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Executive Summary 
 

Background 
 

The Government of Ethiopia (GoE) has demonstrated a strong policy commitment to nutrition through 

development of a National Nutrition Strategy in 2008, followed by a National Nutrition Program (2008-

2015). The follow-on National Nutrition Program II (NNP II) (2016-2020), builds on the earlier plan and has 

a specific focus on the 1000 days from pregnancy to age two, was launched by the Government of Ethiopia 

in December 2016, and includes the Seqota Declaration, a high-level commitment to ending child under 

nutrition by 2030. There is increased awareness in Ethiopia that at both the global and national levels, 

investment in nutrition is key to development of human capital. Indeed, Ethiopia has made progress in 

decreasing malnutrition. Between 2000 and 2016, based on DHS data, stunting decreased from 58% to 

38% and during the same time period, underweight was reduced from 41% to 24%. Wasting has remained 

relatively the same at about 10%. While progress has been made in improving nutrition, the GoE, with its 

partners, wants to accelerate the rate of decrease in levels of malnutrition, especially stunting. Both of 

the NNPs have emphasized strengthening the implementation of nutrition-sensitive interventions across 

sectors, and the establishing and strengthening of the national and sub national multisector coordination 

bodies as critical in achieving the goals, recognizing the importance of addressing multisectoral issues with 

multisectoral solutions. There are 13 sectoral ministries that are signatories of the NNP II, signifying the 

importance and scope of multisectoral coordination required in order to successfully implement this 

program.  

The Feed the Future Ethiopia Growth through Nutrition Activity is a five-year, multisectoral nutrition 

project, which aims to improve the nutritional status of women and young children in Ethiopia’s four 

productive regions, focusing on the critical first 1,000 days of a child’s life - from conception through age 

two. The project is funded by USAID and implemented by Save the Children International with a 

consortium of local and international partners. Growth through Nutrition builds upon the 

accomplishments of USAID’s prior Empowering New Generations to Improve Nutrition and Economic 

opportunities (ENGINE) program. The project works across all government and society levels to support 

country-led policies to bring intensified multisectoral nutrition programming to community and 

household levels, through gender equality and women’s empowerment, sustainable approaches, and 

integration of nutrition sensitive activities. 

 

Key components of both the previous ENGINE project and the current Growth through Nutrition Activity 

are support for the NNP I & II, and support for the implementation of multisectoral coordination at the 

national, regional, and woreda levels.  Under ENGINE, the project provided support to the NNP as well as 

the revision in 2013, and the development of the NNP II.  ENGINE also supported the creation and capacity 

building activities of national, regional and woreda level multisectoral coordination bodies and nutrition 

technical committees. A study conducted in 2013/14 examined the facilitators and constraints to 

implementing a multisector nutrition program (Kennedy et al. 2015). Results indicate that awareness of 

the multisectoral plans at the sub national level was extremely limited. This was problematic, since much 
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of the implementation of the NNP occurs at the woreda and kebele levels. During Year IV of the project 

(2014-2015), ENGINE identified ten woredas to serve as models of multisectoral nutrition coordination 

and helped to establish coordinating mechanisms. ENGINE also provided technical and financial support 

to woreda multisectoral coordination meetings in Amhara, Oromia, SNNP and Tigray regions to orient 

woreda implementing sectors to the NNP and ensure nutrition is included in each sector’s woreda plan.   

 

Many of these activities have been continued under Growth through Nutrition. In the first two years of 

the project, activities have included supporting the establishment and/or strengthening of nutrition 

coordination committees in all intervention woredas (70 woredas) as recommended in NNP II. Prior to 

establishing the coordination bodies, the project provided financial and technical support to multisector 

coordination meetings held in some of the regions i.e. Tigray and SNNPR. The project also supported 

functionality of multisectoral bodies, measured by holding regular meetings, conducting supportive 

supervision at kebele level and budgeting for nutrition, etc. Growth through Nutrition has provided 

intensive support to selected woredas so that they can serve as centers of excellence to showcase 

functional multisectoral coordination mechanisms and better sectoral performance, and selected ten 

woredas to serve as model NNP implementation woredas in the four regions.  

 

This new research conducted during the first year of Growth through Nutrition was designed to follow up 

on the support provided under ENGINE, especially to model woredas in supporting the establishment and 

ongoing implementation of the woreda multisectoral coordination bodies and nutrition technical 

committees and to ascertain the factors that have enabled and sustained effective multisectoral 

coordination.  

 

Objectives 
 

This study focuses on understanding the facilitators, barriers and constraints involved in the conversion 

of policy initiatives into actions at the woreda level. A key objective of this research is to document the 

outcome of ENGINE support to multisectoral coordination bodies during the period from 2014 to mid-

2017 to inform ongoing support for multisectoral coordination in Growth through Nutrition Activity. 

 

Specific objectives include:  

1. To examine multisectoral coordination at the woreda level in the implementation of a 

multisectoral nutrition plan 

2. To assess the functionality of multisectoral coordination bodies supported under ENGINE, 

approximately one year after the project has ended 

3. To ascertain the factors that have enabled sustained and effective multisectoral coordination 

4. To outline facilitators, barriers and collaborations/constraints at the woreda level in translating 

policy into action 

 

This research builds on previous research on NNP implementation at the national and woreda levels 

conducted under ENGINE. The process research that was conducted in 2013/14 found that (1) 

collaboration/coordination, (2) lack of awareness of the multisector nutrition plan, (3) communications, 
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and (4) budget were the main constraints to effective implementation at the woreda level. The 2013/14 

study was conducted when the NNP was in the early stages of implementation and ENGINE had only 

begun providing support at the national and regional levels. Following the end of ENGINE and NNP 1 in 

2015, there was a gap until the release of NNP II at the end of 2016. Growth through Nutrition began 

some of its multisectoral support activities in 2017.   This research visited the key woreda leadership in 

2017 to understand the outcome of the woreda level support and transition period.   

 

Methods 
 
This study was conducted in September 2017 in four regions, SNNP, Oromia, Amhara and Tigray. The study 

was qualitative with purposing sampling of twelve woredas, three from each region. The woredas in each 

region represented one of three groups receiving different levels of interventions under the ENGINE 

program, identified as Model woredas (MW), non-Model woredas (NMW), and non-ENGINE woredas 

(NEW). (Table 1) 

 

In Year four of the project, 10 ENGINE woredas were identified to serve as models of multisectoral 

nutrition coordination and provide evidence and documentation for effective multisector coordination, 

called “Model woredas”. Selection of these 10 woredas was based on: (1) receiving the complete package 

of ENGINE interventions including livelihood, WASH and SBCC, (2) accessibility, and (3) commitment of 

woreda leaders to implementation of the NNP. In these woredas, ENGINE supported the establishment 

of multisectoral coordination bodies mainly through frequent technical and financial support to conduct 

coordination meetings. In addition, these Model woredas received frequent supportive supervision – 

usually monthly – and integrated supervision by including other sectors.  These woredas received support 

from mid-2014 until the end of ENGINE in 2016. Four of these woredas (one from each of the four regions) 

was chosen for the study. 

