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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 SHELTER FOR DISPLACED POPULATIONS IN AFGHANISTAN 

With more than 2.7 million Afghan refugees in the region, and an estimated 3 million globally, 

Afghanistan has the largest refugee population in the world. Since the fall of the Taliban, the 

country has witnessed massive return, with 5.7 million refugees returning and 4.6 million 

assisted by the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR).  Yet, in 2012 and 

2013 Afghanistan reflects drastically different trends from the year the repatriation process 

started, over a decade ago, in 2002.  

First, the number of refugee returns has dropped to less than 70,000 in 2011. άFor the first 

ǘƛƳŜ ǎƛƴŎŜ нллн όΧύ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜΥ more Afghans are leaving than 

ǊŜǘǳǊƴƛƴƎέ1. Internal displacement is now the growing humanitarian concern, with a 

population estimated at over half a million individuals2. Given the deterioration of security in 

Afghanistan and the withdrawal of international forces, the rise of internal displacement will 

continue to be a key trend in coming years ς and a key priority for the humanitarian 

community, and for UNHCR, the lead aid agency on conflict-induced displacement. This 

context of increasing insecurity ς especially since 2005 ς is a reality with which UNHCR has had 

to work in order to develop its programme, and will hence frame our analysis. 

Second, ǊŜǘǳǊƴŜŜǎΩ preferences for urban settings and their inability, or unwillingness, to 

return to their province of origin have resulted in a massive influx of returnees and IDPs to 

urban areas. This raises concerns about the absorption capacities of rapidly growing urban 

areas and access to livelihood opportunities for newcomers3, and about the ability to provide 

durable solutions to displaced populations.   

One common trend ς in this changing context ς is the need for shelter and land; the lack of 

which severely impacts the overall vulnerability, poverty levels and livelihood potential of the 

growing numbers of displaced populations. Not having access to land or shelter, and lacking 

security of tenure, prevents displaced populations from breaking an enduring cycle of poverty.  

Under this premise, UNHCR, with the support of the Government of Afghanistan (GoA) and the 

international community, established a shelter assistance programme targeting refugees and 

internally displaced persons (IDPs). The Shelter Assistance Programme (SAP) has been the 

ŎƻǊƴŜǊǎǘƻƴŜ ƻŦ ¦bI/wΩǎ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅ returnees in Afghanistan, with more than 

220,000 constructed shelters since 2002. After a decade of shelter assistance, key questions 

remain:  

¶ Has the programme effectively contributed to reintegration outcomes for displaced 

populations?  

¶ Has the programme adequately targeted the most vulnerable within the displaced 

populations and has it been implemented according to its guiding principles? 

                                                           
1 CARBERRY, Sean. ά!ŦƎƘŀƴǎ .ŜƎƛƴ bŜǿ 9ȄƻŘǳǎΣ hŦǘŜƴ !ǘ DǊŜŀǘ /ƻǎǘέΣ NPR, December 2, 2012. 
2 Samuel Hall/NRC/IDMC/JIPS (2012) The challenges of IDP Protection ς Research Study on the Protection of 
Internally Displaced Persons in Afghanistan. 
3 MAJIDI, Nassim. ά¦Ǌōŀƴ wŜǘǳǊƴŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ LƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƭȅ 5ƛsplaced Persons in AfghanistanάΣ aƛŘŘƭŜ 9ŀǎǘ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜΣ 
Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique, January 25, 2011. 
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1.2 OBJECTIVES: ASSESSMENT OF THE SHELTER ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAMME 

¦bI/wΩǎ {ƘŜƭǘŜǊ !ǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ has provided, since 2002, more than 220,000 units of 

ǎƘŜƭǘŜǊ ǘƻ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ǊŜǘǳǊƴŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ L5tǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ !ŦƎƘŀƴƛǎǘŀƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ 

implementation procedures have been improved over the years. To date, only one internal 

assessment of the programme has been conducted by UNHCR ς with a limited scope, in 2005. 

A 2012 evaluation of the Danish Regions of Origin support to Afghanistan also touched upon 

the shelter programme.4 Several other studies have researched the needs and vulnerability of 

returnees and IDPs in the country5, ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ {!tΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΣ 

defined as achieving sustainable return and parity between returnees and other members of 

the local community, has not been researched. 

The present study conducted by researchers at the Maastricht Graduate School of Governance 

(MGSoG) and Samuel Hall Consulting aims at filling this important gap and its objectives are: 

1. Assess the shelter programme contribution to reintegration outcomes and in 

achieving parity between returnees and others; 

2. Evaluate the shelter programme design in terms of performance at the beneficiary 

level and its effectiveness according to UNHCR guidelines; 

3. Assess the relevance and sustainability of the shelter programme in the broader 

context of humanitarian assistance in Afghanistan.   

The evaluation covers the socio-economic aspects of shelter assistance through a multi-

dimensional poverty analysis to answer key research questions, at four levels: 

a) At the household level: A quantitative survey, direct field observation, focus group 

discussions and qualitative interviews, to assess if the programme is efficiently 

targeting the most vulnerable. 

b) At the community level: A comparison of the situation of beneficiaries vs. non-

beneficiaries in communities, to assess the integration of returnees and IDPs and the 

socio-economic impact of the programme on communities at large.  

c) At the organizational and institutional level: An analysis of the responses of 

stakeholders, the strengths, weaknesses and opportunities of existing shelter 

programs and partnerships in Afghanistan.  

d) At the macro-level: An evidence-based analysis of the context, incorporating 

information about the evolution of the humanitarian context in Afghanistan.  

