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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2011, below normal precipitation caused substantial crop failures in 14 Northern
provinces of Afghanistan, where there is a traditional high reliance on rain-fed
agriculture. Low agricultural productivity, reduced labor wages, increased wheat prices
and a dry summer with minimal economic activities pushed vulnerable head of
households into significant levels of food insecurity. At the end of July humanitarian
donors started to call for evidence-based proposals to support the population affected by
the drought in the priority areas identified by an initial Food Security and Agriculture
Cluster investigation. According to the Emergency Food Security Assessment (EFSA)
carried out in August by the Government of Afghanistan, WFP and NGOs, a total of 2.86
million people were affected by the drought and required food assistance until June
2012.

ECHO funded five NGOs to provide assistance to vulnerable households in four provinces
affected by the drought. As local markets could supply adequate quantity of basic food
items, the modality chosen for the intervention was cash transfer. A total of 2,841,891
Euro of cash was distributed to 14,422 households: 1,870 received cash un-conditionally
and 12,552 were assisted with conditional cash either through cash for training or cash
for work.

This review, documenting lessons learned and best practices from the five ECHO funded
projects, aims at providing recommendations for future programming looking at targeting
and cash transfer modalities, as well as co-ordination between donor and partner
agencies and among partners themselves. The review, carried out throughout a period of
one month when some projects were still about to be completed, is based on an
assessment of the relevant literature and project documents; interviews and workshops
with agencies staff as well as other actors involved in the response to the drought. At the
time of the review not all the ECHO partners had finalized their database and final
reports and the end-phase evaluations were not completed. Most of the findings and
recommendations provided are therefore the result of discussions and workshops with
staff directly involved in the implementation of the projects.

Targeting

Agencies used different tools and methods and had pre-defined selection criteria. In most
cases verification was carried out by the agencies interviewing all the households
identified and listed by communities’ leaders or selection committees. Based on their
previous experience, partners applied different approaches for community awareness and
mobilisation and established formal and informal mechanisms to address community
complaints and receive feed-back on the services provided. Targeting was in general a
lengthy exercise, made difficult in many areas by a pre-existing situation of general
poverty and food insecurity. The projects were not exempted from the common practice
of re-distribution and sharing of cash among members of the communities that were not
beneficiaries of the projects. Understanding and analysing why and how communities re-
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distribute assistance are critical steps in setting realistic and context-specific targeting
methodologies and in deciding the level of assistance.  There were also cases of leaders
requesting the beneficiaries to hand over part of their cash.

Main recommendations include:
 Sampling from the general population of selected villages to verify inclusion and
exclusion errors, instead of verifying all potential beneficiaries, to ensure timeliness in
targeting;
 Analyse the risks of undertaking targeting through communities representatives,
include  measures to minimize those risks in the design of the project;
 Communicate widely and transparently criteria used for targeting, identification and
registration of beneficiaries;
 Identify compliant mechanisms that can be accessible to all communities’ members
and clearly explain their nature, purpose and process and ensure that complaints are
documented and followed-up.
 Acknowledge and understand re-distribution and sharing of assistance to enable
realistic and context specific targeting methodologies and level of assistance.

Cash Modalities

Partners used a combination of un-conditional and conditional cash in the form of cash
for training (CFT) and cash for work (CFW). Applying conditionality was in some cases
time-consuming and the 100,000 Euro ECHO cap resulted in the delay of transferring
cash to large number of beneficiaries. Despite security and logistic constraints partners
distributed cash directly to the beneficiaries that proved useful in enhancing trust
between the organization and the communities and in preventing leaders’ from taking an
amount of the households’ assistance.

Mainstreaming Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) into the projects focused on rehabilitation
and construction of infrastructures, not always sustainable. It was however possible to
release the first month of cash before the actual implementation of infrastructures by
providing beneficiaries with DRR awareness, and working on hazard mapping and
preparation of CFW projects. Donor’s guidance; in depth assessment of the constraints
linked to the implementation of infrastructures; and the readiness to design projects
“thinking outside the box” could lead to the identification of DRR activities that would
have better fit into short-term interventions.

Main recommendations include:
 Remove the ECHO’s 100.000 Euro cap on un-conditional cash to allow a faster and
wider distribution of cash at the outset of the emergency;
 Design implementation modalities that allow mainstreaming of DRR in short-term
interventions;
 In deciding on CFW projects for rehabilitation or construction of infrastructures in
emergencies, carefully consider whether right expertise, sufficient time and resources are
available.
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Co-ordination

Although the five projects show differences in approaches, procedures, cash transfer
amounts, timelines, budgets and team set-up, the challenges faced were comparable as
similar efforts were dedicated in achieving the common objective. A systematic co-
ordination between the donor and the partners and among partners themselves, in
particular during the planning stage, can facilitate a harmonized, although context
specific, approach and wide exchanges of information and experiences.