 

In other woredas that did not meet all the criteria for Model woredas, ENGINE still provided support for 

the establishment of multisectoral coordination bodies, but they did not receive the frequent and 

intensive supportive supervision and follow-up that the Model woredas did. These woredas are referred 

to as “Non-Model woredas” (NMWs). Four of these woredas (one from each of the four regions) was 

chosen for the study. 

 

These (Model and Non-Model) woredas represented the intervention woredas in the study. In addition, 

four non-ENGINE woredas which received no ENGINE support at all were included in the study as non-

intervention woredas. These woredas were selected to be non-adjacent to the intervention woredas to 

avoid contamination. Four of these woredas (one from each of the four regions) was chosen for a total of 

twelve study woredas. (Table 1) Some of the Model and Non-Model woredas also received support for 

multisectoral coordination from the SURE project, i.e. Engegagne, Takusa, and Tahtay Adiabo. 
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Table 1: Woredas by Region and Study Arm 

 ENGINE Supported Woredas Non-ENGINE Woredas 

Region  Model  Non-Model  Non-ENGINE  

SNNP Malga Endegagne Ezha 

Oromia Limu Bibilo Dedesa Ejere 

Amhara  Takusa Tarma Ber East Belessa 

Tigray Tsegede Tahtay Adiabo Aseged Tsimbla 

 

The data collection was done through Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) at the woreda and regional levels 

using a standardized and semi-structured questionnaire in the local language. There were six interviews 

in each woreda representing a purposive sample of the heads of the woreda-level NNP implementing 

sector offices. The sectors included administration, health, agriculture, water and energy, education, 

finance and economic development and represented the expected members of the woreda nutrition 

coordination body. Additionally, one KII with a regional-level NGO representative and one KII with a 

regional nutrition focal person from the Regional Health Bureau per region was conducted, for a total of 

80 KIIs (72 woreda-level KII and 8 regional).  

 

Focus group discussions (FGDs) were also conducted at the woreda level in the local language. The 

participants for the FGDs were nutrition focal/technical personnel working in different sectors, 

purposefully selected from relevant woreda sectors. One FGD was held per woreda with 8-10 participants, 

including nutrition focal persons or technical persons from the woreda NNP implementing sectors, for a 

total of 12 FGDs. The focus group respondents were representative of the intended members for the 

woreda nutrition technical committee.  

 

The audio recordings of the KIIs and FGDs were transcribed and translated to English for analysis. For the 

purpose of analysis, respondents were grouped into three woreda groups: ENGINE Model, ENGINE non-

Model, and non-ENGINE woredas. Coding and analysis were done using Atlas.ti 8.1.3.  

 

The study protocol and tools were developed by the Growth through Nutrition team from Tufts University. 

A consulting firm was hired to manage the hiring and training of data collectors as well as carry out the 

data collection in the field. The consulting firm was also responsible for transcribing the audio recordings 

into English and conducting the preliminary coding of the transcripts. Although the initial coding was 

conducted by the consulting firm, extensive additional cleaning and coding was required from the Tufts 

team to ensure the quality of the final analysis and reporting.  
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Findings 

Regional Level Interviews 
 

After working in the first year of ENGINE to launch and support the National Nutrition Coordination Body 

(NNCB) and the National Nutrition Technical Committee (NNTC), and providing financial and 

organizational support, in the second year of the project, ENGINE worked with the FMoH and other 

partners to beginning facilitating the implementation of the NNP at the regional level.  ENGINE helped to 

support the establishment of Regional Nutrition Coordination Bodies and Regional Nutrition Technical 

Committees in Oromia, Amhara, Tigray, SNNP, and Somali regions. Unfortunately, despite all the 

assistance from the project and partners, the regional coordination bodies did not achieve the same 

success of the national level, and by Year 5, only the technical committees remained functional1.   

 

The regional level interviews were not meant to be a representative sample of this level of stakeholder. 

They do, however, provide some insights into the experiences and concerns of important stakeholder 

groups.  The interviews at the regional level were grouped by representatives from regional NGO partners 

and a nutrition focal person or expert from each of the four regional health bureaus. Both groups were 

asked similar questions about their knowledge and experience with the implementation of the NNP, 

Regional Nutrition Coordinating Bodies (RNCBs), and Regional Nutrition Technical Committees (RNTCs), 

and the successes and challenges to multisectoral coordination.  

 

There were some common themes which emerged from the individual, regional level interviews. The most 

consistent comments were related to lack of awareness about the importance of nutrition, in particular, 

awareness from what were described as high-level officials. This lack of awareness was linked to a second 

concern about lack of commitment, in particular, from sector leaders. Almost all interviews from each 

region indicated that health and agriculture are the only responsive sectors in the multisector 

implementation while other sectors including women’s affairs, trade and industry, etc. are lagging behind 

the others. In one respondent’s words, “The proactive sectors are health and agriculture. The reason being 

lack of commitment from the other sectors.” Well noted in many responses was that weak commitment 

hindered functionality of the coordination structures and implementation of the NNP. Responses from 

KIIs with nutrition focal personnel in the four regions show that although RNCBs and RNTCs were 

established in each, there were reservations about the functionality of the technical committee and the 

coordination body in terms of not meeting regularly and limited involvement from all sectors. In one of 

the regions, the RNTC is mentioned as stronger and more functional than the RNCB.  According to one 

respondent, in his/her region, “we have nutrition technical committee which is relatively strong as 

compared to coordination body which is not yet functional at regional level.” 

 

Staff turnover (sector leaders, nutrition focal persons) was most frequently mentioned as a challenge in 

the implementation of NNP, affecting the functionality of coordination bodies and technical committees, 

followed by budget needs. One specific quote captures this sentiment, “The main problem here is the 

trained and signed agreement officials changed their offices, even changed to another place, therefore 

due to such movement, these committees are not functional for some period of time.”  
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The interviews from NGO representatives also reflected the need to strengthen the RNCB and RNTC in 

order to improve the implementation of NNP program. Similar to the responses from regional nutrition 

focal persons, almost all indicated the importance of sector leaders not just from agriculture and health 

sectors to give more attention to nutrition. One NGO representative also suggested the RNCB be chaired 

by a regional president to give more weight and increase commitment of sectors to NNP implementation.  

 

A challenge that was highlighted was the need for better integration of sectors in order to successfully 

achieve the objectives of the NNP. Almost all of the regional respondents reported that integration across 

regional, zonal and woreda levels was critical to the goals of the NNP, reflected by the quote, “I don’t think 

good work has been done on integration. (Regional KII)” 

 

Regional interviewees had some pragmatic suggestions as to how integration and overall delivery of 

services could be achieved. First and foremost was the need for a strong, active, regional coordination 

committee. While people indicated that a committee structure may exist, it often is not active. Indeed, 

there was consensus that the coordination structures needed to be strengthened at all levels – regional, 

zonal and woreda levels. Other programmatic suggestions include providing frequent capacity building 

training and increasing sector leaders’ commitment and accountability to increasing 

collaboration/integration among the different sectors.   

