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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
Context: Afghanistan is amongst the twenty most disaster-prone countries in the world. The 
World Disaster Report 2009 (of International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Societies ï IFRC) states that natural disasters during 1989-2008 killed 15,760 people and 
affected over 11 million in Afghanistan. Another report estimates that since 2008, on average 
a quarter million people1, 2 get affected annually by natural disasters threatening their 
housing stocks and shelters. Limited development, coping and adaptive capacities, chronic 
insecurity add further to the complexity. The country is exposed to multiple hazards. Both 
literature and anecdotal accounts point to earthquakes, floods, droughts, 
landslides/mudflows, avalanches, including extreme weather conditions (i.e., snow storms 
and cold waves), as most frequently occurring disasters in the northern and the central 
provinces of Afghanistan.  
 
The country has made decent progress in recent years by incorporating disaster risk 
management (DRM) as a policy and programming priority at both national and sub-national 
levels. This is evident from the inclusion of concepts, principles and practices of DRM into 
national development agenda and plans, including formulation and implementation of 
relevant legislative and institutional measures in this regard. The successive governments 
have welcomed the international assistance and support for effective risk reduction, 
preparedness and response. Recent years have seen renewed interest by the authorities in 
sector coordination and mainstreaming of risk reduction into national and local development. 
Results are evident in the form of re-activation of relatively dormant or inactive national 
coordination forum i.e. Disaster Risk Reduction Working Group (DRR WG). Similarly, the 
evaluators noted sustained interest in innovation, piloting, and scaling-up of óCommunity/ 
School based Disaster Risk Managementô (CBDRM and SBDRM) approaches and practices.  
 
Project Description: The object of the evaluation is a joint venture of UNICEF and SCI 
Afghanistan titled: óChild-Centred Disaster Risk Reduction (CCDRR) Project'. This is one of 
the pilots that stemmed out of the óStrategic Partnershipô between UNICEF and Save the 
Children International (SCI) Afghanistan Offices. Though the project was developed jointly, 
the implementation was led by SCI Afghanistan.  
 
The CCDRR project was conceived and implemented with the aim to strengthen the 
capacities of communities, relevant government institutions (particularly those responsible 
for disaster management), civil society organizations (CSOs), teachers and children (in 
schools) to understand, mitigate, and prepare for natural disaster risks. The goal of the 
CCDRR project was, ñto build the resilience of communities in Afghanistan to natural 
disasters through a community-led child-based approach to disaster risk reduction (DRR)ò. 
The project had three Intermediate Results (IR # 1-3) or components, each focused on 
enhancing capacities of communities, governments (including CSOs), teachers and children 
at schools.  
 
The CCDRR project was implemented in 12 districts of the three high-risk Northern 
provinces of Afghanistan i.e. Balkh, Jawzjan, and Saripul. This was a 29-month long project, 
implemented from November 2012 to March 2015 (in two phases). The community and 
school based risk management component was implemented in 120 disaster prone 
communities and 52 schools (against 48 planned) respectively. It worked to build capacities 
(mainly through training) of relevant government stakeholders (particularly disaster 
management departments) and CSOs at both national and sub-national levels. The total 

                                                
1 Afghanistan Strategic Response Plan 2015; 
https://docs.unocha.org/sites/dms/Afghanistan/Afghanistan%20HRP%202015%20Strategic%20Response%20Plan.pdf  
2 Press Release; Major New Disaster Risk Management Programme for Afghanistan; Tuesday, March 10, 2015. 
https://afghanistan.iom.int/press-releases/major-new-disaster-risk-management-programme-afghanistan  

https://docs.unocha.org/sites/dms/Afghanistan/Afghanistan%20HRP%202015%20Strategic%20Response%20Plan.pdf
https://afghanistan.iom.int/press-releases/major-new-disaster-risk-management-programme-afghanistan
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project budget was over 3 Million USD, with 93% contributions made by UNICEF 
Afghanistan. SCI Afghanistan contributed the remaining funds, and took lead in the projectôs 
implementation.  
 
For most part of its implementation the project progressed as planned. However, some 
external events such as general elections in (April) 2014, caused minor disruptions. The 
other notable variations include replacement of district Kalder with Charkent in Balkh and 
addition of 04 more schools, thus raising their number from 48 to 52. The target groups 
included communities (men, women, boys, girls and older persons), teachers, education 
managers, students at schools, and staff of relevant public departments and CSOs at 
national, provincial and district levels. The project benefitted over 23,840 persons directly 
and another 155,400 individuals indirectly. A basic (called simplified) Theory of Change 
(TOC) was available at the start, which however was adapted for the purpose of evaluation 
and has been used for assessment and analysis (refer section 5.4.3). 
 
In terms of roles, UNICEF Afghanistan provided the funding and oversight. The actual 
implementation of the project was carried out by SCI Afghanistan. Afghanistan National 
Disaster Management Authority (ANDMA) was the lead government partner, together with 
Ministry of Education (MoE). The other key partners who participated in project activities 
include Ministry of Rehabilitation and Rural Development (MRRD) and Ministry of Labour, 
Social Affairs, Martyrs and Disabled (MoLSAMD) .   
 
Evaluation Purpose, Objectives & Scope: The principal purpose of this summative 
evaluation was to have an objective assessment of the overall effectiveness of the project 
strategies and activities with respect to improved resilience of the Afghan communities, 
especially children. Moreover, it was expected to inform country strategies, national and 
international DRR policies and practices for both the SCI and the UNICEF. Furthermore, it 
was commissioned to distil and document key learning for the stakeholders.  
 
The evaluation was commissioned to demonstrate commitment to internal and external 
accountability, learning principles and values, including meeting commitments made to the 
donors. The objectives of the evaluation included: i) assessment of project achievements; ii) 
objective assessment of coordination mechanisms, monitoring, evaluation, accountability, 
and learning (MEAL) processes; iii) coherence to UNICEF and SCI programming priorities & 
principles; and vi) value addition of UNICEF-SCI strategic partnership. Furthermore, it 
expected the consultants to list lessons learnt, good practices, and use findings and learning 
to offer actionable recommendations.  
 
