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suddenly become more vulnerable as a result of a severe loss of assets and unable to support 

themselves for the last 1-2 years; and without family support and other means of social 

protection and support"(World Bank, 2010). 

Targeting lies at the heart of attempts to reach the poorest of the poor. But targeting is not nearly 

as straightforward as is often suggested. Indeed, it is possible that a targeted intervention will be 

more costly, and less effective, than one made available to all households or that is randomly 

allocated. For this reason, it is important that development practitioners have a good 

understanding of the principles and practice of targeting. 

Food aid targeting in Ethiopia has a long history of relying on community-based targeting 

systems which have been seen as effective. Concerns were raised, however, that this reliance on 

the food aid targeting system would not only build on existing implementation capacity, but also 

replicate the existing distribution of benefits, with any resulting exclusion or inclusion errors 

(Clay et al, 1999) 

Poor targeting manifested in inclusion errors has been identified by as one of the key concerns 

experienced in pastoral areas (Coll- Black, S et al., 2011). The PSNP has a large inherent 

exclusion rate, in the sense that the number of chronically food insecure people is generally 

agreed to be higher than the resources of the Safety Net can cover. There is unsurprisingly 

greater scope for corruption in those areas where there is low general awareness of targeting 

procedures and where targeting is carried out in a top down and opaque manner.   

World Bank group case study (2013) revealed that most woreda officials receive a participant 

numbers from the regional level and, in turn, determine caseloads for each kebele. Caseload 

figures are determined broadly by following the PIM's criteria of population size, rainfall levels 

and farming potential, average size of land holdings, levels of malnutrition, and the estimated 

size of the chronically food-insecure population. This includes a specific criterion that is 

sensitive to natural hazard and economic shock impacts: previous relief caseloads. Within these 

parameters, communities select the beneficiaries and review/approve of beneficiary lists 

compiled by kebele officials (Berhane et al, 2011) 

While impact assessment study was carried out in the study area in 2014 with the findings that 

showed some improvements in targeting process when compared to other wored as of the region 

that have been assessed by IFPRI, the assessment result concluded that poor performance of 
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Targeting describes a range of mechanisms for identifying households or individuals who are 

defined as eligible for resource transfers, and simultaneously screening out those who are defined 

as ineligible. (Rachel Sabateset al., 2014). 

The PSNP is a targeted program where the targeting methods used embody a mixed set of 

approaches that include both administrative and community components. The targeting of the 

PSNP has been the subject of extensive work in previous evaluations of the PSNP, both in the 

highlands (Sharp et al., 2006; Berhane et al., 2011;Coll-Black et al.,2012) and to a lesser extent, 

the Lowlands ( (Sabates-Wheeler et al, 2011); (Lind et al. , 2013). The 2012 evaluation findings 

showed that some aspects of implementation had shown improvement since 2010 (Guush 

Berhane, et al., 2015) 

Targeting has been one of the bottleneck of food security program and is now a main area that 

needs to be fixed in Ethiopia in general and pastoral regions in particularly. The impact 

assessment report showed that there is poor targeting in lowland areas specially Somali and Afar 

regions. According to (Guush Berhane, etal., 2012, 2014), an impact assessment on PSNP 

conducted supported this assertion; and targeting principles, procedures not followed as per the 

program targeting guideline. Similarly, the impact assessment report revealed there is a high 

inclusion and exclusion error in lowland regions. However, major problems with the targeting of 

the PSNP were still apparent: In Afar and Somali, the PSNP was poorly targeted. A high fraction 

of wealthy households are included and many poor households are excluded. The wealthiest 

households were as likely or even more likely to receive PSNP benefits even though there are 

marked differentials in wealth (Guush Berhane, 2014) 

Guush Berhane, et al, (2014), concluded that there are several impact assessments in lowland 

areas which show that there is no systematic improvement of the targeting problem in Somali 

and afar regions since 2012. 

However, Somali region is one of the lowland regions where targeting problem has been existing 

since the program started. Though there was an impact assessment conducted there was 

limitation in focused research in targeting. Therefore, this study is intended to further investigate 

targeting practices of Productive Safety Program in Keberi-Beyah and assess the potential 

challenges and opportunities towards the improvement of effective targeting among rural 

households in Kebri-Bayah Woreda and beyond in Somali Region. 
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Figure 1: Targeting Processes for Programme Entry 

 

Source: MoA, 2014.  

Targeting processes are both annual (recertification of clients and identification of graduates) as 

well as periodic (Figure.1.). In regard to periodic processes, the federal government undertakes 

geographic targeting of regions, woredas and kebeles, which are included on the basis of the 

prevalence of chronic food insecurity. Within PSNP woredas, new households are accepted if 

they received emergency relief assistance in the three years preceding 2014, when the PSNP 4 

was launched. Similarly, new woredas are included if they received emergency relief assistance 

in three of the five years preceding 2014.  

At the woreda level, WFSTFs select kebeles to include, which must have received recurrent food 

assistance for at least three of the past five years. A full retargeting of safety net client 

households should happen every three to five years and is meant to address inclusion and 

exclusion errors. In practice, WFSTFs should report allocations to respective KFSTFs, who use 

locally-relevant poverty criteria to determine allocations to communities. Community allocations 

are reported to CFSTFs, which assumes responsibility for identifying programme clients.  