 

Finally, there was explicit acknowledgement that government cannot accomplish the goals of the NNP 

alone. Partners are critical to success. The spirit of this comment was reinforced by the observation that 

in areas where there are active partnerships, progress in implementation of the NNP is more apparent. 

Woreda Level Findings 
 

Woreda Multisectoral Nutrition Coordination Bodies  

 

The research team compared interviews from the sector heads from the study woredas, including the 

woreda administrator, and compared results to the focus group responses as well as the desk review 

conducted to review any documents about the multisectoral coordination body, to establish a more 

complete picture of the existence and functionality.  The results are summarized in the table below. (Table 

2). 

 

To evaluate the existence and functionality of the multisectoral coordination bodies and information given 

by the focus group respondents, KIIs with woreda sector leads were used to gauge the awareness of and 

familiarity with these institutions. The respondents were asked about the existence of these bodies, who 

was the chair, when they were established, how often they meet, if they consider them functional, and 

who provided them with support.  In addition, a desk review of documents related to the multisectoral 

coordination and technical committee was carried out, which included TORs, meetings minutes, agendas, 

etc.  
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Although it was reported that coordinating bodies were established in all of the Model and Non-Model 

Woredas, two of the Model woredas still appeared to have functioning coordination bodies while the 

other two were not considered functional by respondents and no documentation could be found to 

confirm functionality. Non-Model woredas had only one functional woreda coordinating body.  All of the 

coordinating bodies, functional and non-functional, were reported to be chaired by the woreda 

administrators, except in one Non-Model woreda where the Administration Head reported recently 

delegating the Health Office to a lead due to work burden (non-functional).  

 

Table 2: Reported Existence and Functionality of Woreda Multisectoral Coordination Bodies by Project 

Group 

  Model Woredas Non-Model Woredas Non-ENGINE Woredas 

Number of Woredas reported functional Woreda 
Multisectoral Coordination Body 

2 1 0 

% Functional number confirmed with 
documentation (MOU/Minutes, etc.) 

100% 100% N/A 

Number created but not functional/meeting 
regularly  

2 2 1 

Number newly created (Growth through 
Nutrition)  

0 0 1 

No committee reported 0 1 2 

% Chaired by Woreda Admin 100% 66% 100% 

 
In the Model woreda focus groups, the participants confirmed that two woredas had functioning 

multisectoral coordination bodies led by the woreda administrator. In one of the woredas, only one of the 

respondents had heard of such a committee, but didn’t think that they had ever truly been functional. In 

the fourth Model woreda, none of the respondents were aware of the creation of a nutrition multisectoral 

coordination body, although they saw great need for one and strongly recommended that it be 

established.  These findings were confirmed in interviews with administrators of the Model woredas.  One 

woreda administrator was not available for interview, but the information was confirmed from the health 

office head.  In another woreda, the findings from the woreda administrator and the focus group were 

opposite, and the respondent was not aware of the coordinating body.  In this case, the woreda 

administrator had been in the job for less than a year.  In both of the woredas where the coordinating 

bodies were no longer functional, the woreda administrator had arrived after the creation of the 

committee. Reasons given for lack of functionality were lack of budget to carry out joint activities and lack 

of support, as one respondent explained, “But, now we do not have involvement in NNP because after 

ENGINE was phased out, the committee is not active” (KII Woreda Administrator, Model Woreda). For the 

functional woredas, other sector heads from the Model woredas who were interviewed still expressed 

concern about the functionality of the coordination bodies, expressing that there wasn't consistent 

leadership, and that it is difficult for all sectors to participate equally due to work loads.  

 



10 
 

In two of the Non-Model woredas, the focus group participants confirmed that Multisectoral Coordination 

Bodies were established and functioned initially, but that they were initiated by ENGINE or Save the 

Children and were no longer functional after 2016 when the project phased out. One woreda group also 

mentioned that UNICEF provided support to the body which also phased out around the same time. In 

the other two Non-Model woredas, the focus group participants were much less familiar with the idea of 

a multisectoral coordinating body, but at least one respondent from each group confirmed that a group 

was initiated in each woreda but was never functional.  Almost all focus groups talked about the need for 

attention and commitment from the woreda sector heads as crucial to facilitating greater multisectoral 

coordination.  In interviews with the woreda administration heads in the Non-Model woredas, two of the 

respondents were not familiar with the NNP or with the establishment of a multisectoral coordination 

body.  One reported that there was a committee, but that they had delegated leadership to the health 

office due to the burden of activities during the last year (reported non-functional). Finally, the fourth 

administrator reported active engagement and ownership of the multisectoral committee in his/her 

woreda, reporting “Yes, there is formal established committee with its responsible sectors. The chair 

person is woreda administrator. There is a schedule set and has the objective of leading, evaluating the 

program, provision of feedback, and giving direction. We are now practicing accordingly” (Woreda 

Administrator, Non-Model). This chair had been in the position longer than the other three Non-Model 

and other Model and Non-ENGINE administrators.   

 
In the non-ENGINE woredas, the focus groups mostly confirmed the results from the individual interviews 

regarding the multisectoral coordination bodies as only formed, but non-functional in one woreda. In one 

woreda, the FGD said that there was an active committee, but this was explained by the woreda 

administrator to be a committee for food security and drought, not to coordinate nutrition. Out of the 

four woreda administrators that were interviewed from the non-ENGINE woredas, all confirmed that 

there were no currently active multisectoral bodies.  In one woreda, the chair reported that they were 

recently working with Save the Children to establish one. Another said that they had plans to establish 

one in the future.  The other two were not aware of any committees or of the NNP.   

 

Woreda Nutrition Technical Committees  
 

Focus groups were conducted in each woreda of the four regions included in this study for a total of 12 

focus groups. The focus groups were held with approximately 10 woreda focal persons from the sectors 

in each woreda that would normally be included in the woreda-level nutrition technical committee, i.e. 

health, education, agriculture, livestock, finance, women’s and youth affairs, water and mining, food 

security, and social affairs.  The respondents were asked to comment on their awareness of nutrition 

problems and the plans and projects working to alleviate the issues, with a focus on the NNP as well the 

challenges and constraints to multisectoral collaboration in the woreda.  

 

In the Model woredas, findings from the FDGs was more mixed than expected. In two of the four model 

woredas, the FDG participants had a strong understanding of their sector’s role in the NNP and reported 

that there was a functional Multisectoral Coordinating Body and Nutrition Technical Committee.  Both 
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active woreda nutrition technical committees (WNTCs) were led by the health sector. Despite the 

presence of the technical committees, there were several challenges shared about the ability of the 

committees to operate effectively.  One major issue was high turnover of sectoral focal persons. Another 

problem was difficulty finding a time when everyone was available to meet, as different sectors are busy 

at different times and not all sectors participate equally. A third challenge raised by several participants 

was how nutrition activities may be seen as supplemental to the sector plan and that sector leads may 

not give time for focal persons to dedicate to committee work.  As one participant explained, “It will be 

good if sector heads are aware of nutrition activities and allow focal persons to work freely on nutrition.” 

