28 29.5 

 
Livestock Ownership 
Livestock are considered an asset store and can be sold when a household is experiencing a 
livelihoods stress. Ownership of livestock therefore serves as a cushion against shocks and 
stresses. Livestock assets that were investigated in this report include cattle, donkeys/horses, 
sheep, goats, pigs and poultry. Livestock ownership between the households varied greatly 
between the different types of livestock and across the districts. None of the survey households 
own any improved stock and the majority can categorised as being livestock poor. Of the 18 
households that reported owning cattle, none of them reported having more than 9 cattle. Only 2 
respondents household had between 5 to 9 cattle with the remainder having between 1 to 4 
livestock. The same trend is observed across the different livestock categories. There are no 
significant differences in terms of livestock ownership between male and female-headed 
households. 
 
Livestock ownership 

Male headed Female headed 
Type of livestock Number of 

livestock N % 
N % N % 

None 166 90.2 78 47 88 53 

1 to 4 16 8.7 10 62.5 6 37.5 

5 to 9 2 1.1 1 50 1 50 
Cattle 

10+ - - - - - - 

None 148 80.4 71 48 77 52 

1 to 4 34 18.5 17 50 17 50 

5 to 9 2 1.1 1 50 1 50 
Goats 

10+ - - - - - - 

None 162 88 74 45.7 88 54.3 

1 to 4 20 10.9 13 65 7 35 

5 to 9 1 0.5 1 100 - - 
Pigs 

10+ 1 0.5 1 100 - - 

None 162 88 74 45.7 88 54.3 

1 to 4 17 9.2 11 64.7 6 35.3 

5 to 9 3 1.6 2 66.7 1 33.3 
Poultry 

10+ 2 1.1 2 100 - - 
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Access to land and agricultural production 
The survey data suggests that the interviewed households rely on agricultural activities as their 
primary source of income. Land ownership/access to land is therefore considered to be one of 
the most important determinants of livelihood status/security of the people of Kitgum. With the 
long periods of conflict, access to land has been so diminished that a majority of households 
have not been able to access land for sufficient agricultural production. The majority of the 
households’ livelihoods are based on 
agriculture. Although challenges are still being 
experienced in terms of access to arable land, 
89.5% (162/181) reported that they have access 
to land. 41% (63/152) of the respondents 
indicated that they are planning to cultivate 2 or 
more hectares of land, while another 32% are 
planning to cultivate between 1 to 2 hectares. 
The results indicate that access to land is 
improving and people are opening up more land 
with peace returning. Similarly more 
respondents indicated that they are planning to cultivate more land during the current 
agricultural season compared to the previous season. 73% of 160 respondents indicated that they 
would be cultivating more land during the current agricultural season. Only 6% of the 
respondents indicated that they would be cultivating less land. 

Plans for land cultivation

73%

21%
6%

larger same less

 
Food security indicators 
Three indicators relating to food security were derived from the household survey: (i) food 
sources, (ii) number of months a household’s food from own production can last and, (iii) number 
of meals eaten per day (for adults and adolescents). 
 
In terms of household food sources a large percent of the respondent households indicated that 
their main source of food during the past three months was food assistance, 48% - (86/177*100 
respondents). This is mainly a result of 
limited productive capacity due to 
limited access to land – a result of 
mainly the long conflict in the district. 
However, as the situation improves, and 
more people begin to access land in 
their areas of origin, land based 
livelihoods are also taking a significant 
place in the people’s livelihoods. 39% of 
the respondents indicated obtaining 
their food from own harvest. Other 
sources of income that were mentioned by the respondents include purchasing – 8% and casual 
labour – 3%. From this analysis one can surmise that with the security situation improving, more 
and more households should be relying more on agriculture as their main source of income. 

39%

3%0%0% 8%

48%

0%2%

own harvest casual labour borrowing gift

purchase food assistance bartering other
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For the food stocks from own production indicator, 42.5% of households had none. 30.5% had 
enough for up to 1 month, 17.2% had enough for 2-3 months while 9.8% had enough for 4+ 
months. Households that did not have food stocks from own production (151 families) were also 
asked when it was finished, 60.3% indicated that they never had any stock, 21.2% had finished 
their stock the previous month while for the remainder had their food stocks finished between 2 – 
7 months. An analysis of the same variable by male/female household headship also indicates 
that female-headed households are more vulnerable to food insecurity when the indicator for 
food from own production is considered compared to the male-headed households as shown 
below in the table below.  
 
Household food stock 

Male headed households Female Headed households 
Indicators Category 

N % N % 

None 32 43.2 42 56.8 

Up to one month 21 39.6 32 60.4 

Enough for 2-3 months 20 66.7 10 33.3 
Food Stock 

Enough for 4 months 12 70.6 5 29.4 

 
Meal consumption patterns: As with the, ‘amount of food from own production’ indicator, ‘meals 
per day’ indicator appears to generate credible information on the different levels of vulnerability 
of survey population sample. Results indicate that 73.8% of the adults aged 18+ years, ate 2 
meals the day before the survey interview. 8.7% are having 3 meals a day. 63.8% and 20.9% of the 
adolescent children aged 6-17 years are having 2 and 3 meals a day respectively. This suggests a 
deliberate shift in consumption by adults and children to ensure survival during periods of food 
insecurity. More adults in female-headed households are having 2 meals a day compared to 
those in male-headed households. There are no significant differences in adolescent meal 
consumption between male and female-headed households. 
 