Main recommendations include:
 Develop and test a standard tool that is commonly accepted by donors and
organizations; and invest on preparedness by developing procedures and guidance,
building staff capacities, and identifying viable cash modalities prior to the emergency;
 Ensure timely and efficient co-ordination throughout the life of the project to support
harmonized approaches and prevent disparities between intervention areas and projects
and to stimulate complementarities and synergies.

With the debate on the use of cash as a tool to provide assistance in humanitarian
emergencies increasing, it is hoped that this review will provide ECHO and partners NGOs
with suggestions for future cash transfer programming.
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1. BACKGROUND

Between November 2010 and June
2011 below normal winter and
spring precipitation caused
substantial crop failures. Unlike
recent droughts, the 2011/12 was
not a national drought but was
concentrated in 14 Northern
provinces of Afghanistan, where
there is a traditional high reliance on
rain fed agriculture. The lack of
meteorological and hydrological
water had either completely or
significantly reduced the output of
rain dependent agriculture activities,
such as rain-fed cultivations and
livestock activities that rely on
pasture. The lack of rain and losses
of ground water resulted in a 17
percent reduction in 2011 cereal
production.

Whilst the 2011/12 drought might
not have caused the largest
production deficit on record there
were a number of factors such as
the combination of low agricultural
productivity, reduced labor wages
and income from agriculture and
livestock, increased wheat prices and
a dry summer with minimal
economic activities that made this
drought of particular concern to the
humanitarian community. In
addition to the poor wheat harvest
and unusually low income earning
opportunities, pastures were not regenerating as normal resulting in diminished livestock
health. Vulnerable head of households were pushed into significant levels of food
insecurity and started to adopt damaging coping strategies such as selling off their assets
and livestock, spending saving to purchase food, contracting debts and migrating in seek
of labor opportunities.

According to the Emergency Food Security Assessment (EFSA) a total of 2.86 million
people were affected by the drought and required food assistance. To prevent the
situation from deteriorating before the beginning of the winter and spring lean seasons,
the humanitarian community responded providing urgent relief scaling up food assistance

Box 1: Chronology

 Since October 2010 the Early Warning
Information Working Group provided early warning
to the humanitarian community regarding the
untimely and inadequate fall precipitation, the early
melting of the winter snow and the inadequate
spring precipitation.
 In mid-June MAIL published the
quantitative Agriculture Prospective Report,
containing cereal crop forecasts. In support to
MAIL crop forecast a national FEWSNET and WFP
qualitative assessment of food security was also
published in mid-June.
 In July, FSAC partners carried out an initial
investigation of food security implications of the
drought. Results from this investigation found that
in the north and west there were seven provinces
affected by drought-induced food insecurity that
would require a humanitarian response from the
end of August until June 2012.
 In July, with an approximately two million
MT cereal production deficit, the Government of
Afghanistan declared that the northern half of
Afghanistan was drought affected.
 At the end of July humanitarian donors-
including ECHO- issued a communication to all
partners, calling for evidence-based proposals in
the district prioritises through the initial
investigation
 In August the FSAC, under the technical
leadership of WFP, conducted a detailed
household, trader and community assessment of
food security in 82 districts of the 14 drought-
affected provinces using the WFP EFSA.
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either through in-kind or cash distribution. The OCHA Consolidated Appeal Emergency
Revision in Response to the Drought, estimated that aproximately 754,000 household
months of cash for a period of nine up to 11 months was required to assist severely
food-insecure households that could access markets. As of November 2011
approximately 305,000 household months of cash assistance were funded and 449,000
months of cash were still required to respond to the needs.

Considering the scale of the needs, ECHO funded five international NGOs: ACTED,
Intersos, Oxfam Novib1, People in Need and Save the Children, to provide assistance to
support food security needs of vulnerable households affected by the drought in the
provinces of Balkh, Faryab, Sar-I- Pul and Jawzjan. The main objective of ECHO
programme was to ensure that the most vulnerable communities had access to adequate
and appropriate food to maintain their survival and prevent erosion of assets, fostering
early livelihoods recovery and upholding their dignity.

The five agencies were chosen due to their long experience in the targeted areas and the
already ongoing implementation of projects in response to the drought. ECHO awarded a
total of 4,387,973 Euro. The first project started in November 2011, approximately two
months after the EFSA and four months after the call from donors for proposals. All the
others followed with the last starting at the end of January 2012. All the projects had
different durations, the shortest timeframe was four months and the longest seven and
half months.