Another added, “The main challenge is sector heads are very busy with competing priorities most of the 

time. So, if heads give the responsibility to technical teams, the collaboration will be effective.”   

 

In two of the Model woredas, the findings were less promising. In one woreda, despite the fact that 

respondents have all been in their positions more than five years, they were not very aware of the NNP 

and their sectors’ roles in implementation. None of the respondents were aware of or raised any comment 

about the formation of woreda nutrition technical committees, although they suggested that the creation 

of one would be very important to collaboration, explaining the need for steering and technical 

committees composed of experts to focus, guide planning and budgeting, and provide leadership. Mostly 

all were unaware of any existing coordination body, but they highlighted the need for a lead institution to 

focus on nutrition and require a percentage of bureau budgets go towards nutrition. In regard to 

multisectoral coordination, one respondent replied: “in general the awareness of multisectoral 

coordination is a new thing for us and there is no such structure.” In regard to ENGINE, the participants in 

one of these two woredas had a more negative response, indicating that they were not invited or included 

as sectors and that the resources only went to a small segment of the population. In the other, the 

feedback was more positive and many of the respondents thanked and credited ENGINE for giving them 

all of their training and knowledge in nutrition, in addition to other activities in the community.  

 

In two of the Non-Model woredas, participants highlighted the fact that both coordination bodies and 

technical committees had been established by ENGINE or Save the Children, but that once the program 

ended, they were no longer functional. In one case, they mentioned high turnover as a challenge, citing 

that only one person previously involved in the technical committee was still present, and that the focus 

group meeting was the first time that many of the technical focal persons had met in person. Both groups 

expressed the importance of having a technical committee and how it should be strengthened so that 

there would be clear leadership and structure for coordination. In the other two woredas there was no 

awareness of a technical committee, although one group mentioned that ENGINE had encouraged 

sectoral collaboration, which ended with the project. They also were not very familiar with the NNP 

structure or design, but could articulate the problems with sectors working independently, “Within a 

sector to follow the nutritional activities, there is a problem of work load. Now here all sectors are available 

on this meeting. In previous days, there is no such kind of meeting that includes all sectors. And there is no 

discussion on the results of any activities. So, because of collaboration problem and program load, there 

is a problem of following these activities.”  
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In the Non-ENGINE woredas, one woreda focus group reported a functioning coordination body and 

technical committee, although this was unconfirmed by documentation. In the other woredas, one focus 

group reported that they had received some support from the SURE project but “the coordination is not 

functional/strong because offices are always busy with their regular activities.” The remaining groups 

were unaware of any nutrition committees or coordinating bodies at the woreda level.  

 

Table 3: Reported Existence and Functionality of Woreda Nutrition Technical Committees by Project 

Group 

  Model Woredas Non-Model Woredas Non-ENGINE Woredas 

Number of Woredas with functional 
Woreda Nutrition Technical Committee 

1 0 1 

Number created but not 
functional/meeting regularly  

1 2 1 

Number confirmed with documentation 
(MOU/Minutes) 

2  0  0 

No Committee 2 2 2 

 

Overall, the one word that came up in all of the FGDs was “awareness.” Participants in the FGDs noted 

that raising awareness within the community and among sectoral heads is needed to teach healthy 

behaviors and ensure that nutrition and multisectoral coordination are given attention. This could 

guarantee that they receive nutrition training and focus attention on more than just their independent 

jobs and sector plan.  

 

A series of issues related to implementation were widely presented and discussed. The topic of better 

coordination was a consistent theme from FGDs. The question of what was meant by better coordination 

led to a lively discussion in all four regions about (1) the inconsistency of how the NNP was implemented 

at the woreda level, (2) the need for and/or lack of integration of nutrition planning within different 

sectors, (3) better definitions of the exact roles and responsibilities of actors/stakeholders involved in the 

NNP (due to high turnover, lack of training or unfamiliarity with NNP document), (4) more emphasis on 

an active, multisector coordinating body, and (5) high turn-over of focal persons. Even where participants 

observed that nutrition coordination was getting better, it was noted that there is still enormous room 

for improvement. Where multisectoral coordination bodies were non-existent or non-functional, the 

need for “ownership” of the NNP and the authority for the coordinating body to carry out the plan was 

seen as critical for successful coordination. 

 

While it was a common theme that functionality of the coordination bodies and technical committees 

ended when support ended, it was unclear that there was a single reason why this was. High staff 

turnover, lack of strong leadership, and lack of oversight/accountability all seemed to be contributing 

factors in various degrees.  On the constructive side, all participants were very positive about the potential 

for collaboration and its potential benefits, and their recommendations for how to accomplish better 

coordination were very much in line with the implementation plan of the NNP.   
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A quote from a Non-Model Focus Group reinforced this message: 
 
“First there must be a recognized body/somebody should own it (the NNP) - who is responsible for the 
activities; we mentioned earlier structure, manpower and budget. However, it is important to assign a 
responsible body to integrate the sectors; assign each activity, plan …currently we do not know who 
takes responsibility to undertake these activities. 
 
A summary comment from another Non-ENGINE Focus Group reinforces this sentiment:  
 
“The main thing is there should be a responsible body for this issue…we have to have a responsible body 
that is formed as a committee”  
 

 

Nutrition and Health Related Problems  
 

In both the individual interviews and focus groups there were a series of initial questions about the nature 

of the nutrition problems in the locality, and existing constraints to the provision of nutrition services. 

Unlike the earlier governance study (Kennedy at, 2015) where specific nutrition issues were cited – 

malnutrition, stunting, micronutrient deficiencies – in this series of interviews, there was noticeable 

attention placed by the respondents on awareness, or rather, a lack of awareness or knowledge in the 

community about healthy behaviors. The issue of awareness was prevalent in responses from the 

individual interviews as well as collective discussions from the focus groups.  

 

“There is no wide spread awareness… So lack of awareness (is a major problem)” Health Office, KII 

 
This quote is reinforced by comments from the focus groups: 

“The biggest problem in our society is awareness problem…….the problem of nutrition has already been 
mentioned but in general the problem is lack of awareness.”  Focus Group, Non-Model 
 
“The nutrition situation in this woreda is not improved. The problem is….there is lack of awareness problem 
in communities” Focus Group, Non-Model 
 
These quotes from the same focus group highlight the fact that the level of awareness is perceived as a 

key challenge to addressing nutrition problems and the success of the NNP. This theme of better nutrition 

awareness in the community was the most consistent comment noted from the focus group discussions, 

individual interviews, and regional observations.  