Meal consumption by sex of household head 

Male headed households Female headed households 
Adults Adolescents Adults Adolescents Indicator Category 
N % N % N % N % 

1 17 53.1 12 44.4 15 46.9 15 55.6 

2 63 46.7 55 48.7 72 75.8 58 51.3 
Meals per 
day 

3 8 50 19 51.4 8 50 18 48.6 
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Evaluation Findings 
 
Timeliness and Effectiveness 
 
Direct Seed Distribution 
The seeds and tools/seed multiplication programme was not designed to meet the immediate 
needs but the medium to longer-term needs of the community by ensuring that longer-term 
food and seed security is guaranteed in the community. With security improving and more land 
being accessed, availability of high quality seeds and tools was a viable component of the food 
security and livelihood programme in Kitgum. Overall, the communities were of the opinion that 
the seed aid distributed contributed to better harvests, except in cases where crops failure are 
associated with their gardens not being adequately protected from animals in particular goats 
and floods which destroyed their crops.  
 
Some of the community members raised complaints related to late delivery of seeds, which led to 
late planting and lower harvests. Distribution of seeds and tools needs to be well on time for the 
planting season. To be able to use seed properly farmers need not only receive it on time, they 
also need prior notice so that they can start land preparation on time. The basic criteria for 
targeting the seeds and tools distribution are access to land and availability of labour in the 
household. There is an additional need to check on availability of draught power at the household 
level to effectively put the seeds to good use. In terms of the direct seed distribution programme 
good practice will be to distribute the seed at least one week before the start of the planting 
season. If such planting deadlines cannot be met, it is appropriate to hold on to the seeds for the 
next planting season. 
 
It is also not clear from a programme design point of view whether there are sanctions against 
those who do not return the agreed amount of seed at harvest time for multiplication. Similarly it 
is not clear what strategies are in place to deal with issues related to either a poor harvest or to 
the household that finds it difficult to pass on seeds to the next household. These are some of 
challenges that the programme is facing in terms of ensuring continuity of the multiplication 
process. The “credit” element is presumably both to try and inculcate a more “developmental” 
influence into the programme, moving it away from a relief mode where free distributions are the 
norm and to try and build in greater sustainability.  
 
Restocking & Animal Health 
Generally the Oxfam GB supported restocking interventions have been effectively implemented. 
The implementation approaches including community sensitisation, partnering with district 
authorities in the case of animal health interventions, purchase of livestock from local markets; 
inspection and treatment of animals before distribution were all thought through and proved 
successful. Some beneficiaries have managed to multiply their livestock and have sold off some 
of their pigs and goats to meet their daily needs. Oxfam GB is currently conducting livestock fairs 
and is buying livestock from the same beneficiaries of the restocking project, an indication that 
livestock have multiplied. 
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However in some cases, the livestock sector faced some challenges, for example most of the 
community members that were spoken to spoke of recurrent livestock raids from the 
Karamajongs. In Madi Opei for example, the CMP group lost 20 oxen to raids by the 
Karamajongs.  96 households were able to replace some of their oxen but 7 of them died of 
disease. Some respondents have questioned the effectiveness of the restocking and animal health 
programme as means of transferring benefits to the community at a time when the security 
situation was still volatile and with no regular monitoring activities possible during that time. 
 
Although the CMP (livestock) and the restocking projects were good initiatives, their effectiveness 
was perhaps compromised by their implementation in the camp set up where people did not have 
adequate grazing land. The situation was also too congested to the extent that it favoured 
disease outbreak. It is the opinion of both staff and stakeholders that as long as there is relative 
calm, and the community members start returning, the context does favour restocking and asset 
building activities than before. The idea of rebuilding assets in camp situation was perhaps a bit 
too ambitious; hence it was more effective to implement relief type of activities to meet the 
immediate needs of the communities. Furthermore, the restocking project was implemented at a 
time when the programme was being remotely implemented there was inadequate monitoring 
both in terms of output delivery and impact monitoring. It was felt that restocking would have 
been more effective when camp decongestation started when people began relocating to the 
decongestation sites in 2007.  
 
Cash for Work 
The CFW project has been described as being one of the most effective in preserving household 
assets and providing households with immediate income needs. Households were able to buy 
some livestock from the money that they received through the CFW programme. The stocking and 
restocking of valuable household assets was a direct result of cash that was received through the 
CFW intervention. The cash payments also meant that households were able to pay off debts 
incurred as a consequence of increased vulnerability due to limited employment opportunities 
especially amongst the peri-urban beneficiaries. Respondent households indicated being able to 
send their children to school from the income they derived from the CFW activities including 
payment for social events such as dowry. The cash payout that was given to CFW beneficiaries 
was described as an important exit strategy that ensured continuity of benefits and reinvestment 
of the money into income generating activities, purchase of livestock and household assets.  The 
CFW project has been credited for achieving the triple objective of the programme i.e. meeting 
the immediate, medium and longer-term needs of the community. The monthly cash payout 
allowed the beneficiaries to meet their immediate needs whilst at the same time addressing the 
medium to long-term needs. 
 
One of the most significant achievements in terms of timeliness and effectiveness of the CFW 
programme was the method of cash delivery to the beneficiaries of the project. Instead of the 
traditional mechanism of transferring cash through direct cash disbursement, Oxfam GB 
partnered with a local village bank which facilitated the opening of bank accounts by the CFW 
beneficiaries. 40 000USh was transferred into the beneficiaries’ accounts over a period of 9 
months (the duration of the project). A major advantage of this system of transferring funds into 
the beneficiary accounts is that some beneficiaries benefited from loan facilities from the village 
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bank and it helped in reducing the potential security risks that could have been associated with 
direct cash disbursement.  
 
Relevance/Appropriateness 
 
Direct Seed Distribution 
Seeds and tools distributions constitute a small part of the evaluated programme activities 
primarily because of these activities were implemented towards the end of the programme when 
the activity was deemed more relevant and appropriate. The programme has had a strong appeal 
among the beneficiaries as it supported this mainly agro-based economy to rebuild their 
productive capacity. Although the seeds and tools programme was implemented at an 
appropriate time, the community still had some problems with access to land. Because of the 
insecurity there was a 2km radius that the community was not supposed to exceed in terms of 
accessing land. In some cases people had to rely on hired land. It is somewhat difficult to 
adequately answer the questions of the relevance of the Oxfam GB seeds and tools distribution 
because of the relative scarcity of input needs assessment that need to be conducted on a regular 
basis. 
 