As local markets could supply adequate quantity of basic food items the modality chosen
for the intervention was cash transfer. The 100.000 cap per project on un-conditional
cash does not allow ECHO partners to assist a large number of households without
conditionality. Therefore, the agencies had to provide assistance to most of the
beneficiaries applying conditionality in the form of cash for training (CFT) and cash for
work (CFW). A total number of 14,422 households benefitted of cash assistance: 1,870
received cash un-conditionally, 3,661 were assisted through CFT and 8,891 through CFW
projects. From the total funding 2,841,891 Euro (64,6%) cash was distributed to the
beneficiaries

1 Oxfam Novib project was implemented through the NGO COAR

Box 2: Timeframe of the ECHO’s Response
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2. PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY OF THE REVIEW

The objective of the review is to capture lessons learned and best practices from the five
ECHO funded projects in response to the drought. This collection of best practices and
lessons will support advocacy and learning and will be primarily used by ECHO and
partners to inform future programming. The review focuses on the targeting
methodologies applied and different modalities of assistance implemented (un-conditional
cash, CFT and CFW) that enabled targeted households to receive the needed support.

Key areas reviewed include:
 Selection of geographical area and beneficiaries, and appropriateness of targeting
methodologies;
 Community participation;
 Need identification and modalities of response, their appropriateness and
effectiveness;
 Co-ordination and communication among stakeholders.

To capture lessons-learned and best practices related to the response process the
methodology used include the following:
 Desk review of relevant ECHO’s partners project documents as well as other literature
related to cash transfer;
 Semi-structured interviews with ECHO’s partners programme management and
operational staff, stakeholders and donor;
 Workshop in Mazar-I-Sharif with partners’ programme management and operational
staff;
 Preliminary results workshop in Kabul with partners’ management staff.

3. TARGETING

This section examines how geographical areas of intervention and beneficiaries were
selected, the appropriateness of targeting methodologies and how community
participation was ensured throughout the life of the project.

In the four provinces targeted by ECHO intervention, all the five partners had a well
established presence and ongoing projects, with two of them already implementing cash
or in kind-distributions to respond to the drought through other funds.

Totally ten districts were covered by the projects all previously assessed through the
EFSA either by the NGO themselves or by WFP or the government assessment. EFSA
was, however, not giving a full picture at district level and further assessments were
carried out by the NGOs to confirm the need to intervene in those districts and identify
the most affected villages.

The areas of intervention were selected in consultation with communities and using a set
of criteria such as the distance from irrigation sources, reliance on rain-fed agriculture,
high level of malnutrition. All NGOs worked in different districts; only one district was
partially covered by another agency through a cash transfer project funded by another
donor. Overlapping was avoided sharing beneficiaries’ list from the very beginning of the
project.
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ECHO requested the partners to assess households’ vulnerability by using the
Vulnerability Follow-Up (VFU), a methodology recently developed by Solidarités
International. The intention of ECHO was to use a harmonized tool that would create a
baseline upon which the impact of the assistance could be evaluated. The VFU can
measure the vulnerability deriving from a shock and the impact of the response through
its follow-up tool, but the establishment of the baseline needs times and resources2.
Upon request of some partners, ECHO agreed on the use of only one part of the whole
methodology, the baseline household survey questionnaire. Even then, agencies that
used the tool considered it not appropriate to a situation of emergency.

For some partners beneficiaries’ selection took up to two months. Partners were not only
confronted with the challenges of a volatile security situation and a extreme harsh winter
with heavy snow, blocking access to the villages, but also with the difficulty of identifying
communities and members suffering because of the drought in areas where chronic
poverty and food insecurity affect a high percentage of the population.

Number of villages and households to be targeted were already defined at the stage of
the design of the project, as well as households’ selection criteria3. Modifications were,
however, made on the number of targeted villages and households at the time of the
assessment. Communities and leaders were informed about the criteria set for selection
of beneficiaries. Field workers believed that more involvement of communities in the
definition of criteria, although could be time consuming at the beginning, would have
proved beneficial in the long term giving more community ownership of the whole
process and would have avoided misunderstanding and the inclusion of high numbers of
non–eligible households.

Beneficiaries were pre-selected by Shura and Community Development Councils (CDCs)
representatives, or Beneficiaries Selection Committees (BSC), purposely established by
the NGOs with representatives of the targeted groups. Most agencies carried out a
verification of all potential beneficiaries to confirm their eligibility.

Although BSC included representatives of elderly, women, and disable their participation
to the selection process was weak. This was particularly true in relation to women and
especially in the most conservative communities. Lack of female staff in the agencies led
to difficulties in having female participating to the decision-making process, increasing
the risk of women being excluded from the assistance.

Due to the 100.000 Euro ECHO cap, partners had to apply very strict criteria for selecting
beneficiaries entitled to receive cash un-conditionally. Most of them were families without
able-body members who could not attend either CFW or CFT. That proved to be a
difficult exercise requiring negotiations with communities’ representatives and with the
beneficiaries themselves.