The evaluation followed The United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) and Organization of 
Economic Development and Cooperation (OECD-DAC) evaluation criteria including impact; 
effectiveness; efficiency; and sustainability. It looked into UNICEF programming principles 
and priorities i.e. equity, gender equality, accountability, human rights based approach 
(HRBA), and assessed the alignment to UNICEF and SCI country strategic plans. The 
evaluation has complied with the UNEG principles, norms, and ethics.  
 
Conceptual Model: The evaluation has used the conceptual model of óTheory-based 
Evaluation Approachesô. The particular technique used within the larger model is called 
óContribution Analysisô. The model requires assessing and establishing causality for projectôs 
inputs and varied level of results produced. In doing so, it takes note of the key external 
events (exogenous to the project) that may have had a bearing on the projectôs observed 
results. The other technique used for the assessment is called óMechanistic Analysisô. Both 
techniques have been explained in details in the report. 
 
Approach & Methodology: The evaluation applied mixed-method approach for the data 
collection and analysis. It followed participatory model or approach, as evident from 
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engagement and seeking inputs from all relevant stakeholders in evaluation design and 
delivery i.e. UNICEF, SCI, and members of Evaluation Reference Group (ERG). At another 
level, the participatory approach is exhibited by the numbers, range, and levels of 
stakeholders consulted during the course of the evaluation. For this evaluation the 
evaluatorsô met/consulted 602 individuals from multiple stakeholders at varied levels 
including communities. These included respondents of field surveys, key informant 
interviews, and focus group discussions, entailing right holders, duty bearers, and others.  
 
The mixed method approach used for field data collection that enabled to address/overcome 
the method/technique related limitations, biases, and facilitated data corroboration (for 
validation) and meaningful triangulation. The evaluation did make use of secondary data and 
information made available. It was used to complement the primary information. Recognizing 
children as most significant respondentsô group (as one of the key beneficiary groups), this 
evaluation made use of óchild friendly techniquesô to engage with children. On that count, it 
could be referred to as (partly) a óchild-centred evaluationô. Extensive secondary sources 
review was undertaken, during which 434 internal and external documents were reviewed 
(refer Appendix 03). Multiple quantitative and qualitative methods were used for primary data 
collection. The primary data collection entailed multiple methods including a representative 
household perceptions based survey (post-KAP); key informant interviews (KIIs), focus 
group discussions (FGDs), and field observations. The post-KAP covered 402 households 
(with 45% female respondents) in 10 out of 12 districts (2 districts were dropped for security 
reasons). Purposive sampling technique was used for application of qualitative methods. 
The qualitative methods were applied to explore ñPositive Devianceò and the associated 
factors (enablers/dis-enablers). In total, 50 KIIs, and 13 FGDs were conducted at all levels. 
Out of 150 FGD participants, 60% were children (boys and girls), while remaining were 
adults, both male and female. The primary data collection had been carried out in two phase 
of field visits, during which capital and respective provinces were covered. The survey was 
administered through a team of field enumerators (50% females), and were trained in 
conducting interviews and recording information. The training session was followed by pre-
testing of survey questionnaire.  
 
The evaluation followed a phased approach comprising pre-inception, inception, primary 
data collection, consolidation, analysis and reporting; and lastly dissemination. This 
evaluation was commissioned and managed by UNICEF Afghanistan Country Office (ACO). 
The SCI Afghanistan contributed to field planning and gave inputs on design and final 
reports. AAN Associates, Pakistan-based evaluation and research consultants (entity) 
undertook the evaluation. The evaluation was undertaken from October 2015 to February 
2016.  
 
Findings & Analysis 
 
Impact: The impact has been assessed both in terms of creation of immediate results such 
as changes in perceptions, knowledge, attitudes, and behaviours in the community and the 
contributions to, and realization of goal-level indicators (as is given in the results framework).  
 
In short, this project has largely been successful in contributing to short-term or immediate 
impact. This is evident in terms of wider perception of improved or enhanced resilience and 
safety amongst the communities where project activities were implemented. The post-KAP 
results (of over 80%) and the qualitative findings illuminate the same sense of improved 
capability and empowerment to take effective mitigation and preparedness measures 
amongst varied groups including women, girls and children. However, neither communities 
nor project teams could make a strong case with evidences or examples of óhowô and óto 
what extentô this project has contributed to addressing gender disparities and enabling more 
vulnerable groups particularly women and girls to take on additional roles in community level 
risk reduction. The monitoring system lacked tracking of impact level indicators i.e. reduction 
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in number of people affected, displaced, and disaster losses. The post-KAP results 
(Appendix 15) are indeed encouraging with majority of respondents sharing that project 
activities contributed to building local capacities. The respondents were positive in that 
potential impact of disasters leading to displacements, economic losses, and subsequently 
affecting the population would be less than before.   
 
The evaluators looked into national and international disaster reports and databases to map 
and analyse disasters impact trends, particularly for the provinces where project was 
implemented. The database managed by IOM suggests that these three provinces are still 
amongst the most affected provinces country-wide in terms of number of people affected by 
natural disasters from 2012 to 2014. These trends where contradict the public perception, 
are also worth noting given the fact that SCI and other stakeholders have been implementing 
multiple projects using CBDRM/SBDRM approaches for past decade. At more strategic 
level, it raises questions and concerns as to the efficacy of such models, particularly with 
respect to bringing the desired impact/goal level changes. A step above, it merits debate on 
what level of impact change/s should be expected from community-based risk reduction 
approaches and actions. For this project it seems the planners put out unrealistic impact 
level results.  
 
The consultations with stakeholders on the ground underlined the need to implement 
complementary interventions particularly around development planning and practices, 
herein, referred to as macro-development agenda, to contribute to the desired change. In 
other words, the CBDRM/SBDRM programmes and actions could and do contribute to 
micro-level impact; however for desired impact level change/s, as listed in the results 
framework, these must be complemented by macro-development agenda. Hence, it could be 
argued that for achieving the intended impact, the project design must have had factored in 
a micro-macro fit, balance between up-stream and down-stream work, which was found 
missing in the project. The partners are advised to set realistic expectations for future 
programmes, where focus is on applying community based approaches to risk reduction. 
Moreover, more effort should be made to read the local context (risk elements) and add 
advocacy agenda to stimulate the requisite macro-level changes.  
 