Based on the information gathered from the field it is fair to surmise that the need for seeds and 
tools was far more significant towards the end of the programme implementation making the 
implementation of the DSD more relevant to the context of people returning. Apart from 
addressing the challenges of seeds and tools, there is also need to for the agricultural 
programme to address other challenges that the communities/returnees are facing to ensure a 
more holistic approach to enhancing agricultural productivity of the returnees. The quantitative 
impact survey highlighted several agricultural production problems key among them being 
droughts, weeds and insect pests. Although the current strategy is appropriate, the need for a 
more holistic approach to agricultural recovery cannot be overemphasised. In Northern Uganda, 
returnees lack draught power to open up land, lack of roads, market access, agricultural output 
value addition and access to savings and credit facilities. Therefore, the seeds and tools 
programme address at best a symptom of the problem rather than the root causes to recurrent 
challenges of food and livelihood insecurity. 
 
Restocking & Animal Health 
Livestock –oriented interventions i.e. restocking and support to veterinary services were generally 
found to be relevant/appropriate. The implementation approach used involved community-based 
selection of beneficiaries, choice of right species of livestock, purchase of animals from local 
markets and inspection and treatment of animals before distribution. The approach of combining 
livestock distribution with a cash payout was hailed for allowing households to meet their basic 
needs and ensuring that their livestock assets are protected.  In general, the choice of animal 
species used for the restocking interventions was relevant/appropriate considering that efforts 
were made to restock using local breeds for easy adaptation and strict controls by the district 
veterinary officers were also implemented. However, the restocking and animal health 
interventions were insufficiently monitored due to insecurity during the early stages of the 
project, and, of insufficient volume in a district where livestock rearing is on an almost equal 
footing with crop production as a source of livelihood. The support provided to train, refresh and 
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equip the community animal health service providers (CAHSPs) in seven IDP camps (Mucwini, 
Madi-Opei, Padibe, Lokung, Palabek Gem, Palabek Kal and Palabek Ogili) was notable and 
particularly relevant in providing animal health services to the beneficiaries of the restocking 
project and the community managed projected. This is particularly so in the context of limited 
access to grazing land in the IDPs camps due to high insecurity and the general shortage of 
government veterinary officers in the district. With only two veterinarians and three animal 
husbandry officers in the whole district, it was a viable alternative in ensuring that animal health 
services are within the community. Although this approach was a deviation from government 
policy, it has facilitated the provision of vital animal health services in the community. Such 
services include disease control, vaccinations, spraying of livestock, de-worming. The aim to 
sustain the work of CAHSPs and improving their capacity in laudable in the longer-term, as more 
agencies are engaged in livestock related interventions with programming moves from relief to 
recovery. The only challenge that has been expressed by the community are some discrepancies 
in terms of the costing of the services that are being provided by the CAHSPs. Some of them are 
reportedly charging prices higher than those stipulated by the government. In some cases the 
handling and administration of the medicines has also been of great concern. These concerns call 
for harmonised standards on the practice of CAHSPs and clear guidelines on cost recovery, as 
there is lack of clarity. 
 
Cash for Work 
In terms of relevance and appropriateness, the CFW programme performed the best when 
compared to the other interventions. CFW programmes met the needs and priorities of the 
beneficiaries beyond expectations. With cash beneficiaries were presented with options and 
choices and were able to prioritise their needs in a way no other relief intervention – food rations, 
seed distribution, livestock fairs – is able to do.  With the in-depth understanding of the 
community that Oxfam GB was working with and a result of ongoing monitoring activities, the 
amount of the allotment per household and the frequency and mode of payment were all 
considered to be well planned.  
 
Impact 
As a general observation, there is insufficient understanding of the impact Oxfam GB 
interventions on the livelihoods of target populations. Although there have been numerous 
monitoring and evaluation activities in the programme, these assessments suffered inadequate 
analysis and reporting systems, and methodological inadequacy. The impact assessment studies 
conducted as part of this evaluation were designed to make up for this lack of impact 
information. Unfortunately because of the timeframe they also faced methodological difficulties. 
 
Direct Seeds Distribution (DSD) 
The direct seed distribution project component was introduced towards the end of the SIDA 
funded livelihoods programme. The method is sometimes referred to as seeds and tools, because 
the distribution of seed is often accompanied by the provision of farm equipment. In line with the 
seed security framework, the two most common justifications for providing seed relief are that 
there is a problem of seed availability, and/or farmer saved seed is of poor quality due to 
production constraints such as diseased seed, while tools distribution is mainly a response to 
lack of and/or inadequate farm implements among targeted households to ensure effective 
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productivity.  The analysis on the impact of the Oxfam GB funded livelihoods programme is based 
on the ‘seed security framework’ proposed by Remington et al (2002), which borrows from the 
food security framework to conceptualise seed security. 
 
Parameter Seed security 
Availability Sufficient quantity of seed of desired crops is within reasonable 

proximity to people and in time for critical sowing periods. 
Access People have adequate income or other resources to purchase and 

barter for appropriate seed. 
Utilisation Seed is of acceptable quality and of desired varieties (seed 

health, physiological quality and variety integrity. 
Remington et al (2002) 
 
Receipt of seed and tools by farmers 
Of the 184 households that were interviewed during the impact assessment survey, 26 
households had received seed aid from Oxfam GB during the implementation of the livelihood 
programme. When asked about the type of seed that was received, most households reported 
receiving groundnuts compared to any other type of seed. In terms of the seed quality, most 
respondents rated it as good (15) – 65.2%, while 30.4% mentioned that the quality was average. 
There was only one respondent who mentioned that the quality of the seed was poor. 
 