2 According to Solidarite a period of six months and trained staff with good analytical capacities are needed
for the establishment of the household baseline. The household assessment should be preceded by the
zoning and the wealth-group assessments.
3 Criteria varied but were generally including:  small land owners or landless, families with limited economic
means and significant debt, widows, elderly and disabled head of households,  big household size and with a
large number (3+) children under 5 yrs of age.
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Box 3: Community-based targeting

To carry out beneficiaries’ selection, one agency drw upon its previous experience in
implementing the Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs, Martyrs and Disabled (MoLSAMD) pilot
Safety Net programme. One of the objectives of the ministry’s pilot programme that was
recently completed was to design and test a unified targeting system for cash transfer to
rural poor, that will become a national programme in the coming years.

The INGO used the community-based targeting methodology designed by MoLSAMD safety
net, with some modification to make it appropriate to the DG ECHO funded project, to
ensure that communities would be receptive to the idea of providing support to most
vulnerable households and will feel ownership of the process. Extensive preparatory
meetings were held with communities to explain the rationale and principles of the project,
emphasising the relevance of community-based targeting. Three committees were
established in each community: Beneficiary Selection committee, Complaints committee
and Evaluation committee with each committee having around five members, including at
least one or two women. CDCs and committees received a two-day training on social safety
net principles, community responsibility for assessment and selection of beneficiaries and
vulnerability criteria. The training process was interactive, leading to the selection by the
BSC of 20-30% of the entire community, those that they considered to be the most
vulnerable. Based on the short-list a representative of each household was interviewed by
the BSC using the MoLSAMD Safety Net questionnaire. Beneficiaries were also asked
whether they had members in their households able to attend the conditional cash
activities (CFT). Those households with members genuinely unable to attend training
classes were included on a separate list for un-conditional cash transfer. Approximately one
third of the beneficiaries verified by the BSC were accepted. Additional to the Complaint
Committee that had the task to work with the BSC to ensure a fair beneficiary selection
process, and receive and deal with appeals, no other formal complaints mechanism was set
up by the agency. However, following the selection and prior to informing eligible
beneficiaries the agency cross-checked a sample of successful and unsuccessful
questionnaires to ensure that the process was fair and transparent.

Throughout the implementation of the DG ECHO funded project, the agency kept the
MoLSAMD abreast of the progress and provided a final report that can contribute in
informing the up-scaled version of the Ministry’s Safety Net.

The agencies’ engagement with communities depended on their previous experience and
already established relationship with targeted communities. Due to their previous work in
programmes that require high level of community awareness and mobilization, agencies
invested time and resources for ensuring that communities were widely and correctly
informed of the objective and modalities of the project and could therefore better
contribute to its success. To give the communities the best possible means to address
their complaints and provide feedback on the services provided all agencies used
complaint mechanisms, although in most cases these were not formalized and
documented. Complaint mechanisms and post-distribution monitoring reports indicate that
beneficiaries had to give a portion of their cash to village representatives. When
confronted with the need to solve critical issues, agencies staff felt that putting pressure
on leaders to respect the agreements could have lead to reduced access and security
risks. Some partners considered that they would have needed more time or resources for
communities’ awareness and mobilization in order to pass the right and complete
message to the communities since the beginning.
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Post-distribution monitoring reports and discussions with agencies’ staff revealed that
cash was frequently shared and re-distributed among a much larger group of people than
those targeted by the agency. CFW projects seemed to fit better this practice as not only
cash was shared but also working days, allowing larger numbers of people to participate.
Some communities’ leaders had double lists of beneficiaries: one with the names of the
beneficiaries agreed with the agency and the other with the names of those who actually
worked. Being aware of these practices, field staff was confronted with the dilemma of
acknowledging community safety-net mechanisms, with the concern that interference
could lead to disruption in community protection for the agency staff as well as for some
of its members, and with the need to be accountable to the donor.

Recommendations on Targeting

 It was found that verifying all the potential beneficiaries from the list provided by the
communities was not up to speed. Most agencies did not verify a sample of the
households that were not included in the lists provided by communities’ leaders or BSC.
Sampling from the general population of selected villages to verify the rate of
inclusion/exclusion errors is much faster than verifying all the households listed.

 Targeting could be a difficult exercise for community leaders. They might resist the
idea of targeting some of their members and not others, or might feel they could
jeopardise the existing networks of re-distribution and sharing of assistance. The needs

of particular groups, such as women,
elderly and disable, might also be
ignored, despite the fact that these
people are frequently the most
vulnerable to shocks. Local leaders and
committee members can manipulate lists
or ask bribes to potential beneficiaries. In
designing a project, the potential risk of
targeting through Shura, CDCs or BSCs
must be analysed, taking into
consideration their level of
representativeness and accountability.
Measures to minimize the risks that
might occur during the targeting process
need to be clearly spelled out in the
project document.