 

A hint at an explanation of causality of health problems emerged when the respondents were asked what 

programs they were aware of that focused on nutrition; ENGINE was identified as the program with the 

highest level of awareness. Not surprisingly, 52.2% of MW and 62.5% on NMW flagged the ENGINE 

program, with zero percent of the NEW indicating an awareness of ENGINE. Other programs working on 

nutrition in the woredas included World Vision and UNICEF.  
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Another question from the key informant interviews asked respondents about whether or not families in 

the community could express their nutrition related needs and what the needs were. Overwhelmingly, 

water was noted as the number one identified need, with 39.1%, 37.5% and 58.3% in MW, NMW and 

NEW. 

 

The three categories of woredas, on average, reported that 70.4% had groups in their community that 

were hard to reach in their nutrition work. When this issue was probed further, the main reason given 

was bad roads/transportation/topography; this constraint was noted by 45.8% to 69.6% of the 

respondents. Lack of budget was the second reason given for households that were hard to reach, but the 

percentage of respondents suggesting this reason was significantly less, ranging from 34.8% to 41.7%.  

Nutrition Focal Persons by Sector 
 

Related to the presence of an NNP Committee, respondents were asked about the presence of a focal 

point in their office (Table 3A). In the Model woredas, out of the 23 sector heads interviewed, 13 reported 

a nutrition focal person in their sector, with 100% of Health sectors and 83% of Agriculture sectors 

reporting a nutrition focal person. The Woreda Administration and Education sectors had the lowest 

number of woredas with a nutrition focal person (25%), followed by finance (33%).  

 

Table 3A: Nutrition Focal Person by Sample Group and Sector 
  

Sectors reporting a focal person for 
nutrition in their office  

Model 
Woredas 

n=4 

Non-Model 
Woredas 

n=4 

Non-ENGINE 
Woredas 

n=4 

Total 
woredas 
n=12 (%) 

Woreda Administrator 1 2 0 3 (25) 

Woreda Health Office 4 4 4 12 (100) 

Woreda Water and Energy Office 3 3 3 9 (75) 

Woreda Education Office 0 2 1 3 (25) 

Woreda Agriculture Office 4 3 3 10 (83) 

Woreda Finance Office 1 2 1 4 (33) 

Total Nutrition Focal Persons  13 16 12  

 
 
As the Administration office is responsible for leading the coordinating body, it is surprising that they have 

fewer nutrition focal persons in their office. Some of the reasons given by the sectors for not having 

nutrition focal persons include turnover, as explained by the following quotes by an administrator: “There 

is no representative and focal person in our office and there is not a structure at woreda administration 

office to have nutrition focal person even though, the administration is expected to play a key role for the 

sector’s better implementation in the issue of nutrition. But the good thing is that there is a focal person 

in every one of the sector offices”. And from an agriculture head, “Currently no. We had one, but she 

transferred to other area.. we did not appoint a focal a person at this time.” One finance sector lead said 

the following: “there is no person assigned for nutrition. But I heard the issues of multi-sectorial once a 

time. I remember our office was asked to assign one person and I hope one person assigned. But I don’t 
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know exactly whether it is for nutrition or another issue. Even though that was asked there is no active 

person working on such issues from our office.” 

 

Training in Nutrition  
 
Respondents from the KIIs with sector leads were also asked about whether or not they had ever received 

any training on nutrition. In the Non-ENGINE woredas, all the woreda administrators reported receiving 

nutrition training, while the same was true for only half the respondents in Model and Non-Model 

woredas.  Overall, more respondents from Non-ENGINE woredas reported higher involvement in nutrition 

trainings (15 persons) compared to Model and Non-Model (12 and 11 persons respectively).   

 

Table 4: Nutrition Training Received by Sample Group and Sector 

Sectors  

Model Non-Model Non-ENGINE 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Woreda Administrator 2 1 2 2 4 0 

Woreda Health Office Head 2 2 1 3 4 0 

Woreda Water and Energy Office 
Head 2 2 1 2 1 2 

Woreda Education Office Head 1 2 2 2 2 1 

Woreda Agriculture office Head 2 2 4 0 1 3 

Woreda Finance Office Head 3 1 1 3 1 3 

Woreda Women & Child Affairs * 0 1 0 1 2 0 

Totals 12 11 11 13 15 9 
*Chair of women and child affairs was interviewed if another sector head was unavailable. 
 
Respondents from Model Woredas reported receiving training from ENGINE or Save the Children, 

respondents from the Non-Model woredas reported trainings from ENGINE, AGP, UNICEF or the zone, 

and respondents from Non-ENGINE woredas cited trainings from the woreda health office, World Vision, 

and trainings in another woreda.  

 

Staff Turnover  

 

Staff turnover was one issue that was mentioned in some of the focus groups as a challenge to 

coordination. Regardless of the reasons for this turnover, this demonstrates that while key persons were 

sensitized and oriented at one time, once they leave, this information is not being passed along to their 

successor, so there is a lack of continuity. Respondents to KIIs were asked how long they had been in their 

current positions and this number was averaged by number of months across sectors. On average, Non-

Model woreda respondents had been in their positions for a little over two years, while Model woredas 

had the lowest average time of just under one year. The longest average was for finance heads, especially 

in Model woredas with an average of 60 months in office, and the shortest average was for the Water and 

Energy Office. Some limitations to this data can be attributed to missing information from some of the 

sector heads.   
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Table 5: Time Spent in Current Position by Sample Group and Sector 

 

Sectors  

Average Months in Current Position 

Model  Non-Model Non-ENGINE 

Woreda Administrator 24.0 32.3 23.0 

Woreda Health Office Head 22.7 22.8 31.5 

Woreda Water and Energy Office Head 8.0 18.0 20.7 

Woreda Education Office Head 8.7 24.8 24.0 

Woreda Agriculture Office Head 20.7 31.8 15.8 

Woreda Finance Office Head 59.3 43.5 29.3 

Total  23.9 28.8 24.0 

 
 

Budget for Nutrition Activities 
 
Regarding budgeting at the woreda level, the woreda finance office is responsible for preparing the 

government budget, making disbursements in accordance with the approved budget, and evaluating the 

performance of the budget. It is also responsible for mobilizing resources available for nutrition and 

making sure public resources allocated for nutrition are properly utilized, as stipulated under the National 

Nutrition Program Multisectoral Implementation Guideline of 20162. The NNP documentation points out 

that creation of sustainable financing and budget allocation might be potential ways of measuring the 

commitment and level of implementation of the National Nutrition Program within specific sectors and a 

means of measuring the level of effort each sector puts forward for nutrition programming. One of the 

challenges identified during the implementation of NNP I was some implementing sectors did not sensitize 

their strategic plan with nutrition initiatives or allocate a budget for nutrition activities.  