Linking relief and development 
The implementation of seeds and tools programme in the Kitgum illustrates how the relief and 
developmental objectives that the DSD programmes can potentially fulfil. One of the reasons why 
the DSD programme was implemented towards the end of the programme is because of an 
enabling environment that came with improved security. Thus the dual objective of relief and 
recovery were fulfilled. Households that have received seeds from Oxfam GB now have enough 
seeds for planting in subsequent agricultural seasons. At the same time the as more people are 
now accessing land in their parishes or origin and return site, more households are set to benefit 
from the seeds that they are set to receive from the initial beneficiaries. Respondents in a FGD 
reported improved seed security, “the seeds we received e.g. cassava and groundnuts are 
multiplying and we have already given them to the next beneficiaries at the same time remaining 
w th enough for p ant ng dur ng the next season. We also have some surp us for consumpt on 
and for sale”.  

i l i i l i

 
It needs to be recognised that the implementation of the DSD programme has underscored the 
need to be clear about the specific aims and objectives of the interventions so that the 
appropriate implementation modalities can be incorporated into programme design. One of the 
commonly mentioned challenges of the programme it that the community of a strict targeting 
criteria. The coverage of the programme was not enough as more and more people had started 
accessing land in the community hence the need to target more households. 
 
Perception of Improved seed security 
It was clear from talking with male and female respondents in the assessment areas that they felt 
that improved seed security in the community was of one of the major benefits in the community. 
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There was also a general consistency over what they meant by improved seed security and this 
meant seed that produced a better harvest including access to seed for the next planting season. 
The seed variety of groundnuts and cassava provided is particularly resistant to common pests 
and diseases, reach early maturity and high yielding. An added advantage is that the seeds were 
locally procured which encourages farmers to continue growing more allowing for rapid 
multiplication. 
 
Restocking and Animal Health 
Restocking and animal health programmes are increasingly viewed as the primary method of 
rehabilitating the small-scale livestock sector after a disaster or long periods of conflict and 
instability. In line with this consideration, the Oxfam GB programme has worked with the IDPs 
and returnees by distribution of free livestock and provision of animal health services. For the 
programme under review the restocking project has been implemented as relief, rehabilitation 
and as a means of development. The project has been conceptualised as a method of supporting 
a household immediate nutritional needs and longer-term livelihood needs. Thus restocking is 
justified as a means of improving household food security.  
 
The current impact assessment managed to interview some beneficiaries of the restocking and 
animal health project. 33.5% (58/173) of the respondents indicated having received livestock 
support from Oxfam GB. The majority of the respondents received their livestock through the 
restocking programme (42 respondents) with the remainder benefiting from the CMP livestock 
component. There is some evidence from the current review that the restocking and animal 
health has managed to fulfil some of its objectives particularly in terms of meeting the long-term 
livelihood objective. 
 
Improved access to animal health services 
Many livestock diseases occur in the Northern Uganda and their importance vary according to the 
effects on trade, loss of production mortality and ability to transmit diseases to humans. The 
direct impact of livestock disease on small-scale livestock keepers may be that of reducing the 
reducing the quality of livestock products. In view of the need to mitigate the impact of livestock 
disease on the project beneficiaries, the food security and livelihoods programme implemented 
an animal health component. Results from the quantitative study suggest a wide range of services 
that the community received from the CAHSPs. Of the total beneficiaries of the restocking and 
animal health project 41% (24/58*100) of the respondents were able to confirm benefiting from 
veterinary extension services provides by the district veterinary office/CAHSPs. The most common 
received services are animal treatment and spraying with 55% and 31% respectively. 8% of the 
respondents reported having received de-worming services while 4% was for treatment follow-
up. Tagging and training in livestock management services were provided to an average of only 
1% of the beneficiary respondents. The provision of such services has been linked to increased 
animal productivity (milk production and fertility). Provision of such animal health activities 
improve livestock body condition and improve a drop in milk production, which must have a 
positive impact on nutritional status of the household and notably children.  
 
Although there is a general increase in the provision of animal health services, livestock mortality 
has been very high in the project area resulting in a net reduction in the impact of the restocking 
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project. Several of the respondents in focus group discussion indicated that there were losing 
their livestock due to disease. The main challenge for the community was limited financial 
resources for them to pay for animal health services. Although the monthly cash transfer of 40 
000USh accompanied the livestock transfer, it reportedly came in a bit late when beneficiaries 
had already started selling off some of their goats to meet immediate needs like medical care and 
payment of animal health services.   
 
Training of Animal Health Care Providers 
Community-based animal health care interventions are a relatively contemporary innovation and 
in the case of Uganda, not prescribed in the government policy on livestock development. The 
current Kitgum animal health programme has been designed to respond to the needs of livestock 
keepers mainly beneficiaries of Oxfam GB restocking project which do not have access to 
government support in veterinary services hence the decision to train CAHSPs. The focus group 
discussions and the lessons learned workshop revealed some of the advantages of targeting 
appropriate candidates for training. The process was considered to be participatory and involved 
the District Veterinary Officer (DVO). This has helped in identifying individual who had great 
potential and some experience in livestock management. Although the role of CAHSPs in disease 
treatment appears to be minimal, overall the project has improved access to drugs principally 
through motivated individuals who are utilising the training to provide animal health services.  
 
Despite these achievements there are caveats that need to be addressed if the CAHSPs are to 
effectively play their role in the provision of animal health services. 

- The CAHSPs also need more frequent and regular training to be able to diagnose more 
diseases and hence making them more useful in their communities. There were some 
reports and cases of CAHSPs who failed to follow ‘veterinary professional ethics’. Cases of 
over and under-dosing of livestock were reported which had resulted in livestock deaths. 
Some community members have questioned the reliability of veterinary services, for 
example in Akara.  