 Communication and transparency
with communities are crucial to ensure
that the project targets those who are
most in need and therefore will achieve
its objective. Consulting with
communities before taking the final
decision on targeting criteria is an
important step in building trust and
ensuring support since the beginning of
the intervention. When targeting criteria
are already set by the agency,

Box 4:  Compliant Mechanism

In 33 communities, a “hotline” was used as
a complaint mechanism. The NGO’s
Community Mobilisers and Area Supervisors
displayed posters in each village and near
the project sites and worked with
communities to inform how to use the
hotline and how the agency would have
followed-up the voice calls and ensure
confidentiality.  The posters highlighted the
selection criteria and the rights of the
beneficiaries (working hours, wages, and
payment modalities) and displayed the
hotline phone number and operating
schedule.

The agency documented the phone calls
and how the issues reported were dealt
with. Although the calls received were not
many due to the limited literacy rate and
coverage of mobile phones in the most
remote villages, the agency was able to
identify and solve issues such as
appropriation of money by community
leaders or to change CFW working hours to
allow beneficiaries to attend their
agricultural work.
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explanation of the criteria used for targeting, identification and registration of
beneficiaries should be, as much as possible, communicated widely and transparently. It
should be clear to the whole community who is considered needy and why, who is
participating to different types of cash support and what are their entitlements.

 The agencies should explain clearly the nature, purpose and process of complaint
mechanisms to communities. Such explanation should include all possible information,
such as who to appeal to, how complaints should be dealt with and how complainants
should be treated. The filed complaints need to be documented and analysed in order to
track individual cases and to monitor whether particular groups are systematically
excluded or favoured. The agencies must ensure that complaint mechanisms are
accessible to everyone, in particular, to vulnerable groups. In the context of Afghanistan,
women might be, more than others, under social pressure not to complain and female
head of households as well as families without the protection of an able-body member
can be more subject to the risk of having to give a portion of their cash to powerful
members of the community. The production of guidance on how to deal with complaints
could be a useful tool for staff in the field.

 Not always in the official reports, sharing and re-distribution of cash among members
of the communities, was found to be a quite common practice. Community re-distribution
might be based on a number of reasons, including some that might be perceived as non-
humanitarian. This may be because community support to households in need was
provided before the response started, or because there is a need to “keep the political
peace”, or to allow the provision of assistance also to those that do not qualify according
to a set of pre-defined criteria. Although it might be argued that sharing and re-
distribution can lead to the dilution of the assistance provided, it can also allow the
survival of important traditional forms of community “safety net” mechanisms. Therefore
there is a need to understand and analyse why communities re-distribute, and along
which lines the money is re-distributed. Understanding informal “safety net” and
community coping mechanisms is critical in setting realistic and context-specific targeting
and in deciding the level of assistance.

4. CASH ASSISTANCE

This section looks at how communities and/or individual needs were identified and
prioritized; the rationale for the selection of different modalities; how the modalities
chosen reflected the needs of communities and targeted beneficiaries and how they
supported DRR.

As food essential items were available in the market but people could not access food
due to the lack of purchasing power, cash transfer was considered the most appropriate
type of assistance to allow beneficiaries to access food, giving them flexibility of choice,
and to repay their debts.

The amount of cash needed per beneficiary was generally based on EFSA
recommendations and calculated according to the local food basket. However, the use by
the ECHO partners of diverse need assessment tools and food baskets led to a different
amounts of cash been provided by each project. The food baskets in the areas covered
by the projects was about 4.000 Afs (66 Euro) with small variation between provinces. In
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Box 5:   Household Survey by using the Vulnerability Follow-Up

A house-by-house verification was carried out by one of the ECHO partners to identify the
level of beneficiaries’ vulnerability by using the Vulnerability Follow-Up Household Survey
Questionnaire. The aim of the tool is to register the total income capacity of each
household, both in cash and in kind, in order to evaluate the percentage of the food
basket that the household is able to reach by its own means.

The questionnaire is composed of several parts:
 HH composition: information on the household leader gender, number and gender
of household members, number of jeribs owned and number of members able to work;
 Land and crops, fruit vegetables and market and livestock: all incomes (in cash or
in kind) that the HH benefitted of during the past six months such as products of
harvesting and cultivation, livestock products (animals, eggs, milk and derivates, etc) and
income derivate from  exchanges (exchange or selling of products and/or animals);
 Asset:  the availability of assets than can facilitate work (donkeys, motorbikes, etc)
or more generally the HH property (cars, houses, shops, etc);
 Wage labour and trade, migration gifts and credits: income deriving from labour
wages or other income generating business, remittances, from solidarity gifts and loans.

On the base of the data collected, the VFU database estimates the household purchasing
capacity (household “richness”). The household “richness” is then detracted from the
whole value of the food basket to define the quantity of cash to be injected in the
household in order to guarantee the availability of 100% of Kal/day needed.