The project has contributed to an un-intended yet positive impact, where it has induced a 
movement of organized volunteer (and trained) volunteers (members of Community 
Emergency Response Teams ï CERTs) willing and committed to mount the initial response 
in case of a natural disaster. Moreover, the project has contributed to branding of CERTs as 
trained first responders for the government authorities. This remains an unintended impact of 
the project. The local officials referred to several instances where these groups either 
mobilized support locally and worked alongside public agencies in rescue, relief, and needs 
assessment.  
 
Relevance: Overall, the project appeared to be relevant to the national natural disasters risk 
context as it prioritises the most disaster prone regions. Similarly, it was found to be 
coherent to national level legislative and development commitments such as national 
constitution, strategic development plans such as Afghanistan Constitution, National 
Disaster Management Law, Afghanistan National Development Strategy (ANDS) and others. 
Similarly, it relates to Afghanistan governmentôs obligations under international and regional 
commitments such as being a signatory to Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA), and South 
Asia Regional DRM commitments.  
 
The use of CBDRM/SBDRM approaches is consistent with priorities and strategies 
underpinned by the National Disaster Management Plan (2010), Disaster Management 
Strategy (2014-17). Similarly, it relates to the priorities towards DRM coordination accorded 
by the incumbent government, donor agencies, and UN system.  
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Within provinces and districts selected for implementation of the project, the selection of 
communities and schools appears relevant for these either being more vulnerable and have 
had history of experiencing recurrent natural disaster mostly seasonal floods, weather 
extremes, droughts, and occasional earthquakes. The use of methodical processes by 
evolving and ranking locations on vulnerability indices through a wider consultative process 
adds further to the effective targeting. By and large, the evaluators find the project 
approaches towards community mobilization through involvement of Mullah, and drawing on 
the existing CDCs for CERTs, security management, and adjusting the grant size for 
mitigation projects, being culturally and locally suited to the context.  
 
The project objectives, approaches, and interventions were found to be consistent with the 
UNICEF Country Programme 2010-2014 and continue to be relevant to the on-going 2015-
2019 programme of cooperation. Similar are the findings for SCI country DRR Strategy 
(2010-15). The coherence is manifested in terms of commitment to building resilience 
among women, girls and boys in vulnerable communities; promoting childrenôs rights; and 
integrating child protection support and services for children in emergencies. The 
engagement with governments as duty bearers, CSOs, and communities as right holders, 
makes it coherent to the programming principles of HRBA. Similarly, the project is found to 
have incorporated the principles of gender equality, equity, and standards of Core 
Commitments to Children. Some of these reflected in terms of number of beneficiaries, 
selection of boys and girls schools, and inclusion and training of women as CERT members.  
 
Though there are evident strengths in terms of projectôs approaches coherence to UNICEF 
and SCI programming principles and approaches, there are few noted oversights. One being 
the exclusion of either addressing or advocating for the underlying causes to the disasters 
and disaster risks (missing micro-macro linkages), disjointed down-stream and up-stream 
activities, and overwhelming focus on school preparedness (instead of comprehensive 
school safety). Similarly, the evaluators noted gaps in partners understanding of facilitating 
government led coordination mechanisms (particularly at sub-national level), which affected 
the sustainability of provincial coordination forums. These deficiencies point to insufficient 
understanding of the governance context, and pre-conditions for successful sub-national 
coordination.  
 
Effectiveness: The project has delivered reasonably well on the committed outputs. 
Similarly, based on results it could be argued that project has successfully delivered on the 
outcome or intermediate results IR# 1 and IR# 3, which relate to communities and the 
schools. However, in relative terms the delivery on IR# 2 appears low or insignificant.  
 
The post-KAP results indicate significant improvement in levels of risk awareness from 
natural disasters, localised mitigation actions. The results are quite encouraging for women 
and children (both boys and girls), and in general these groups referring to have applied the 
learning in real life. For instance, 82% post-KAP respondents shared of having applied the 
learning acquired from the project. Overall, the project has contributed to improved 
perception of safety from natural disasters. This is evident from the survey results where 
97% respondents shared that now they feel safer from natural disaster risks because of 
availability of skills and systems such as early warning systems. Furthermore, 88% shared 
that the emergency plans address disaster risks and capacities of women and children, 
respectively. When it comes to CPiE, 71% of respondents stated that they learnt how to 
keep children safe during an emergency.  
 
On adequacy and quality of training, 97% of the training participants (65% male and 35% 
female) referred to the training delivered by SCI Afghanistan (as part of the project) as useful 
and shared that they feel satisfied with different aspects of the training design and delivery 
e.g. duration, trainers knowledge, venue, materials etc. One significant design oversight 
noted was the limited engagement of government training resources (particularly ANDMA 
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staff and trainers in design and delivery) in planning and delivery of community and school 
level trainings. On that count it could be argued that the project did not contribute much to 
capacity development of ANDMA and other stakeholders to sustain and scale-up the training 
component in future.  
 
To the evaluators, the IR# 2 (i.e. government & CSO capacity development) as a 
component, appears to be non-strategic or in others words (indicators being) non-SMART. 
The project monitoring system appears to have missed capturing the effectiveness of 
interventions implemented. No significant evidence is available to suggest if and to what 
extent, the project has effectively addressed the turf struggles between departments, and 
promoted coordination between/amongst government departments, CSOs, and communities 
(including children groups). The communities were found to be indirectly connected to local 
governments and that is via community development council (CDC), as in each community 
there are few who are represented on CERTs also. The concept of óChild/Children Clubô in 
schools is yet to be owned and replicated by the education department. No concrete 
evidence or information is available to suggest if and to what extent CBDRM plans 
(collectively at district level) are integrated into local development and district/provincial DRM 
plans. To the evaluators, the limited success with the component could be attributed to lack 
of focus, foresight, and insufficient understanding and grasp of local context particularly with 
respect to capacities, commitment, and operations of public departments, and delegated 
authority to the provincial and district departments. Limited success was made with respect 
to proactive and sustained engagement with civil society partners.  
 