- The CAHSPs were reportedly charging above the government rates for the animal health 
services provided. As highlighted elsewhere in this report lack of clear goals and 
objectives is threatening to hamper the sustainability of CAHSPs restocked communities. It 
is in this regard that the challenges are associated with project implementation rather 
than with the concept and objectives underlying community-based service provision 
although the concept itself needs to be refined in the current phase of programme 
implementation.  

- It is clear therefore that the underlying objective of CAHSPs needs to revisited vis-à-vis 
the education level/skills base of potential CAHSPs, government policy and the need for a 
proper regulatory framework. 

 
Livestock as form of financial capital 
Financial capital is defined as the ‘financial resources which are available to people (whether 
savings, supplies of credit, or regular remittances) and which provide them with different 
livelihood options’. For many poor households, livestock are a primary form of savings. As an 
investment, few other sources can match livestock as a means of capital growth. Equally animal 
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sales may allow poor households to quickly generate cash during times of need. Livestock of-
take, including manure is often a key source of income. 
 
Evidence from the current seems to support the above propositions with some of the interviewed 
beneficiaries confirming that livestock have been one of the major sources of financial income for 
households since benefiting from the programme. This is particularly so in cases where livestock 
have either calved, kidded or littered and households are deriving various benefits from their 
livestock. Sales of milk, goats and piglets and in some cases of big livestock were mentioned as 
sources of income. This has greatly improved household income security and community ability 
to meet their basic food and non-food items needs, as one respondent in a FGD put it, “ou  
household in ome is improved, we can now afford to buy some s hool uniforms and books for 
our children”. The focus group discussion found that poor families in the main and satellite 
camps saw improvements and increases in livestock production as a major pathway for 
overcoming poverty and vulnerability. In view of the above considerations this is not an entirely 
surprising as livestock has proved to be a major source of cash income for the communities. 

r
c c

 
Livestock programming gaps 
Significant programmatic gaps were identified in the Oxfam GB funded livestock sector. Oxfam 
GB needs to better understand some of the challenges facing this programme in particular the 
high livestock mortality rates, which have become a major problem in the livestock sector. The 
quantitative study highlighted that one of the major problems facing the livestock beneficiaries is 
livestock death. Besides, the response in the livestock tended to be dominated by livestock 
distribution supported by a weak structure of animal health, possibly on account of being better 
understood and technically easier to set up. There was no effort to tackling more long-term and 
deep-rooted issues such a water points for livestock, rangeland management, and fodder 
reserves which could be more appropriate interventions as people return to their places of origin. 
In areas such as Akara, although there have enough grazing pastures, challenges still exist in 
terms of access to livestock drinking water. There seems to be an apparent need to intensify and 
diversity the portfolio of activities that are being implemented in the livestock sector. Issues 
around appropriate targeting need to be effectively taken care of to ensure more effectiveness is 
built into the programme. The restocking programme in some cases has not been so effective as 
it should be, in part because the recipients (vulnerable groups) could not provide proper care for 
their livestock. Eligibility criteria such as (i) technical competence in the relevant areas of livestock 
production; and (ii) ability to provide adequate shelter and feed for livestock provided under the 
projects should be considered. Projects approaching livestock improvements by addressing a 
particular constraint without addressing other related production constraints invariably fail and 
need to change their approach to a multi-pronged approach. Providing animals without 
effective/adequate support for farmers on issues such as animal health, feeding and animal 
management has resulted in poor animal health, high mortality and poor reproduction. 
 
Cash for work 
Cash for work project are increasingly being favoured over other forms of resource transfer to 
vulnerable households in developing countries. The Oxfam GB livelihoods and food security 
project has implemented the CFW project in the peri-urban and rural locations of Kitgum district. 
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Impact of the Transfers on Target Group Level 
The impact of the CFW programme on most beneficiaries was multifaceted and powerful. Most 
fundamentally it helped meet the immediate, medium term and longer term needs of the 
community. The cash allowed people to improve their diets and nutrition, contributed to 
improved health conditions by assisting the community to pay for immediate medical needs. Most 
importantly it provided the people with the cushion or buffer against immediate demands on 
their assets. Such demands would have forced them into debt and into another turn in the 
downward spiral of food insecurity and poverty. Heads of beneficiary households have 
understood the purpose of the transfers and made rationale use of them. They bought basic 
necessities like food, soap and blankets. Some invested part of their transfers in seed (for those 
with access to land), livestock such as goats and pigs, and petty business investments. Some 
beneficiaries left part of their transfers in their accounts in order to be able to use later to meet 
household basic needs. The beneficiary households expressed that the transfers have improved 
their well-being and given them new hope. Schools in the catchments area of which beneficiary 
households have been receiving transfers for 9 months report that attendance and appearance of 
children from beneficiary households has substantially improved. The fact that the transfers are 
in cash, which is fungible and can be flexibly used in accordance with the individual needs and 
priorities of the beneficiaries, is one of the highly praised feature of the CFW project. 
 
The impact of the CFW on individuals and households cannot be separated. As highlighted above, 
cash helped the households to rebuild their assets. Evidence from the quantitative survey 
suggests that many were able to repay debts that they incurred as a result of hard times. 
Numerous households especially in the peri-urban setting were able to make home 
improvements. Some households were entrepreneurial. With the exit cash grant of 350 000USh, 
various investments into income generating activities were undertaken by some sections of the 
community, these include vending/trading in food items and agricultural activities among others. 
 