Although it required resources and time – about ten weeks were needed to interview
1.234 households – the exercise had two main benefits:
1. Verifying the level of assistance needed in the area. The database showed that the
needs were higher than estimated in the original proposal. Households without able body
members required 85% of the value of the food basket to reach the 100% of the caloric
intake per day while household with able body members required 70%.
2. Informing each interviewed household about the selection process and the reason
why they were selected or rejected. The result of the database was shown to each
potential beneficiary.

one project it was calculated at 6,000 Afs (99 Euro), in line with WFP food basket. In
most cases agencies provided between 50 and 60 percent of the food basket. Where the
VFU household survey was used needs resulted higher, requiring the provision of up to
85% of the food basket. The amount provided per month to each household in the four
provinces varies from a minimum of 2,050 Afs up to a maximum of 3,500 Afs. The total
amount received through the projects by each household fluctuates from 8,200 Afs (for
four month of assistance), to 20,400 Afs (for six month of assistance.

Modalities and estimated number of beneficiaries that received cash un-conditionally and
conditionally were already defined at the stage of the design of the project. Out the
14,422 beneficiaries, 13% received cash un-conditionally and 87% conditionally (25%
through CFW and 62% through CFW). Some 10% of female received cash, majority un-
conditionally or through CFT. Partners had the flexibility to chose, according to their
experience, the type of conditionality but the cap prevented the delivery of un-conditional
cash to a larger number of beneficiaries. Most of the partners considered that at least at
the initial phase of the project the release of cash without conditionality would have
allowed a more timely delivery of the assistance.
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Due to the strict selection criteria applied, the 1,870 households who received cash un-
conditionally were mostly people who could not move from their houses such as
pregnant or lactating women, disabled and elderly. They were generally the first to
receive the cash. While conditional cash was delivered to beneficiaries at the site, un-
conditional cash was, in most cases, delivered to the beneficiaries in their house,
resulting in lengthy distributions.

3,661 households were assisted trough CFT projects. Some 45% of the CFT beneficiaries
were women while the others were male that could not attend CFW. One of the agencies
that did not implement CFW but only CFT, had a much broader selection criteria.

CFT included basic training on hygiene, nutrition, improved animal husbandry and gabion
weaving. The type of training courses was already defined at the stage of the design of
the project. During or after the training all beneficiaries received kits, according to the
type of activity. Although, especially in the case of hygiene and nutrition training topics
selected by the agencies were very similar, curricula were not harmonised.

Over the past years a large amount of training has been delivered and curricula
developed.  The use of standard curricula, possibly approved or endorsed by the
government should have been encouraged to ensure harmonized approach to the topic
and the delivery of common messages.

CFW included the majority of the households, some 8,891 beneficiaries all male except
140 female that worked on a carpet weaving project. Activities were broadly defined in
the projects document with high focus on infrastructures aimed at DRR. Specific projects
were decided in collaboration with communities during the implementation phase.
According to the percentage of the food basket allocated, daily wages - not all of them
for a full working day - varied from a minimum of 150 Afs to 420 Afs. Although it was not
found that differences in daily wages had a negative impact on communities or agencies,
attention should be given to wages harmonization, especially when higher than those of
the local market.

More than 300 CFW projects were implemented for rehabilitation and construction of
small infrastructures mainly aimed at mitigating the impact of natural disasters, including
cleaning of roads and canals, rehabilitation of small infrastructures for water
preservation, and flood protection walls.  The cost for material allocated in the budget
was considered sufficient by partners but in some cases costs for skilled labours and site
supervisors were not considered.

The implementation of the CFW projects started at the beginning of winter and suffered
from the un-precedent cold winter and the spring flash floods. Works sometimes had to
be put on hold due to the heavy snow, and spring floods washed away many
infrastructures. Security and bad weather made difficult for the partners to carry out
regular oversight of the projects that were supervised by communities’ members not
skilled and frequently absent.  Seasonal constraints, difficult logistic, insecurity, lack of
technical capacities and skilled labours, and absence of beneficiaries from the sites did
not seem to match the timeframe of the projects and the objective of delivering cash
rapidly, resulting in lots of efforts and time dedicated to the implementation of
infrastructures. Partners in the field considered that in most cases infrastructures did not
have all the requirements needed to be sustainable. Additionally some concerns were
raised among agencies that CFW could disrupt the “hashar”, a regular voluntary
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maintenance of community infrastructures, increasing dependency on external
assistance.