 

It has been identified, however, that for sustainable nutrition financing, anticipated issues may arise for 

the implementation of NNP II of inadequate budget allocation, resource shortages, weak financial 

mobilization, and low utilization due to a budget gap of 38% from the overall national budget intended or 

required for implementing the NNP over the next five years3. 

 

In this study, when asked about a woreda budget for nutrition specific and nutrition sensitive activities, 

most of the respondents indicated an overall budget shortage that hindered successfully addressing the 

challenges in their woredas, and a lack of a specific budget for nutrition activities.  When asked about the 

challenges to multisectoral coordination, budget again came up, that there was a lack of budget for 

implementing joint sectoral activities.  Some respondents who were less familiar with the NNP wondered 

why there was not a specific budget for the NNP like for the Agricultural Growth Project (AGP) project. 

This reflects a limited understanding of the NNP and its goal of developing sector plans that mainstream 

nutrition. Instead, there is an expectation to see a separate nutrition program with a separate budget. 

 

One of the unique aspects of this study is the inclusion of woreda finance sector leadership. In the model 

woredas, overall, there was a lack of familiarity with the NNP and the intended implementation. Two 
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finance sector leads from the four model woredas were aware of the NNP and the multisectoral 

coordination and technical committees, although their involvement was unclear. Both respondents had 

been in their position for more than four years. In the non-Model woredas, only one finance sector leader 

was aware of the NNP, and none of them were aware of any multisectoral coordination bodies or technical 

committees in their woredas. All had been in their position for more than a year. In the non-ENGINE 

woredas, none of the finance heads had much knowledge or awareness of the NNP or any NNP activities 

in their woredas. Only one had any training in nutrition, and all but one had been in office for about three 

years.   

 

Only 4.2% of all respondents reported that there was a nutrition budget in their woreda; this percentage 

was slightly higher in Model woredas (8.7%) than the other groups, however across all three categories 

of woredas, the percent indicating that there was a specific nutrition budget was low ranging from zero 

to 8.7%. Some reported that while there was no funding specifically for nutrition, funding was used from 

different sector budgets to cover some nutrition activities (14%) or there was some external funding for 

nutrition from partners and NGOs (32%). None of the KII respondents felt that the amount of budget for 

nutrition was sufficient and highlighted this as one of the woredas’ key challenges in addressing nutrition 

needs in their community. 

 
Table 6:  Woreda Level Budget for Nutrition by Woreda Groups 

Is there a woreda/office budget for the 
nutrition and nutrition sensitive activities? 

Model 
Woredas 

N=23 

Non-Model 
Woredas 

N=24 

Non-ENGINE 
Woredas 

N=24 
Totals 
N=72 

Yes, there is a nutrition budget 8.7% (2) 4.2% (1) 0.0% (0) 4.2% (3) 

No nutrition specific budget 52.2% (12) 25.0% (6) 20.8% (5) 32.4% (23) 

No, but included in some sector budgets 13.0% (3) 12.5% (3) 16.7% (4) 14.1% (10) 

External funding for nutrition from 
partners/donors/NGO’s 

8.7% (2) 4.2% (1) 16.7% (4) 9.9% (7) 

 
In the cases of those woredas which did not allocate a budget for nutrition, some mentioned that 

development or implementing partners allotted funds to cascade the nutrition and nutrition sensitive 

activities within the district action plan. Others mentioned that there was no known budget as planned 

from the bureau and noted an absence of budget codes for nutrition, as it is commonly lumped in with 

the Maternal and Child Health (MCH) department budget. Other heads thought that other sectors (mainly 

the health sector) had the budget or that it was the responsibility of the health sector. This is highlighted 

in the quotes below:  

 
“The bureau doesn’t have a budget for it but there is a budget already allocated by Save the Children, 
DRDP and AGP, plus UNICEF is supporting these activities”     

 
Woreda administrator in Non-Model woreda 
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“The first concept of allocating budget for this sector is based on maternal and child health services, TB 
and HIV program are the first agenda. However, there is no specific budget code for nutrition and other 
services.”  

Woreda Health Office Head, Non-ENGINE 
 
 
“There is no budget specific for nutrition and nutrition sensitive activities. We have a budget for all 
administrative expenses”  

Woreda Health Office Head, Model 
 
 
“We have no budget allocated for this purpose. But, we have budget as a health office in general. These 
budgets are used for monitoring, evaluation and capacity building. We have no budgets by codes for 
nutrition sensitive activities specifically. The available budget at office level by itself is not sufficient but we 
are dividing the available budget for twelve months and use it accordingly” 
 

Woreda Health Office, Model 
 
In addition to budgetary support, other types of support were provided from NGO projects. The most 

common types of support included capacity building (training) and logistical support (allowances and 

materials). 

 

National Nutrition Program Challenges 
 
Overall, while there were various levels of knowledge about the NNP and the existence and functionality 

of multisectoral structures, the most common theme seemed to be a problem of lack of ownership for the 

NNP implementation at the woreda level. While the Woreda Administrators serve as the chair of the 

multisectoral coordination bodies, there seems to be a lack of strong leadership and responsibility for 

ensuring functionality. Respondents seem to recognize the need for multisectoral coordination and a need 

for all the sectors to understand their responsibilities - not just to focus on their own sector activities. 

There also seemed to be a lack of oversight or accountability, as some of the respondents pointed out 

that the committees became dysfunctional when ENGINE ended because there was no one to motivate 

the activities. High turn-over, lack of knowledge, lack of accountability, competing priorities, and lack of 

ownership seem to remain the biggest challenges faced at the woreda level across the woreda groups. 

 

Although Model woredas appear to report slightly more challenges, this appears to be more a function of 

a greater awareness and exposure to what is needed in order to successfully implement the NNP. While 

non-ENGINE respondents mostly mentioned budget, Model woreda respondents had greater insight into 

the importance of strong coordination and leadership, as well as training on nutrition and the NNP. It is 

also likely that since they are more likely to have received training at one time, they are also more likely 

to identify its need. This could reflect the positive effects of ENGINE in strengthening the multisector 

emphasis of NNP and the need to continue support in these areas.  
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Table 7: Challenges in NNP Implementation at Woreda Level by Sample Group 

What have been the main challenges in 
implementing the NNP at the woreda and 
kebele levels?  