Impact on gender and intra-household relations 
For many women the impact of CFW was profound. Most cultures in Uganda are patriarchal. The 
male heads of households make the major decisions for the household and make decisions for 
the household including enjoying responsibility for the major assets such as livestock and land. 
Women are responsible for the majority of activities that take place around the household, the 
children and the compound. It seems widely accepted acknowledged and accepted that women 
are better managers of household and better managers of cash. In view of these considerations 
the CFW project targeted women to receive cash for the household and this worked very well and 
this is one of the reasons why cash received through the CFW was not lost through misuse. 
Participants in FGDs indicated that, “the cash payments to women gave them prominence and a 
greater responsibility for the management of the household that they had not enjoyed before”. 
The relationship between men and women has been altered in some households. Data from the 
quantitative survey suggests that more women are that men were responsible for making 
decision making on how the cash from the CFW is used.  32% of the CFW beneficiaries also 
indicated that there is joint decision making between men and women. In a few cases children are 
also being involved in decision-making on the utilization of CFW transfers. 
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Gender based violence or women’s empowerment? 
One argument against delivering cash transfers to women; especially in patriarchal cultures where 
men control most cash income at household level is the potential of sparking GBV in the home. 
The current evaluation found that there were some cases of project-related violence in the home 
including family break-ups. A limited number of cases were reported of particularly male violence 
against women, triggered or exacerbated by the CFW. A few respondents reported that (other) 
women were beaten by their husbands to surrender the money when they refused to do so. The 
challenge that the CFW project faced was the failure to anticipate such possibilities. There were 
no specific interventions that were designed to reduce risk among the CFW beneficiaries. Of 
importance was the need to include some key messages targeted at cash recipients (both men 
and women) to be faithful and respectful, and to fully engage their spouses in budgeting and 
spending the money. It must be made clear that this evaluation found no direct evidence of 
gender based violence, only hints that it happened in some households. This anecdotal evidence 
came from only a few sources, and even with probing the scale of CFW project GBV appears very 
limited. The evaluation study did not highlight sufficient evidence of intra-household resource. 
The more general lack of information on intra-household spending/outcomes of cash and other 
transfers needs to be addressed through monitoring and evaluation systems. 
 
Beneficiaries’ exposure to banking services 
The decision by the Oxfam GB Kitgum livelihood team for beneficiaries to receive money through 
the banking system using a village bank and for women to receive money on behalf of their 
families, - exposed the beneficiaries to the banking services for the first time, “women have 
learnt some banking skills which is important now and in the future. They are now doing this on
their own. Some are now able to access loans through the village bank”.  The regular contact with 
the bank by the community and in particular women for 9 consecutive months increased their 
confidence in the benefits and security of using banks to manage money and raised their interest 
in making use of other banking services. A positive by-productive of the CFW project therefore 
was the creation of demand for banking and financial services among men and women of the 
targeted locations in the peri-urban and rural communities in Kitgum district. 
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Equity 
 
Direct Seed Distribution 
Targeting for seeds and tools distribution mainly uses two different approaches. The first is to 
distribute to everybody in a community which is generally considered to be vulnerable. The 
second is to employ a more targeted approach depending on the objective of the programme 
looking at issues like household access to land and availability of labour. The Oxfam GB 
livelihoods programme opted for a more targeted approach to seed and tools distribution. The 
objective was to ensure that beneficiaries have capacity to cultivate and multiply seeds. The main 
reason for this approach was to ensure seed security in the targeted communities. 
 
Evidence from the impact assessment suggests that the project initially benefited the ‘better-off’ 
who had capacity to cultivate and multiply seeds. With most of them now harvesting their first 
crop since benefiting from the project, poorer farmers are set to benefit from the ‘passing on’ of 
seeds. In some cases the programme targeted highly vulnerable groups (female-headed 
households, orphans, the elderly and the disabled who did not have the capacity to plant their 
seeds mainly due to shortage of manpower. Discussions with the community indicate that the 
targeting was very good as it greatly facilitated the achievement of the programme objective. The 
only concerns that were raised were in terms of the quantity of seeds that were distributed which 
were considered very little. The effectiveness of the targeting criteria has also been compromised 
by limited coverage of the poorer farmers. The project mainly covered Lamwo County leaving 
Chua county. Targeting challenges are basically twofold: (a) to identify those households who 
actually need seed and tools aid and (b) to ensure they have the means to use it (i.e. the land and 
labour necessary for sowing, and sufficient stability to guarantee that seeds planted can be 
looked after and harvested). Thus the fundamental issue that needs to be addressed in the 
programming for seeds and tools is to ensure the goals and what the programme seeks to 
achieve are well articulated and this must be done prior to choosing the targeting criteria. 
 
Restocking and animal health 
A very positive impact of the project has been the introduction of participatory methods on 
selection of beneficiaries. The selection of criteria of beneficiaries has been communicated to the 
sub-country level. As with the seeds and tools project, the targeting was described as being 
generally appropriate. Respondents in focus agreed that the targeting approach was done 
appropriately as the community was involved in the process of beneficiary identification, selection 
and verification process. The selection process was described as being largely participatory with 
the local community, local leaders and Oxfam GB staff being sufficiently involved in the process. 
 
Cash for work 
There are two possibilities for targeting households for CFW interventions. The first is self-
targeting whereby the employment opportunity is rendered as unattractive as possible and in this 
way attracts mainly those who do not have employment to come and work. The second is 
vulnerability based targeting criteria whereby the project implementers are involve the 
community in selecting the most vulnerable beneficiaries for the project. The Oxfam GB 
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programme favoured the second criteria, which targeted demographically vulnerable categories 
that were also identified as livelihood and food insecure. 
 
Focus groups of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries were asked to describe how the targeting 
was carried out, and all were able to describe the process accurately. The process began with a 
community meeting organised by Oxfam GB in which the programme and its purpose was 
discussed. Factors such as “widow”, “looking after orphans”, “not capacity to generate own 
income” were often cited as the main targeting criteria. Community leaders were involved as 
observers in the selection of beneficiaries with no power to influence the final beneficiaries of the 
project. The deliberate efforts to target mainly women also made sense in polygamous families, 
as targeting men would have meant having the money split between wives and children. Overall 
the responses from the FGDs about the fairness and accuracy of the targeting paint a clear 
picture that the targeting process was generally considered fair, and that the correct people were 
targeted. There was also an overwhelming majority of responses indicating that some people 
were wrongly excluded in the project. This is mainly because of the limited resources vis-à-vis 
the number of vulnerable households in the target communities. Thus because of resource 
limitations it was largely the worse off people who benefited. 
 