Most agencies decided that, despite foreseeable logistic and security constraints, the best
way to deliver cash to beneficiaries was a direct distribution and partners were able to
manage this without incidents. An attempt by one of the partners was done at the first
distribution to have the CDCs’ representatives coming to the office to collect the cash but
it was discovered that not the full amount reached the beneficiaries.  Cash was delivered
directly to each beneficiary by the agency or by community’s representatives, who
sometimes were also transporting the money on behalf of the NGO. Arrangements were
made by some partners to have the money transported to the most insecure areas
through “hawala”, a traditional Islamic cash transfer mechanism used to transfer funds.

Independently from who was transporting the money to the villages, distribution to each
beneficiary was done where possible in the presence of the NGO’s staff. The first
distribution of cash was carried out in mid-January, two months and half after the
beginning of the first project and four months after the EFSA. The cash was planned to
be distributed on a monthly base but at the initial phase this proved to be difficult and
for the first months the frequency of the distribution was irregular. The last distribution is
not completed yet. At the end of the projects when working days were completed it was
more problematic to distribute money to the beneficiaries of CFW who were not working
on the site.

Recommendations on Modalities

 The design of the project should allow a fast delivery of the assistance; applying
conditionality could be time-consuming. The removal of the 100.000 Euro cap would
allow partners to carry out distribution of cash un-conditionally, at least at the first stage
of the response and/or in the most affected areas, to ensure that the assistance reaches
the beneficiaries in a timely manner.

 Conditional cash has secondary benefits such as increasing community knowledge or
creating infrastructures to mitigate the risk of disasters. However, when deciding the type
of conditionality to be applied is important to remain focused on the primary expected
result. The ECHO concept of “consider simultaneous opportunities to reinforce crisis-
affected communities’ resilience to future disasters and to protect and strengthen their
existing capacities to meet their own food needs” has to be understood and properly
translated in the design of the project. Partners need to be careful that the secondary
benefit does not divert their efforts of achieving the objective and should identify
implementation modalities that allow DRR opportunities in short-term interventions.

 CFT during the initial phase of the emergency can be an appropriate way of
mainstreaming DRR in the project through promoting awareness and developing
communities’ capacities for preparedness and building resilience. Depending on the
timeline of the project, CFT and CFW can be combined, using CFT for preliminary
activities such as hazard mapping; identification of disaster mitigation infrastructures, the
development by the community of CFW proposals; joint project surveys and cost
estimation. This approach can facilitate implementation of more sustainable
infrastructures as beneficiaries would be aware of the rationale of the intervention, and
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would be more committed to mobilise resources for their implementation and future
maintenance. Furthermore, when implementing CFT partners should make efforts to use
common training curricula, possibly endorsed or designed by the government, to ensure
a harmonized approach.

 To create sustainable infrastructures high levels of community participation in the
design and implementation - including labour or cash contribution - appropriate technical
guidance and financial resources are required. In deciding on CFW projects for
rehabilitation or construction of infrastructures in emergencies, partners should carefully
consider whether they have the right expertise, sufficient time and resources.

 One of the problems of CFW activities could be that communities become dependent
on assistance, undermining the social institution of the “hashar”. By choosing activities
that communities would not do through voluntary routine maintenance the risk of
compromising traditional “hashar” can be avoided. At the same, paying wages that are
lower than the usual market wages can facilitate a higher sense of ownership of the
project, avoiding dependency on external assistance.

 Conditional cash transfer activities risks to disrupt households’ positive coping
strategies, preventing the poor from attending other productive activities. Planning
conditional cash activities using work seasonal calendars and consulting with
communities on number of attendance days and hours allow beneficiaries to continue
their own activities.

 A transparent distribution of cash directly to the beneficiaries is an effective way of
building trust between the organization and the members of the community and
mitigates the risk of misappropriation of part of the cash by community leaders.
Although there are risks associated with transport and delivery of cash, there are
measures to mitigate the risks, such as using the “hawala” and distributing cash on
irregular basis.

Box 6: Disaster Risk Reduction

One of the partners, based on previous experience in building communities’ resilience in
Northern Afghanistan, used the first month of the CFW projects to engage targeted
communities in Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) awareness and hazard mapping. The first
month was used for the preparation of CFW projects giving the beneficiaries the possibility
to receive cash, although no physical work was carried out on the site.

A total of 37 workshops and community-mobilisation sessions were carried out in 33
villages, involving more than 2,000 CFW beneficiaries, including 200 women, CDCs and
other community members.  The workshops aimed at identifying and develop CFW
projects, starting with the hazard mapping. Communities drew up a map of their village,
identifying locations vulnerable to hazards such as floods, wind, soil erosion, and locust
infestations, but also areas that could be improved in order to access water and market
opportunities more effectively. At the end of the workshops communities came up with a
proposed list of priority infrastructures to be rehabilitated or constructed. The agency’s
staff carried out, jointly with communities’ representatives, project surveys looking at
feasibility, time for each project, safety issues, and project cost estimations. Project
agreements were prepared and signed by the agency and the CFW beneficiaries.
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5. CO-ORDINATION

This section examines communication and co-ordination between ECHO and its partner
agencies; among partners as well as with other actors; and how co-ordination facilitated
harmonized approaches and exchange of information and experiences..