The School Based Disaster Risk Management (SBDRM) appears to have produced the best 
outcome results in comparison to other components. The project records suggest over 80% 
of children having the knowledge of disaster risks and risk mitigation actions. The most 
significant achievements are evident in terms of successful application of children to children 
(C2C) trainers/sessions, and DRR walls in schools. The children referred to participation in 
school assessments and planning exercises guided by teachers and others as most 
enriching, enabling and effective. This they attributed to being critical in triggering learning 
and with positive attitudinal and behavioural changes amongst children in terms of 
understanding and ability to address natural disaster risks in school environment. It appears 
that the project could not leverage fully the promise of Child Protection Action Networks 
(CPAN) available at district and provincial levels. This is evident from extremely limited 
contact between Child Protection Committees (CPCs) and Children Clubs (CCs), with these 
forums. The project did not maintain records to suggest if project activities such as formation 
and support to CPCs and CCs-led child protection and child protection in emergencies 
(CP/CPiE) monitoring, have had any impact on number of reported child protection cases 
and their resolution.  
 
At another level, the exclusive focus on school preparedness underlines the gap in not 
addressing the risks to schools comprehensively. The project should have had focused more 
on adapting the comprehensive school safety framework rather focusing on preparedness 
only. It appears that the obvious overlaps between education and schools safety have not 
been leveraged fully, despite the fact that both organizations are actively supporting 
education sector interventions in the selected provinces, as well across the country. This to a 
degree shows holes in inter-section or intra-organizational coordination.  
 
The social mobilization component has been quite effective, attributed to contextualization of 
different activities. Some of the most significant activities that contributed to successful 
mobilization include engagement with religious leaders (Mullah), representation of CDC 
members as CERTs, and others. The engagement with religious leaders has in particular 
contributed to wider representation of women and their active engagement in local activities. 
This remains a hallmark of the project to achieve such level of active representation from 
women and girls in a conservative country such as Afghanistan.  
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The communities were generally satisfied with the quality and adequacy of inputs and 
physical work done under the project such as small-scale child-centred community and 
school mitigation projects, and provision of CERT kits. To them, these interventions 
(hardware support) have worked to lessen the disasters risks and similarly would enable 
mounting an effective response, in case of a disaster.  
 
The project did not have an expressed and articulated communication and visibility strategy, 
which appears to be a serious design oversight. This has had implications for projectôs 
visibility and profiling at local and national level. The Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability 
and Learning (referred to as MEAL) framework developed by SCI Afghanistan, to track 
progress has evident design gaps consequently impacted the implementation. The system 
has worked relatively better for inputs and outputs tracking, however not much information 
has been gathered and analysed around projectôs contributions to desired outcomes and 
goal. The tracking of results lacks a considered attention to equity. 
 
The accountability system has been largely feeding into up-ward (donor and government) 
and lateral accountability (provincial departments), with insufficient focus on downward 
(communities) accountability. The evaluators did not find evidence of project evolving and 
applying formal complaint response mechanisms (CRMs), as part of accountability to the 
beneficiaries. The documentation around coherence to organizational accountability 
commitments remained weak. Similarly, the learning documentation has been patchy and 
confined to collection of case studies and hosting stakeholdersô events. The intra and inter-
organizational coordination remained weak, hence did not help much with leveraging and 
linking-up with on-going thematic work of both the UNICEF and SCI Afghanistan. The 
Theory of Change (ToC) appears to be partly effective, for creating or contributing to 
outcome and impact/goal level results.  
 
Cross Cutting Priorities: Both organizations have policies and guidelines that show 
demonstrated commitment to achieving equitable results. In general, the design and delivery 
has prioritized addressing equity issues, however it varies across different facets of the 
project. For instance, the project could be argued as highly equity centric for its geographic 
targeting. This is evident from evidence-based and process lead selection of project 
locations resulting in prioritisation of most vulnerable provinces, districts, communities, and 
schools. However, as outlined above, the micro-macro disconnect did not help much with 
addressing the underlying causes of vulnerability and risk. The limited focus on addressing 
underlying causes of risks and particularly for those most vulnerable i.e. poor, suggests in-
coherence with equity principles.  
 
The prioritisation of women, girls, and boys and their proportion in the total beneficiaries 
illuminate projectôs coherence to equity and gender equality. The monitoring system has 
been able to track representation and participation of women, girls, and boys in project 
activities and partly the results it created for them. On an average, women and children 
constitute over 40% of the total beneficiaries of different forums created by the project. The 
numbers for women, girls, and boys trainees from project related training are quite 
encouraging also. SCI Afghanistan recruited gender balanced teams for field-work, and 
availability of female staff enabled reaching out to women and girls in the communities. This 
bodes well on context understanding and adjusting operations to gender relations. With 
these positives, the project apparently did not have a clear strategy of prioritising the poor, 
which is manifested in inadequate tracking of results for them.   
 
The projectôs conformity to HRBA is manifested at varied levels and scales. For instance, 
engagement with right holders and duty bearers (including CSOs), the inclusion of órightsô 
related contents in the training and other dissemination materials (particularly children 
rights), and creation of community monitoring and gatekeeping mechanisms for child 
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protection including in emergencies i.e., CPCs. The evaluators did not find much evidence to 
substantiate the claims made around coherence to CCCs.  
 
Efficiency: The project has been implemented in phases and one óNo-Cost Extensionô, was 
sought to complete activities (incomplete mitigation projects to be precise) that were delayed 
due to extreme winters in northern Afghanistan. While reflecting on availability of resources, 
the SCI Afghanistan shared that adequate resources were available (staff, time, and funds) 
vis-à-vis targets set under the project. Where required budgetary adjustments were made to 
make them realistic and/or address cost escalations e.g. mitigation projects. 
 