Conclusion 
Oxfam GB has significantly built up its presence in emergency, recovery and rehabilitation 
programmes in Kitgum as a response to two decades of conflict and insecurity. Although the 
livelihoods team has managed to diversity its portfolio of activities, they tended to be dominated 
by the restocking and animal health interventions which had varying degrees of success. Some of 
the major challenges have been high livestock mortality rates. Provisions of water resources for 
livestock were not particularly prioritized sufficiently during the current programme. The major 
agricultural activity has been the provision of seeds and but this is not sufficiently justified or 
based on a solid seed security assessment and often delivered late. Restocking and animal health 
programme have also been a major component of the Oxfam GB livelihoods programme with 
varying degree of success.  Another successful intervention has been the CFW activities that have 
been credited for providing immediate, medium and long-term needs of the community. The 
growth in the portfolio of intervention activities has to some degree been unplanned, 
opportunistic and often supported by insufficient technical capacity in the field. Targeting is very 
difficult in Uganda as communities have strong feelings about how benefits should be distributed 
with most of them preferring blanket targeting of benefits. The findings from the evaluation 
indicate that targeting and selection need to be carefully considered among the different 
vulnerable groups. It had emerged that targeting the most vulnerable is probably not the right 
approach for some interventions e.g. restocking hence the need to design intervention specific 
targeting criteria. Oxfam GB is currently not adequately demonstrating impact on food security 
and livelihoods. The evaluation and impact assessment studies demonstrate there is some impact 
on food security and livelihood security but there is little capacity to demonstrate where, how and 
why. Such assessments are critical contributions to future programme design and interventions.  
 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations are made with emphasis to improve quality of delivery and better 
determine impact at field level. 
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- Targeting: The community based targeting criteria that was adopted in the programme is 
commendable and should be continued. Ensuring community participation in the selection 
of project beneficiaries minimizes inclusion and exclusion errors. Apart from its accuracy 
it increases community participation in programme implementation and community 
acceptance of targeting decisions. It is therefore recommended that community-based 
selection methods continue to be used in programmes of this nature. However, some 
improvements need to be introduced in the targeting of project beneficiaries. As 
highlighted elsewhere in this report, the targeting of vulnerable groups did not help the 
effectiveness of the some projects e.g. the restocking project suffered the effects of 
targeting individuals who did not have the experience of livestock management. There is 
need to ensure that the different interventions have specifically tailored targeting criteria 
taking into consideration the role that would be beneficiaries are supposed to contribute 
to ensure the effectiveness of such interventions. 

 
- Linkages to financial services: During the evaluation, it became clear that there exists a 

large unmet demand for access to savings and credit facilities in rural Kitgum especially 
among the very poor. This is particularly an important consideration as people start 
returning to their places of origin. There is a very particular reason why providing savings 
facilities would be beneficial for the rural poor. It is apparent that they are relatively flush 
with cash after their main harvests or when they sale their livestock for example, but with 
nowhere to save their surplus cash. Encouraging a culture of saving through a formalised 
banking system would help them smooth their income and their consumption across 
different seasons. Their inability to do so at the moment is a function of both their 
poverty and their lack of access to financial intermediation. 

 
- Linkages with social protection initiatives: There are a number of non-emergency social 

protection initiatives in Uganda and these have largely not reached the vulnerable 
communities of Kitgum district. Despite being an emergency relief type of intervention 
rather than a social protection programme, the livelihoods and food security initiative in 
Kitgum has many important lessons to share with possible social protection oriented 
initiatives to cater for especially the chronically poor households. It is very important for 
Oxfam GB in Kitgum to develop a strategy for productive engagement with social 
protection initiatives, especially playing an advocacy role with the national process. 

 
- Integrated Livestock programming: There is a high potential to increase livestock 

production in Kitgum district and farmers would like to increase livestock production and 
in fact that livestock production as an avenue to escape poverty. Farmers face many 
obstacles in livestock production, particularly animal diseases and low productivity. 
Accelerating these aspects of project implementation will have a large impact on their 
livelihoods, the village economy and flow-on effects to district, provincial and national 
levels through livestock trade. While animal disease and production constraints are likely 
to be to be highest on the priority list to farmers, there are other constraints such as 
marketing and lack of credit that would quickly limit technical interventions unless 
addressed at the same time. Upgrading of market opportunities needs to go hand in hand 
with the building of farmers’ capacity to improve and increase livestock production on 

 29



Draft for comments only 

their plots. Also, a lack of capital is likely to prevent the most disadvantaged groups 
within communities to participate in improved livestock development and a credit 
component may need to be considered to ensure that poor families are not left out of the 
livestock sector. Ways of addressing these issues range from ensuring the availability of 
marketing information (e.g. current livestock prices at relevant district and provincial 
markets) to improve the bargaining power of small scale livestock keepers, village 
livestock credit schemes, organisation of livestock marketing groups (e.g. marketing 
cooperatives).  

 
- Village and household level interventions: There are a number of interventions that need 

to be implemented at village rather than individual households level to ensure their 
success. These include preventative health care measures such as vaccination, quarantine 
and animal movement strategies and land use planning for sustainable management of 
grazing resources and protection of the environment. Many simple animal health 
interventions depend on a better understanding by villagers of diseases that affect their 
livestock, what causes the diseases, how they are spread, and what are the options for 
reducing incidences of diseases. Planting feed for pigs can significantly reduce the labour 
burden of women. Options include cassava, sweet potatoes and maize varieties. Forage 
legumes are potential high protein feeds for pigs. These are knowledge intensive 
interventions that can be delivered thorough participatory approaches. This participatory 
approach would need multiple complimentary components such as capacity building of 
the extension worker, technical interventions of market opportunities and credit for poor 
families to ensure sustainable high impact. 