Model 
Woredas 

N=23 

Non-Model 
Woredas 

N=24 

Non-ENGINE 
Woredas 

N=24 
Totals 
N=71 

Insufficient nutrition programming 4.3% (1) 4.2% (1) 12.5% (3) 7.0% (5) 

Lack of budget/resources 8.7% (2) 4.2% (1) 0.0% (0) 4.2% (3) 

Lack of collaboration/coordination 0.0% (0) 4.2% (1) 0.0% (0) 1.4% (1) 

Lack of human resources/high turnover 4.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 4.2% (1) 2.8% (2) 

Lack of rain/drought 0.0% (0) 8.3% (2) 8.3% (2) 5.6% (4) 
Lack of strong leadership/political 
commitment/attention 4.3% (1) 4.2% (1) 0.0% (0) 2.8% (2) 

Large number of committees 13.0% (3) 0.0% (0) 12.5% (3) 8.5% (6) 

Limited capacity/lack of training 8.7% (2) 4.2% (1) 0.0% (0) 4.2% (3) 

Low awareness of nutrition in other sectors 4.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 1.4% (1) 
Low level of awareness of the community on 
nutrition related issues 4.3% (1) 4.2% (1) 12.5% (3) 7.0% (5) 

Transportation/logistics challenges 8.7% (2) 4.2% (1) 0.0% (0) 4.2% (3) 

 
The frustration with lack of more progress on collaboration is captured by the following quotes from 
KIIs: 
 
“Before working on nutrition activities all sectors in our woreda should first get enough awareness about 
nutrition and how to collaborate with other sectors”   
 
“The main challenge is the weak collaboration of sectors”  
 
“Most of the time sector offices are worried on their own action plan there is no joint work among sector 

offices. The challenges are lack of cooperation and lack of budget and logistics.”  
 
 

ENGINE Support 
 
As part of the ENGINE program, support was provided to Model and non-Model woredas to help establish 

woreda level multisectoral coordination body and nutrition technical committees. Responses from KII 

interviews showed that almost all of the respondents from ENGINE woredas, except almost all 

respondents from one of the model woredas, indicated familiarity with ENGINE work. However, their 

familiarity with ENGINE was mainly regarding support for livelihood activities (provision of small animals, 

fruits and vegetable seeds) to most vulnerable households, followed by training provision to frontline 

workers, WASH interventions and enhanced community conversations. This also holds true for 

respondents who are new to their positions (<=2 year) and heads of sector who have stayed long in their 

position.   

 

However, there is less awareness or clarity regarding ENGINE support to woreda multisectoral 

coordination activities, although awareness is higher in model woreda than non-model woredas. The 

woreda administrator, health office and agriculture office heads in ENGINE woredas have also relatively 
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better awareness on ENGINE support for multisectoral activities, while the other sector heads of 

Education, Finance, and in some cases, Water and Agriculture sectors, have very limited or no information 

on ENGINE support in relation to creation or support of multisectoral coordination bodies.   

 
Some of the reasons for lack of familiarity with ENGINE multisectoral support include being new to their 

positions, sectors not being targeted in some of the woreda multisectoral trainings, not relevant persons 

participating on the trainings, etc. Those who are familiar with ENGINE multisectoral support indicated 

the need to address the issue of sustainability of multisectoral bodies which seem to be less functional 

after the ENGINE project ended, illustrated by the statement, “The project would have been better owned 

by and lead by an independent sector than making the programme supplementary activities for many 

sectors…ENGINE had been better created link between the programme and responsibly bodies, who feel 

responsible, so that the programme will be sustainable.” Model woreda Finance Head. Another 

respondent also expressed this idea, “But, now we have not an involvement in NNP because after ENGINE 

was phased out the committee is not active.” Model Woreda Administrator.   

 

One of the functional model woredas also received some additional initial multisectoral support from 

Growth through Nutrition during the first year of the implementation and prior to this study. Support 

included sensitization of woreda level sectoral stakeholders on NNP II, the current nutrition situation, and 

roles and responsibilities of the coordination committees. 

 
  

Ways to Improve Collaboration 
 

When asked about ways in which there could be better collaboration between sectors in their woreda, 

the main responses included defining the roles and responsibilities of the sectors, including making them 

responsible for nutrition activities (16.9%), appointing a responsible coordinator or nutrition focal person 

to lead, organize and evaluate collaboration (28.2%), and improving the coordination, collaboration and 

shared sector planning (26.8%). Respondents in the non-ENGINE woredas also mentioned additional 

budget (20.8%), more attention and leadership from the government (4.2%), and the need for an external 

budget (8.3%). This question was asked of all respondents regardless of awareness of the NNP, to inquire 

more generally how collaboration between the sectors could be supported.  

 

It is clear that many of the recommendations from respondents closely matched the intended 

implementation and structure of the NNP.  Many respondents pointed to the successes of other technical 

committees such as part of the AGP or One WASH programs. So, there is an understanding of the 

important role that these committees can play if they have strong leadership, consistency and follow-up. 

A lot of the recommendations from participants also focused on leadership and accountability - there was 

not a sense that it was clear who was responsible for leading the multisectoral coordination or 

coordination around nutrition, and that the sectors were not fully aware of their roles and responsibilities 

regarding integration of nutrition into their annual planning. The sectors and sector heads are often very 

busy with other competing priorities, so collaboration needs to be seen as a priority and not an additional, 

add-on activity to other tasks. There was also a sense that no one was holding the woreda accountable to 
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the NNP, as highlighted in some of the previous quotes about activities fading out after ENGINE was no 

longer there to initiate. In the focus groups, some of the members of functioning technical committees 

said that due to the competing responsibilities of the sector heads, it would help if the technical 

committee could be given more authority or responsibility in driving coordination and implementation of 

joint planning. Some additional results are shown below in Table 8.  

 

Table 8: Factors for Improved Collaboration 

 

Are there any ways in which sectors could 
collaborate more effectively together in this 
woreda?  

Model 
Woredas 

N=23 

Non-Model 
Woredas 

N=24 

Non-ENGINE 
Woredas 

N=24 
Totals 
N=71 

Additional budget 4.3% (1) 4.2% (1) 20.8% (5) 9.9% (7) 

Capacity building 13.0% (3) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (2) 7.0% (5) 

Defining roles and responsibilities of sectors 17.4% (4) 16.7% (4) 16.7% (4) 16.9% (12) 

Appointing a nutrition focal person(s) to lead 
coordination (better leadership) 34.8% (8) 12.5% (3) 37.5% (9) 28.2% (20) 

External support  0.0% (0) 8.3% (2) 4.2% (1) 4.2% (3) 

Improved kebele-level coordination 8.7% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 2.8% (2) 

Improved collaboration & shared planning 13.0% (3) 41.7% (10) 25.0% (6) 26.8% (19) 

More attention/importance on nutrition 4.3% (1) 12.5% (3) 8.3% (2) 8.5% (6) 

More attention/leadership from gov't 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 4.2% (1) 1.4% (1) 
 

 

Discussion 
 

There has been significant progress between the ENGINE 2014 study on governance and implementation 

of the NNP and the current 2018 research. Some overarching findings are clear - awareness of the NNP 

itself is higher in 2018 compared with 2014/20154, with more than one-third of all study woredas 

respondents aware of the NNP. This awareness is even higher for the Model woredas with almost half 

(47.8%) cognizant of the NNP. This higher awareness of the NNP in Model woredas is encouraging, but 

overall, we would hope to see a higher level of awareness from areas that received direct support. This 

level of awareness may be due to high turnover of sector leadership. Overall, the average number of 

months in the current position for woreda sector leads is lowest in Model woredas, highlighting the need 

for continued sensitization and better information management.  