The project efficiency has been assessed in terms of budget distribution, cost per beneficiary 
for different components, and cost comparisons with similar (in scope and scale) projects 
and given any sector standards available.  
 
The budgetary analysis suggests an imbalanced distribution between operations and project 
activities i.e. 55% for operations and 45% for project activities. Within the allocated 45% for 
project activities; the distribution was as such i.e. CBDRR (11.7%), government capacity 
development and coordination (less than 1%), SBDRR (7.8%), mitigation projects (23%) and 
remaining for others. Both the field survey results and interaction with children and teachers 
(in schools visited by the evaluation team) suggest an improved sense of resilience and 
safety, and thus illuminate efficient resources use. In relative terms, the results for capacity 
development and coordination suggest low efficiency. The evaluators did not find any 
documented evidence of sector efficiency standards or benchmarks; hence the assertions 
are based on the survey results and anecdotal accounts. The project benefitted 23,840 and 
155,400 direct and indirect beneficiaries respectively. Overall, the project spent an average 
of US $ 148 per each direct beneficiary and US $ 23 for each indirect beneficiary. Once 
again for not having any sector efficiency benchmarks, the evaluators are unable to 
comment on these numbers. The average per beneficiary costs for community and school 
mitigation projects i.e. USD $ 1.86, and 1.42, for improved perception of safety (from natural 
disaster risks) in communities and students, appears both efficient and impressive. 
 
Sustainability: The project did have an articulated exit strategy or sustainability plan. The 
planned strategy underpinned the successful implementation of multiple and reinforcing 
elements e.g. effective social mobilization (for sustained interest for organized actions); 
partnerships, capacity development, and handover of project forums and mitigation projects 
to capacitated government partners.   
 
For project delivery, different forums created by the project have worked well to contribute to 
the delivery of planned project outputs e.g. CERTs, CCs, and CPCs, and others. The CERTs 
are more likely to sustain beyond project life for the fact that it draws membership from 
CDCs ï more established and recognized forum. It may also be possible that the role may 
shift to CDCs in medium to long term. In absence of government ownership of CCs and 
CPCs by MoE and district governments, they are less likely to sustain beyond project.  
 
The other element that may live beyond project life is the óknowledgeô and ópositive attitudinal 
changesô that this project brought in the communities and children.  
 
The hardware support in the form of CERT kits and mitigation activities, are likely to stay and 
continue benefitting communities. The evaluators failed to understand the logic of handing 
over the CERTs and mitigation projects to under-resourced and a degree un-willing partner 
i.e. PDMAs. The thinking and operational gaps in government and CSOs capacity 
development and coordination components, are less likely to produce any sustainable 
changes in both public sector and CSOs commitment and capacities, to either sustain and/or 
replicate (scale-up) the project approaches, activities, and results produced.  
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Conclusion: In short, the project was (when initially designed) and still continues to be 
relevant to the Afghanistan development and disaster risk context. The UNICEF-SCI 
strategic partnership in Afghanistan is indeed óUNIQUEô and carried enormous potential to 
create results for children in Afghanistan by leveraging complementarities and comparative 
strengths of two organizations. The prioritisation and parallel implementation of CBDRM and 
SBDRM approaches, adds further to projectôs relevance to a medium-high natural disaster 
risk context such as northern Afghanistan. The successes of such approaches are 
established and widely documented in building local capacities and resilience.  

Despite relevance of context and prioritisation of approaches, the project design reflects 
oversights and deficiencies, especially the gross over-estimation of intermediate results and 
impact. The project as it appears set unrealistic expectations in terms of impact it would 
create or contribute to. One major oversight is the limited focus and resources allocation for 
establishing and advocating the macro-micro link to effectively address the underlying 
causes for disasters and disaster risks.  

The project could be argued as successful in producing the desired level of change through 
community and school activities. However, the limited focus and inadequate resources 
allocation for capacity development and public sector lead coordination at sub-national level 
appear to be the weakest links. This points to both design and operational inadequacies and 
lack of in-depth context understanding. It may be fair to assert that the project failed to 
leverage the comparative advantages and positioning (as intended out from strategic 
partnership) of two key partners i.e. UNICEF and SCI Afghanistan, had it seen more 
coordinated implementation. For these reasons it could be argued that the planned TOC was 
only partially applicable or effective.  
 
The project highlights include; largely trouble-free and timely implementation, leveraging of 
SCI Afghanistan organizational learning for the project inputs, strong community mobilization 
with balanced women representation and participation, and last yet not least the creation of 
equitable results.  
 
In terms of coordination, the intra and inter-organizational coordination leaves much to be 
desired. The community and school level results appear relatively more stable and 
sustainable than those for government and CSOs.  
 
Overall, the project results come to reinforce the relevance and effectiveness of parallel or 
collective use of CBDRM and SBDRM approaches for grass-root level results. However, the 
impact level change may only happen, given these are blended intelligently into or with the 
larger (macro) local and country development policies, priorities, and practices.  
 
The project has produced useful learning around design and implementation of such projects 
in future. For future, the partners are advised to prioritise the integration of DRR into on-
going thematic or sectoral programmes i.e. education, health, child protection etc., and 
rather investing non-thematic or stand-alone CCDRR projects. For on-going projects and 
possible future engagements, the two organizations are advised to reflect on and improve 
the intra and inter-organizational coordination mechanisms to deliver on the promise of 
strategic partnership.  
 
Lessons Learnt, good practices, and recommendations 
The project implementation has contributed to quite a few design and operational learning. A 
few good practices have also been identified and documented. For evident overlaps and 
complementarities, the evaluators have grouped the lessons learnt, good practices, and 
recommendations together. A consultative and iterative process has been used to identify, 
distil and document these. It entailed repeated discussions with key partners and other 
stakeholders.  
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The key lessons learnt include: prioritising existing forums and platforms for social 
mobilization or drawing members from more established community forums; effective 
targeting of communities and schools through evolving and applying layered risk 
assessment matrices (featuring repeated community consultations and assessments 
through vulnerability indices); performance benchmarking to standardise project inputs such 
as training etc, and ensure consistent delivery; need for deeper thinking for successful 
transition or sustainability of project outputs (especially where responsibility is to be shifted 
to government); dovetailing or creating fit for project inputs (softer and hardware support) 
with local development priorities and plans e.g. village development plans; integrating 
operational learning into planning and delivery; and need to prioritise project visibility, 
knowledge management, and dissemination through a well-thought out and resourced 
communication plan.  
  