The first step in targeting at the community level is to consider foundational eligibility (see 

Box.1.). The PSNP 4 PIM identifies supplementary criteria to use in refining client lists, 
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including household assets, non-farm income, specific vulnerabilities (such as female-headed 

households, or households with chronically ill or elderly members), as well as the needs of poor 

and vulnerable pregnant and lactating women. The second step is to determine the eligibility of 

households for permanent direct support, public works or temporary direct support. Households 

with able-bodied labour over the age of 16 are registered for public works and linked to 

complementary social services. A provision for temporary direct support is made for pregnant 

and lactating women (up to one year after birth) and primary care-givers of malnourished 

children transition to temporary direct support. Pregnant women and nursing mothers do not 

participate in public works but must comply with co-responsibilities which will improve the 

health and nutrition of themselves and their child (MoA, 2014: p. 3-8). 

2.3 Targeting Mechanisms and Eligibility Criteria 

2.3.1 Targeting Mechanism  

Establishing appropriate mechanisms for identifying and reaching the intended beneficiaries is a 

major component to any social safety net program. There are a number of options for targeting 

methods, but the most commonly found systems are: income testing, resource assessments, 

consultations with community groups, directing benefits to traditionally vulnerable groups (such 

as orphans, disabled individuals etc.), geographic targeting or self-targeting  

According to PSNP Program Implementation Manual (PIM), four bodies take part in the process 

of selecting household beneficiaries, with responsibilities at different points in the formation of 

targeting criteria and selection of beneficiaries. These are the Woreda Food Security Task-Force 

(WFSTF), the Kebele Council, the Kebele Food Security Task Force (KFSTF), and the 

Community Food Security Task Force (CFSTF).  

The WFSTF is responsible for adapting the national guidelines on beneficiary selection criteria 

to make them relevant to the woreda and for training the KFSTF. The KFSTF is responsible for 

establishing a CFSTF in each village and familiarizing the CFSTF with the approach to 

beneficiary selection. The Kebele Council is primarily responsible for hearing and resolving 

complaints. The CFSTF is responsible for screening households for program eligibility and for 

developing the lists of beneficiaries 
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that, the increase or decreases in livestock holding size in the households had significant 

influence with the participation of the PSNP program. The PSNP program targeted those HHs 

that have no or less number of livestock holding and considered them as they are food in secured. 

The result of this study confirms the same finding with Ayalneh and Wubishet (2012). It was 

assumed that possession of large size of livestock increases the likelihood of the household to be 

food secure and decrease their chance to be considered as PSNP participant (Teodros, 2011). 

Therefore, it was hypothesized that livestock holding has negative relation with the dependent 

variable and the same result was obtained with the hypothesized relationship with participation. 

 Guush berhane (2014) for the programme as a whole, the likelihood of selection into the PSNP 

falls as households become wealthier across a number of dimensions (note that a negative 

coefficient means that as the value of that variable increases, the likelihood of being included in 

the PSNP falls).. Every additional livestock unit (TLU) reduces the probability of participation 

by 1.2 percentage points and statistically significant negative relationship with the participation. 

 But, the study did Abdikarim (2014) revealed different and no significant relation with 

participation.  The result showed that as to livestock ownership, participants on average own 

26.1 TLU while and non-participants on average own 25.21 TLU with no significant mean 

difference between the two groups. 

Land holding/Farm size: According to Anwar (2015)The finding showed that the mean land 

holding of participant household was 0.525 ha whereas that of non-participant households was 

0.767 ha. Participant households have less land holding size compared to non-participant 

households. Similarly, gush berhae resulted that and every additional hectare of land reduces the 

probability of participation by 3.7 percentage points. The same result finding was obtained with 

Abiyot (2012), but different with that of Ayalneh and Wubishet (2012). 

2.7 Operational Implementation of Targeting: Global Perspective 

Studies of targeting effectiveness in other countries have used different definitions and methods 

(to say nothing of the presentation of these) in a way that makes comparison difficult. 

Coady, Grosh and Hoddinott (2004) focused on the incidence and proportion of total transfers 

received by individuals or households falling within the bottom 40, 20, or 10 percent of national 

income distribution. Specifically, they developed a measure based on a comparison of actual 
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2.9 Targeting Practices in the study area 

Food aid targeting in Ethiopia has a long history of relying on community-based targeting 

systems which have been seen as effective. The PSNP adopted this system while further refining 

the targeting criteria to capture chronic food insecurity, defined as a three months food gap or 

more and receipt of food aid for three consecutive years. 

Woredas and kebeles in lowland regions are encouraged to test different approaches to improve 

the quality of targeting in lowland areas. Woredas can test either of the community-based 

approaches outlined in the Guidelines for Implementation of the Pastoral Areas Pilot or can 

propose their own approach and request regional approval to implement it. 

In the study woredaCommunity Values-based Targeting is practiced for PSNP beneficiaries. The 

community prefer this targeting option to the Community-based Triangulation Targeting 

Steps in Community Values-Based Targeting 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: MoARD, PSNP-4 PIM, 2016 

2.10Challenges and Lessons Learned from Empirical Studies 

Despite the history of targeting food aid, in 2005 front-line implementers grappled with both 

how to select eligible households based on the PIM and how to limit coverage to 5 million 

1. Communities are made aware of the PSNP and eligibility criteria and the need to target is 

couched within community values and systems regarding support to the destitute and very 

poor.  

2. A community committee is formed representing as broad a range of community interests as 

possible  

3. The members and responsibilities of the committee are agreed in an open meeting  

4. The beneficiary selection characteristics are agreed in open meeting(s)  

5. Target households are selected using agreed selection characteristics  

6. The list of selected households is discussed and agreed in open meeting(s)  

7. The final list is written out and posted in a public place  
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The remaining 199,501 and 2,003 are drought animals (Camel and Donkey) and poultry 

respectively. The great share of livestock population goes to Goat which is 26.48% of the total 

livestock population  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 






























































