 

There are other indications that Model woredas have been more successful in critical aspects of the NNP.  

Aside from the greater awareness in Model woredas, the MWs also have a higher percentage indicating 

the presence of sectoral nutrition focal persons and functional coordination bodies, although challenges 

do still exist.  

 

Operational issues such as the need for more collaboration/coordination and call for stronger leadership 

have been flagged as constraints to functional coordination in Model woredas more so than in non-Model 
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and non-ENGINE woredas. In addition, Model woredas have consistently identified the need for more 

capacity and a crisper identification of specific roles and responsibilities as essential elements for 

achieving progress in the NNP. Each of these concerns could reflect the fact that the Model woredas have 

more awareness and experience working on implementing multisectoral activities and as a result, are 

clearer on the critical constraints for taking this to a more advanced level of operation.  

 

As formative research for the SURE project, the SURE team along with EPHI conducted a study to 

understand the barriers and facilitators to multisectoral coordination in August 20155. This study 

specifically looked at coordination between the health and agriculture sectors. Findings of facilitators 

included strong local government leadership and commitment to nutrition, strong extension workers 

engaging in nutrition, and strong community networks.  Barriers included lack of nutrition knowledge, lack 

of government commitment, logistics and workload. Although this research was conducted two years 

earlier and with only two sectors, there were similar findings in the two studies regarding the importance 

of leadership and commitment to multisectoral coordination.  

 

This research also fits into a growing body of evidence looking at multisectoral coordination more globally.  

Initiatives such as Feed the Future (FtF) and the Scaling Up Nutrition Movement have stressed investment 

in capacity development and facilitating an enabling environment both in Ethiopia as well as other 

countries. The lynchpin of these efforts is the focus on increasing awareness among stakeholders at all 

levels and creating and sustaining commitment to multisectoral nutrition plans. For example, from 2007 

to 2014, Uganda, with support from FtF, provided technical assistance under the FANTA project. 

Somewhat similarly, in 2013, efforts in Malawi coordinated by FANTA were launched to increase capacity 

to ensure an enabling environment for nutrition. This technical assistance has focused on linking a set of 

interrelated conditions in legal, fiscal and operational parts of government. The challenge was to increase 

capacity for multi sector planning and implementation at all levels.  

 

Recommendations for Growth through Nutrition 
  

Unlike the governance research conducted under ENGINE, the Growth through Nutrition research 

provides a better understanding of not simply “what” the situation is but also the “why.” This fine-tuned 

understanding has been facilitated by a combination of focus group discussions and individual interviews.  

For example, it became clear that awareness of the NNP and implementation of its structure and plan are 

complex issues challenged by high turnover, competing priorities, lack of leadership and understanding 

of roles and responsibilities. Therefore, different strategies need to be employed to create better 

awareness, ownership, understanding, and motivation for policy officials, technical experts, coordinating 

bodies, and supporting organizations. Specific recommendations for Growth through Nutrition to address 

these challenges include:  

 Quarterly briefs focused on cutting-edge policy information geared to high level policy officials 

both at National and Regional Levels. A model for this is the Kennedy/Coates 2018 Brief. 

 In-person learning events focused on a synthesis of operational issues related to implementation 

of the NNP and/or challenges to multi sector coordination. These events would be conducted at 
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both national and regional levels. These meetings will pull together both Ethiopian data and 

relevant information from other countries and international institutions. 

 Engagement of leaders at the highest levels is critical for maintaining visibility and awareness of 

the importance of the NNP II. Similar to the success in Uganda, Ethiopia could identify and 

implement recurring ways to engage the Parliament. This provides a forum for refreshing the 

awareness and successes with the NNP II. This could also be a potentially way of advocating for 

the NNP II. 

 Video modules focused on GoE leadership at the regional and woreda levels. The topics of these 

modules will be determined by a survey of the intended audiences, especially on the NNP 

implementation plan and the roles of all sectors in implementation. These videos would be 

developed by the Tufts University team. 

 Working with woreda sector heads to encourage more responsibility given to woreda technical 

committees to plan and implement joint nutrition activities. Also, working with woreda sector 

heads to ensure appropriate technical person assigned to participate in technical committees in 

a regular manner.   

 There is a high turnover of staff at all levels. This creates a number of challenges including lack of 

institutional memory. To fill these gaps, Growth through Nutrition could initiate provision of 

frequent orientation to new staff or encourage development of an organizational culture where 

staff transfer all knowledge and documents to new staff joining the organization. This would 

include sensitization with the sector heads on the role of their sectors in the NNP. 

 Documentation of the status of coordinating bodies was weak in many woredas. Standardization 

and training in documentation of meetings, activities, and functionality is sorely needed. This 

could also help to fill some of the existing information gaps with the new staff joining the 

organizations. This support could be provided by Growth through Nutrition or other relevant 

partners.  

 Sharing of experiences among the woredas would provide a practical forum for challenges and 

successes in implementing the NNP II. Growth through Nutrition could facilitate these discussions 

and work with woreda offices to ensure appropriate persons are targeted for different orientation 

and capacity building activities, and use existing platforms to facilitate these discussions.  

 Joint sector planning, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation are very important to 

ensure successful implementation of the NNP II. Growth through Nutrition needs to support 

woreda joint performance review meeting and provide capacity building support to appropriate 

woreda technical committees to ensure woreda technical committees have the required skills and 

knowledge in understanding of the NNP II implementation and capacity for multisectoral 

planning, monitoring and evaluation and the capacity to provide support to multisectoral 

coordination activities at kebele level.  In addition, Growth through Nutrition support the 

allocation of budget from the woreda to ensure implementation of activities in a sustainable 

manner.  

 The current method of using a Scorecard at the federal and regional levels has been one way to 

ensure accountability. The results thus far look promising. Growth through Nutrition should 

explore methods for expanding the use of the Scorecard at the woreda level. The use of the 
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scorecard could facilitate the engagement and achievements in each sector in implementing the 

NNP II. 

 Growth through Nutrition could consider motivating project zonal coordinators so they provide 

more intensive supportive supervisions to improve NNP implementation at the woreda level.   

 Since there did seem to be some positive outcomes from the Model Coordination Body approach, 

Growth though Nutrition should continue with this approach and revaluate again after a longer 

period of sustained support.  

 Government needs to consider pathways of adequately disseminating information as program 

changes, and make sure that woreda level actors are adequately informed and responsive to 

changes at national level.   

 Government Leadership above the woreda level should ensure that the Woreda leadership 

understand the NNP is government priority and plan.  There needs to be clear government 

ownership of the program communicated at the regional level.  Woredas should not associate the 

multisectoral coordination committee with ENGINE or Growth through Nutrition, but as a 

government plan and priority.  

 As other program (such as SURE) are working on multisectoral coordination as well, it is 

recommended there also be collaboration in providing support, including sharing of experiences 

and even resources. One potential platform for collaboration could be through the Research and 

Learning Working Group.   
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