Some of the good practices that project has highlighted are: cost efficient DRR 
communication for children through DRR walls and C2C learning activities; reinforcing 
theoretical learning by enabling participation of trainees in field exercises; and mobilizing 
local leaders and influencers (Mullah) for project results e.g. representation and participation 
of women in a conservative context.  
  
The strategic recommendations include (more details in the relevant section): the results or 
value of CBDRM/SBDRM approaches (being applied for over a decade) in an evolving 
context like Afghanistan are unknown, hence those implementing and funding such 
approaches, it is high time to invest and evaluate the successes and impact of 
CBDRM/SBDRM approaches and models in Afghanistan. Both UNICEF and SCI 
Afghanistan need to reflect and evolve structures and systems to improve intra and inter-
organizational coordination to achieve the promise of partnership. The two partners may 
need to prioritize DRR integration into on-going and future thematic work over one-off stand-
alone CCDRR projects. The two organizations need to synchronization of ground work with 
upstream work to advocate for the complementary (mega) change to achieve resilient 
communities. The future school based work must follow comprehensive school safety 
framework rather picking one or two elements of it. The investments on government-led 
coordination mechanisms and handover of project outputs must be based on deeper context 
analysis particularly with respect to devolved governance, departmental commitment, and 
availability of resources.  
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SECTION 1: CONTEXT & PROJECT INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background and Context 

Afghanistan is a land-locked country with predominantly mountainous terrain in the Central 
and Northern Afghanistan. The country is spread over an area of 647,500 square 
kilometers3. The recent population estimates (last population census carried out in 1979) put 
the countryôs population at over 30 million, with a significant refugee caseload (2.6 million) in 
in neighbouring countries i.e. Pakistan, Iran and Tajikistan as per 2016 estimates4,5. 
Administratively, the country is divided into 34 provinces6, which are further sub-divided into 
districts (398 in total). Kabul is the administrative capital and is the most populous city7.  

 
Afghanistan is one of the poorest and demographically the youngest country in the world. 
Afghanistan stands out as a unique context featuring foreign invasion, decades of armed 
resistance, and post-conflict recovery. The last decade has seen significant improvements in 
governance8, hence could be argued as an era of major transition. The most recent ones 
include withdrawal of international security forces and political transition through a 
presidential election. The chronic insecurity with a range of other factors, seriously 
constrained the expansion of public services across Afghanistan. Moreover, it did not help 
much with unleashing the economic potential of the country in general and communities9 in 
particular. Reportedly, 9 million Afghans live in absolute poverty, and 37% live only 
marginally above the poverty line10. There are multiple contributory factors for rampant 
poverty. The Dependency Ratio is as high as 107 per 100 persons (for those in the working 
age 15-59 years)11; thus adding to the complexity. Demographically, the country has a 
relatively higher proportion of young (under 15) population i.e. 46% of the total population12. 
This poses another immediate challenge to both expand public services and create 
economic opportunities for the youth.  
 
The natural disasters risk context adds further to the challenges posed to the country and 
the people. Afghanistan is amongst the twenty most disaster-prone countries in the world. 
The World Disaster Report 2009 (of International Federation of Red Cross and Red 
Crescent Societies ï IFRC) states that natural disasters during 1989-2008 have killed 
15,760 people and affected over 11 million in Afghanistan. Another UN report estimates that 
since 2008, on average, a quarter million13 people are affected annually in Afghanistan by 
the natural disasters, resulting in the loss of life, damages to houses and shelters. Moreover, 
these events displace over 23,000 individuals annually from their homes14. Afghanistan is 
ranked amongst the top most vulnerable countries, primarily for limited development, coping 
and adaptive capacities, to address natural disaster risks15.  

                                                
3 Afghanistan National Disaster Management Plan; December 2003  
4 WFP Refugee Resourcing Update (September 2016): An estimated 2.6 million refugees, hosted mainly in Pakistan and Iran.  
http://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/communications/WFP287279.pdf  
5 UNHCR 2002 Global Appeal (Addendum) ï 6: The Afghan refugee caseload now includes over two million in Pakistan, 1.5 
million in the Islamic Republic of Iran, 200,000 in Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan and several hundred thousand in 
other locations; http://www.unhcr.org/3e1a9fbe7.pdf;  
6 Afghanistan National Disaster Management Authority; http://www.andma.gov.af/  
7 Disaster Risk Reduction; Situation Analysis (SitAN) for Afghanistan; Save the children (2014) 
8 Towards Self-Reliance: Strategic Vision for the Transformation Decade (2012), Tokyo Conference on Afghanistan; Good 
Governance: the Key to Successful Implementation of the Strategy (Page 21); 
http://mof.gov.af/Content/Media/Documents/Towards-Self-Reliance-27-6-2012167201210282583553325325.pdf 
9 Project Cooperation Agreement; Child-Centred Disaster Risk Reduction (CCDRR); Balkh, Saripul and Jawzjan Provinces of 
Afghanistan; Save the Children (2012)  
10 Disaster Risk Reduction; Situation Analysis (SitAN) for Afghanistan; Save the children (2014) 
11 Terms of Reference (2015): Summative Evaluation; CCDRR UNICEF, Afghanistan  
12 http://kff.org/global-indicator/population-under-age-15/  
13 Afghanistan Strategic Response Plan 2015; 
https://docs.unocha.org/sites/dms/Afghanistan/Afghanistan%20HRP%202015%20Strategic%20Response%20Plan.pdf  
14 Press Release; Major New Disaster Risk Management Programme for Afghanistan; Tuesday, March 10, 2015. 
https://afghanistan.iom.int/press-releases/major-new-disaster-risk-management-programme-afghanistan 
15 Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction (CBDRR) Institutionalization Model for Afghanistan; Supported by the European 
Commission Directorate- General for Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection (ECHO) under DIPECHO VII; May 2014. 