Since the outset of the drought the main donor’s concern was to have sufficient reliable
information to enable a need-based response. In October ECHO made a formal request
to the partner NGOs to use a common tool, the VFU, to identify the level of households’
vulnerability and therefore their needs. ECHO’s intention was to have a common baseline
for evaluating the impact of the response as the end-phase evaluation could eventually
lead to a second phase intervention, in case unmet humanitarian needs will be reported.
Although the donor’s intention and the VFU per-se are both valuable, the VFU due to its
developmental approach, did not match the timeliness of a humanitarian response.
Diverse need assessment tools and food baskets calculations led to different amounts of
cash provided by each project. Agencies had also to deal with different donors, some of
them requiring different information or the use of different tools in order to grant funds.
The use of a common rapid assessment tool, accepted by main donors and partners,
could allow faster budgetary decisions; a harmonized but context-specific approach; and
the timely delivery of assistance.

Co-ordination with other agencies involved in the response to the drought does not seem
to have been of particular concern. ECHO kept a high level of central co-ordination with
its five partners since the design of the projects, and was encouraging the NGOs to co-
ordinate among themselves and with other partners. From ECHO’s perspective,
however, co-ordination among the five NGOs was not sufficiently active and systematic,
in particular in harmonizing approaches and in finding common solutions to problems
related to the implementation of the action.

Some of the partners felt that, especially at the initial stage, being more proactive in
approaching the donor to obtain guidance and clarify their level of expectation and
flexibility would have better supported the design of the project. Field staff in particular,
believed that a more effective especially among ECHO partners, sharing experiences and
constraints, could have improved the quality of the project implementation.

Recommendations on Co-ordination

 The delay in responding can affect not only the beneficiaries but also the quality of
the projects. Donors should ensure that their need for agencies to provide evidences
does not decrease the timeliness of the response. Developing and testing, prior to the
emergency, a standard rapid assessment tool that is commonly accepted by donors and
organizations is important to ensure a timely and effective response. Organizations need
therefore to invest on preparedness by developing procedures and guidance, building
staff capacities, and identifying viable ways of implementing cash modalities.

 ECHO should continue to stimulate the process while partners need to make efforts in
co-ordinating systematically also at field level. Co-ordination in particular during the
planning phase supports harmonization in approaches and prevents disparities among
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intervention areas and projects. The development and use of common programming
tools and guidance, such as monitoring and evaluation tools and complaint mechanisms,
and sharing of lesson learned and best practices should be encouraged. Whenever
possible, synergies and complementarities among agencies and projects should be
supported to increase the impact of the intervention.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Focus needs to be kept on the primary objective of the project to allow the most
vulnerable to access adequate and appropriate food in a timely and effective manner. To
achieve this, targeting methodologies and tools need to allow a timely response;
modalities chosen have to take into consideration community needs and implementation
challenges; clear strategies need to be put in place to ensure that communities are
involved and supportive since the beginning of the project; and co-ordination should
encourage harmonized and context-specific approaches that will benefit partners and
communities.

Recommendations to ECHO:

 Remove the 100.000 Euro cap on un-conditional cash;
 Support the development and testing of standard tools that could be commonly
accepted by donors and organizations;
 Support partners in investing on preparedness such as the development of
procedures and guidance and developing staff capacities;
 Support co-ordination with and among partners during the planning phase and
throughout the life of the project, encouraging harmonised approaches and
synergies/complementarities with other interventions.

Recommendations to ECHO partners:

 Analyse potential risks related to community-based targeting and identify measures
to minimize those risks;
 Understand and analyse informal safety nets and community coping mechanisms in
order to set up realistic and context-specific targeting methodologies and level of
assistance;
 Communicate widely and transparently project’s purpose and criteria and establish
compliant mechanisms accessible and clear to all communities’ members;
 Keep focus on the primary objective of the project and design implementation
modalities that could ensure the timeliness of the intervention while enhancing
communities’ resilience;
 In deciding on CFW projects aimed at rehabilitation or construction of infrastructures
consider whether right expertise, sufficient time and resources are available to ensure
their sustainability;
 Make efforts to co-ordinate among partner agencies with the aim of harmonising
approaches, sharing experiences and identify possible solutions.
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The debate on the use of cash as instrument to provide assistance in humanitarian
emergencies is rapidly growing. As in other countries such as in Pakistan, Haiti and
Somalia, where cash co-ordination groups have been established, the new co-ordination
forum for Cash Transfer Programme (CTP) supported by ECHO could provide a seamless
opportunity to improve efficiency and effectiveness in programming and to further
stimulate the debate on cash transfer in Afghanistan.
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