 
- Community participation for sustainable development: Improve the engagement of the 

target communities in the project design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation.   
This is of paramount importance, as it will increase ownership of the project, thus 
maximizing it impact and sustainability potential.  Engaging the local communities should 
be done through establishing representative local committees to be in charge of specific 
and well-defined tasks and responsibilities.  These local committees should be given the 
proper training and incentives to enable them to carryout their envisaged responsibilities 
effectively.  

 
- Evidence-based learning: To better inform its strategies and programmes in support of 

both the livestock and agriculture sectors of IDPs/returnees. Oxfam GB needs to study and 
better understand the long-term, root causes of continued food and livelihood insecurity, 
based on a through analysis of production and livelihoods systems, including building 
upon existing livelihood baselines and making links to land access and utilization.  Oxfam 
GB needs to be more strategic and systematic in the use of such livelihood information to 
inform its own programme response as well as through coordination fora.  

 
- In line with the above there is an opportunity for strengthening the current programme 

monitoring, evaluation, reporting and learning systems by investing more in systems 
improvements, human resource capacity. The food security cluster also presents a good 
opportunity for pushing the establishment of a systematic livelihood impact 
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monitoring/surveillance system. This is of particular importance, as more households are 
not returning to their villages of origin as it will facilitate in ensuring that interventions are 
responsive to the needs of the community. 

 
- Be more proactive in challenging assumptions and the status quo of interventions within 

the emergency and development arena, and ensure that interventions are based on good 
practice gained by Oxfam GB and other agencies in Kitgum and premised upon 
comprehensive needs assessments rather than mere needs assessments and baseline 
studies. 

 
- Distribution of agricultural inputs should remain an option when deemed truly necessary 

e.g. to support IDPS/returnees. Such programmes should be implemented more 
professionally, based on deeper knowledge of local seed availability and access 
mechanisms and key varieties used by targeted communities including their stated 
preferences. Seeds and other agricultural inputs should be supplied earlier than is 
currently the case, before the start of the planting season rather than during it. 

 
- As stated elsewhere in this report, Oxfam GB should undertake a comprehensive review of 

the various CAHSPs networks that have already been established in the Kitgum, their 
strengths and weaknesses in terms of technical and “reaching-out” capacities, drug 
supply sustainability and cost-recovery mechanisms, with a view to re-enforce existing 
networks through regular training and to better integrate them into national animal health 
systems through improved drug and material supplies and policy environment. 

 
- Value addition and processing: Small scale processing units can viably be promoted 

through a self-help group (SHG) model or farmers group. Apart from retaining the by-
products in the local area, such initiatives generate productive sources of employment to 
others. In the rural areas value addition of any produce or its processing is seldom 
considered. In an economy dependent on agriculture, cash transaction normally takes 
place only twice or thrice a year following the agriculture harvest, unlike in the case of 
industry or other salaried sector. Under such circumstances, the producer normally is in a 
hurry to dispose off his produce even if it means losing the opportunity to earn more by 
adding value to the produce. Many value-addition/processing at the village can be 
initiated at an individual level, the house hold level or in a collective mode based on what 
is produced in the village and is needed by the urban folk or other markets. Since labour 
costing of a rural member is calculated differently from the way it is calculated for an 
employed labour, the value added cost is usually in favour of the rural labour. The 
overhead cost also normally does not apply. 

- What is required is a promotional support in the form of SHGs capable of providing 
working capital to initiate the activity and sustain it for a reasonable time, apart from 
providing the necessary training/linkages. 
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Annexes 
Appendix 1:  
Terms of Reference for Monitoring and Evaluation of the Kitgum Livelihood Program – Uganda. 

Objectives: To support the Livelihood team in conducting the Evaluation of the 
2-years (2005 – 2007) SIDA Funded Livelihood Programme. 
To support the livelihood programme team in reviewing the current 
M&E tools used for data collection and analysis. 

Reporting Lines:  Ag. HPM – Kitgum 

Base: Kitgum Field Office 

Duration: 10 days (25th March – 4th April 2008) 

 
Background:  
Oxfam GB Kitgum programme has been providing water, sanitation, public health promotion and 
livelihoods support in Kitgum district to around 190,000 people displaced into IDP camps by the 
conflict between the LRA rebels and the Uganda army.  
In the last four (4) years, Oxfam programme implementation has been focused on humanitarian 
response with gradual scale up in Food security and Livelihood programming aimed at improving 
access to food and income at household level. The Livelihood project activity took a multi-
sectoral project activity with fund from SIDA and implemented 6 different projects namely: 
Community Managed Project, livestock restocking, animal management and Health, Cash for 
Work that focused on improving household income and rehabilitation of community 
infrastructures, Seed multiplication project to improver agricultural productivity. 
 
Current Situation: 
The Kitgum Livelihoods program has received a 2-years funding from EC and written a proposal 
to SIDA for more funding to support Livelihoods activities.  The project design has been to target 
the most vulnerable IDPs household from eight (8) sub-counties of Kitgum District aimed at 
improving the self-reliance of displaced women, men and children in mother camps or in their 
original parishes/villages by ensuring they have access to food, income and assets necessary to 
meet their basic needs and to facilitate their voluntary return.   
 
Specific Activities: 
Working with the Kitgum Livelihoods team in developing information gathering tools, 
methodologies, and analysis of data to generate the livelihood Impact assessment report. 
Analysis of the Impact assessment survey information, with reference to the programme log-
frames and Capturing key Learning for future references 
Provide input on the methodologies currently used to collect information, ways of data collection 
and verification 
Inputting on the possible ways of capturing learning from the programme. 
Other activities as required for the effective start up and monitoring of the projects 
Expected outputs: 
Impact Assessment Report with Key Learning for improvement in future programming. 
Approved Project Monitoring and Evaluation Tools developed. 
Livelihood Team capacity to conduct self-evaluations is enhanced. 
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