http://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/communications/WFP287279.pdf
http://www.unhcr.org/3e1a9fbe7.pdf
http://www.andma.gov.af/
http://kff.org/global-indicator/population-under-age-15/
https://docs.unocha.org/sites/dms/Afghanistan/Afghanistan%20HRP%202015%20Strategic%20Response%20Plan.pdf
https://afghanistan.iom.int/press-releases/major-new-disaster-risk-management-programme-afghanistan
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The country is exposed to multiple hazards including geological, hydro-meteorological, 
technological, and biological hazards16. The most intense and frequent include earthquakes, 
floods, droughts, landslides/mudflows, avalanches, including extreme weather conditions 
(i.e., snow storms and cold waves), in the northern and the central provinces17. The natural 
disasters draw distinction between different groups (in the community) based on the relative 
risk exposure. Those that are hit hardest include families who are poor, women, children, 
people with disabilities, older persons and others. The global disasters repository or 
database18 and anecdotal accounts all point to these groups getting affected the most by the 
natural disasters.  

Despite the multitude of challenges, Afghanistan has made significant progress in placing 
disaster risk management (DRM) as a policy priority, evident from legal and administrative 
actions taken in the last decade. The most significant of those include integration of DRR 
into national development strategies and plans e.g. Afghanistan National Development 
Strategy (2008-2013). Institutional history to manage DRM dates back to pre-invasion times 
(Soviet invasion into Afghanistan), which was revived in 2003 through a Presidential order. A 
Disaster Management Law was enacted on 1st October 2012 for management of natural and 
unnatural disasters in the country19. The law has undergone several revisions since 
enactment.  This paved the way for the composition of Disaster Management Commissions 
& Authorities at national and sub-national levels. Multiple institutional policies and plans were 
put in place to guide institutional efforts, such as National Disaster Management Plan (2003, 
later updated in 2010), Strategic National Action Plan (SNAP 2011-15), and Provincial DRM 
Plans. Moreover, numerous DRM platforms, networks, and working groups have thus been 
formed and operating. The interaction with the stakeholders however highlights limited 
progress and achievements with respect to implementing these strategies, and plans, and 
creating tangible results for vulnerable groups. This underlines the need for prioritization of 
programme and projects to reduce disaster risks for people of Afghanistan. 

Successive Afghan governments have been receptive to seeking assistance from 
development partners to avert and reduce disaster risks. Several DRM programme and 
projects have so far been implemented, and continue to be implemented across Afghanistan 
either jointly (with government) or individually by the development partners. The context 
demonstrates continued interest by the donors to fund such initiatives. Last couple of years 
have seen renewed government interest and focus on improving sector coordination. The 
government has been encouraging and supportive to have development partners contribute 
to on-ground or community based initiatives. Besides others, the recent approval of CBDRM 
framework by ANDMA, suggests increasing focus on localized actions. The other significant 
contextual developments include revival of DRR Working Group (at national level), 
appointment of State Minister for ANDMA, renewed donorsô interest, and implementation of 
consortium based DRM projects.  
 
In Afghanistan, UNICEF and Save the Children International (SCI) formed a strategic 
partnership20 to leverage strengths and comparative advantages of the two organizations to 
create results for children. This project i.e. Child-Centred Disaster Risk Reduction (CCDRR), 

                                                
16 Afghanistan National Disaster Management Plan; December 2003 
17 Ibid. 
18 EM-DAT: The International Disaster Database; Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters - CRED 
http://www.emdat.be/advanced_search/index.html  
19 Disaster Management Strategy (1393 ï 1396) ï (2014 ï 2017): Islamic Republic of Afghanistan Ministry of Rural 
Rehabilitation and Development; http://mrrd.gov.af/Content/files/Disaster%20Management%20-%20final%20-
%20June%202014.pdf  
20 This Strategic Partnership will enable both partners to collaborate and join efforts to have greater impact related to DRR in 
the Afghanistan context, in line with Strategic indicators of SCI Afghanistan; and one of UNICEFôs organisational priority ñthe 
rights, safety and resilience of vulnerable girls, boys and women in hazard prone communities, including those affected by 
climate change are, enhanced through a reduction in disaster riskò. (Excerpt from CCDRR MEAL Framework; Save the 
Children, Afghanistan).  

http://www.emdat.be/advanced_search/index.html
http://mrrd.gov.af/Content/files/Disaster%20Management%20-%20final%20-%20June%202014.pdf
http://mrrd.gov.af/Content/files/Disaster%20Management%20-%20final%20-%20June%202014.pdf
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has come out of the strategic partnership, formed between the two organizations (project 
details are in the subsequent sections).  
This summative evaluation carries an assessment of achievements (outcomes/impact), 
results (outputs), challenges, learning and recommendations for replication and scale-up. 
The evaluation is to inform sector-wide work in improving CBDRM/CCDRR programming in 
Afghanistan.  

1.2 Project Overview (Object of the Evaluation) 

Disasters disproportionally impact the families who are poor and the vulnerable, especially 
children21. The evidence available from impact natural disaster to date suggests that 
disasters impact children relatively more than other groups. This illuminates childrenôs 
heightened risk exposure that stems from limited coping capacities they have. Both the 
records and anecdotal accounts suggest that children in Afghanistan stand out as the most 
affected groups by the natural disasters. The project i.e. CCDRR, prioritizes addressing the 
natural disaster risks posed to children. It was a 29 months long project, implemented from 
November 2012 to March 2015. Major financial contributions i.e. 93% of the total budget, 
came from UNICEF Afghanistan, with a small fraction (7% of total budget) contributed by 
SCI Afghanistan. SCI Afghanistan was, however, the lead implementing partner.  
 
Following projectôs completion, UNICEF Afghanistan commissioned an summative 
evaluation balancing both learning and accountability considerations.  

1.2.1 Project Purpose, Goal, Objectives, and Targets  

The purpose of the project is: óto strengthen the capacity of communities, local civil-society 
organizations, and key government officials at the district, provincial, and national levels to 
reduce disaster risks through mitigation, preparedness, early warning, resilience and 
advocacy; and to respond rapidly and effectively to emergencies, thus preventing the loss of 
lifeô22. 
 
Project goal is, óto build the resilience of communities in Afghanistan to natural disasters 
through a community-led child-based approach to disaster risk reduction (DRR)ô. 
 
There are three distinct intermediate results of the project as listed below (for more details 
refer Appendix 01 ï Evaluation Terms of Reference):  
 
Intermediate Result 1: Disaster-prone communities (120) of Balkh, Jawzjan and Saripul have 
increased capacity and understanding of Child-centred DRR and improved mechanisms to 
mitigate disaster risks and respond to emergencies. 
 
Intermediate Result 2: Government and Afghan civil-society (at district and provincial levels) 
have increased knowledge and awareness of key DRR issues and how these can be 
addressed through other development activities; and their capacity to implement child-
focused DRR activities is increased. 
 
Intermediate Result 3: To increase the resilience of children (in 48 schools) to the effects of 
emergencies in partnership with the Ministry of Education, the Provincial Departments of 
Education in Balkh, Jawzjan and Saripul, and the National and Regional Education Clusters.  
 

                                                
21 UNICEF EAPRO (2014), Protecting children from poverty, disaster and climate risks. Linking Social Protection with Disaster 
Risk and Climate Change Adaptation in East Asia and the Pacific ï Reflections from a Symposium. UNICEF EAPRO, Bangkok. 
https://www.unicef.org/eapro/Protecting_children_from_poverty_disaster_and_climate_risk.pdf  
22 As per the Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA); Child-Centred Disaster Risk Reduction (CCDRR); Balkh, Saripul and 
Jawzjan Provinces of Afghanistan; UNICEF, Save the Children (2012); November 1, 2012 to December 31, 2014.  

https://www.unicef.org/eapro/Protecting_children_from_poverty_disaster_and_climate_risk.pdf


Page 14 of 207 
 

A summary table of output indicators (for three intermediate results) and targets that project 
set out to achieve is attached as Appendix 02. 
 

1.2.2 Implementation Approach & Geographic Coverage 

The project implementation features a phased approach. It was completed in two phases. 
During the first 14 months (from November 2012-December 2013), Phase 1 was 
implemented in six districts, two districts each in three northern Afghanistan provinces, i.e., 
Balkh, Jawzjan and Saripul. The geographic scope was expanded to an additional six 
districts (two new districts of the same provinces) during Phase 2, implemented from 
January 2014 to March 2015. Phase 2, implementation included a 3 months óNo-cost 
Extension (NCE)ô, sought primarily for completion of infrastructure activities.  
 
The project interventions can be grouped into 3 categories. These have been referred to as 
Intermediate Result Areas (IRAs) in the project document (Strategic Objectives). All 
components focused on building capacities of different stakeholders i.e., communities, 
relevant government departments and CSOs; education authorities and improving 
educational facilities to mitigate the negative effects of the disasters.  
 
The project coverage includes 120 vulnerable communities (10 communities from each 
selected district) from 12 disaster prone districts. Additionally, coverage includes 52 
vulnerable23 schools (instead of the planned 48; 4 schools in each district) and government 
and CSOs at national and sub-national levels.  
 
The project implementation by and large came off as planned. Insecurity, general elections, 
and weather conditions caused slight delays in some areas without disrupting the field 
schedule significantly. The significant deviations from the plan include: 
 

¶ Delayed roll-out of research and advocacy activity or consultancy leaving behind 
limited time to make meaningful use of recommendations; 

¶ Replacement of Kalder with Charkent district in Balkh province during Phase II (for 
security reasons);  

¶ Extending the Phase I activities to Phase II (for security); and 

¶ The number of schools where project activities implemented were increased from 48 
to 52. 
  

Overall, the project has been implemented using the planned approaches and interventions. 
For quality assurance and consistent application of interventions, the project formulated 
minimum standards for project delivery e.g. training, mitigation, etc. These standards were 
then followed during implementation. The Table 1 consolidates the project coverage and 
timeline for the two phases. The Figure 1 plots the coverage on Afghanistanôs 
political/administrative map. 
 

Table 1 : Geographic Coverage and Phase-wise Timeline 

Province 
Implementation Phase I  
(Nov 2012-Dec 2013) 

Implementation Phase II 
(Jan 2014-March 2015) 

Balkh  Dehdadi, Marmul Sholgara, Charkent 

Jawzjan Aqcha, Sheberghan Khowajadoku, Khanaga 

Saripul Sanchrak, Gosfandi Saripul Centre, Sayad 

 

                                                
23 For both communities and schools, vulnerability criteria was defined and applied to target the most at risk communities and 
schools.  
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Figure 1: Geographic Coverage (Provinces) of the CCDRR Project (Source: UNICEF Project 
Documents)  

1.2.3 Target Groups  

The project prioritised softer elements whereby interventions focused on improving 
awareness, attitudes, and skills of multitude of stakeholders and groups at varied levels, to 
reduce and manage disaster risks. The priority groups included communities (men, women, 
boys, girls and older persons), teachers, education managers, students at schools, and staff 
of relevant public departments and CSOs at national, provincial and district levels.  
 
The project reached out to 23,840 individuals as direct recipients, comprising 2,880 adults 
(men and women) in the targeted communities; 320 public officials and CSO 
representatives; 20,160 students (boys and girls), and 480 teachers in schools. The project 
also intended to indirectly benefit 155,400 individuals. The Table 02 carries numbers for 
direct recipients:   

 
Table 2: Summary Table for Target Groups & Direct Recipients  

Intermediate Result (IR) 
Number of Direct 

Beneficiaries 

Children Adults 

# of boys # of girls # of men # of women 

IR-1: Community Level 2880 12%   
2160 720 

IR 2: Government and CSOs 320 1%   
240 80 

IR 3: School Level 20640 87% 10080 10080 240 240 

Total 23840 100% 10080 10080 2640 1040 

 








































































































































































































































































































































