                                                           
4 Cosgrave J, Bryld E, and Jacobsen, L (2012), Evaluation of the Danish Regions of Origin Support to Afghanistan. 
Copenhage: Danida. 
5 See for example: CMI (2008); De BREE (2008); LUMP et al.(2004); BARAKAT et al. 2012); Brookings-Bern Project on 
Internal Displacement - The Liaison Office (2010); MAJIDI (2011); Samuel Hall/NRC/IDMC/JISP (2012). 
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1.3 KEY CONCEPTS 

The key concept at the heart of the study is sustainable reintegration, with the conclusion of 

this report being dedicated to the impact of the shelter programme on the reintegration of 

returnees and IDPs. 

¢ƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ and reintegrationέ requires a long-term, contextual 

understanding of return incorporating social and economic dimensions. It is possible to draw a 

distinction between: 

1. Narrow indicators at the individual/household level: e.g. whether returnees re-migrate. 

2.  Broader definitions, which understand sustainability as involving both the reintegration 

of individual returnees in their home societies, and the wider impact of return. άThe 

broader definition suggested also draws attention to the idea that continued mobility 

after an initial return ς including circulation and the ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ άǘǊŀƴǎƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭέ 

lifestyle ς Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜέ than a single and definitive return to the 

ǊŜŦǳƎŜŜΩǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ ƻǊƛƎƛƴΦέ6 

Black and Gent ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ŀ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ŦƻǊ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ǊŜǘǳǊƴέ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜ 

(community, region) level according to the increased or reduced reliance on external inputs 

(humanitarian and development aid) and vulnerability of economic, social and political systems 

of the areas of return.7 ¢ƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ǊŜǘǳǊƴέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ 

prioritize outcomes for returnees, but consider the impact on the entire community.  

Sustainable reintegration is understood as a process achieving parity with other community 

members. The comparative measurement is between returnees and other community 

members, between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, using one group as a control group to 

assess levels of reintegration. άwŜƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

disappearance of differences in legal rights and duties between returnees and their 

compatriots and the equal access of returnees to services, productive assets and 

ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ς in other words, the ability of returning 

refugees to secure political, economic (legal) and social conditions needed to maintain life, 

ƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛƎƴƛǘȅέ8. The concept of reintegration therefore places the emphasis on the 

disappearance of differences between the returnee and the host population, the access to the 

same legal rights, equal services, productive assets and opportunities.  

At the operational level, this means:  

1. Taking into account the general context of return, i.e. not merely focusing on 

returnees but taking into account the whole community in which the reintegration 

process is meant to take place, with a relative comparison of returnees and non-

returnees within communities.  

2. A broader coordination of actors involved in reintegration activities, with a clear 

understanding of the division of responsibilities to avoid gaps and overlaps.  

3. Involvement of national authorities to mainstream reintegration.  

                                                           
6 BLACK, R., GENT, S. « Sustainable Return in Post-Conflict Context », Sussex Center for Migration Research, 2006.  
7 Ibid. 
8 Handbook for Repatriation and Reintegration Activities, UNHCR, Geneva, 2004, p. 4-5.  
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1.4 SHELTER ASSISTANCE IN A CHANGING HUMANITARIAN 

CONTEXT: 2009-2011 AND BEYOND 

This research is designed to assist UNHCR in strategically assessing the future of its shelter 

programme (2013 and beyond), by looking at lessons learned from the past. The shape of 

¦bI/wΩǎ ǎƘŜƭǘŜǊ ǇǊƻƎǊamme should be determined taking into account the results of this 

study.  

Several other stakeholders, such as the Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC) or UN-Habitat, have 

built on their past experience to incrementally adapt their shelter assistance to fit with the 

new Afghan migration context and to meet the evolving needs of their populations of concern. 

The central point of this study is to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of UNHCRΩǎ shelter 

programme and to suggest ways to adapt and improve a programme, which has proven 

essential for migration-affected populations in Afghanistan. The stakes of the present 

evaluation are high as its findings will inform the strategic choices of UNHCR and, more 

importantly, may considerably impact the life and opportunities of Afghan returnees and IDPs. 

1.4.1 wŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ƻŦ ¦bI/wΩǎ {ƘŜƭǘŜǊ !ǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ 

!ǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ¦bI/wΩǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǊŜƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŜƭǘŜǊ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿǎ ŀ 

self-build model, which supports beneficiaries to construct their own accommodations. The 

programme aims to have the widest geographic coverage possible with a focus on rural areas 

where return rates are high, while additional efforts are made to target areas of possible 

future return. 

Official eligibility for assistance requires that the beneficiary be a returned refugee or IDP, with 

access to land on which to build a house. Nevertheless the programme is guided by a focus on 

vulnerability allowing beneficiary selection to be wider than just returnees with access to land. 

In fact, staff members are advised to ensure that no vulnerable families within the community 

are overlooked or rejected from receiving assistance. The vulnerability criterion follows that of 

ǘƘŜ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ƛƴdividual9έ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ƛƴ ƭƛŦŜ 

threatening situations, unable to help themselves, lacking family and community support, or 

suffering from physical or mental trauma. Typically these include female-headed households, 

disabled or elderly heads of households without external support, and large families with 

insufficient income. Overall, special attention is paid to the relative situation of the individual 

within the family and the community in order to identify vulnerable beneficiaries. Moreover, in 

the case of landless families in need of shelter, who meet the vulnerability criteria, there is the 

possibility of land allocation in order to allow them to benefit from the programme. In sum, 

while the programme explicitly targets vulnerable refugee and IDP returnees, the focus is on 

finding a shelter solution for any community member, which meets the vulnerability criteria. 

                                                           
9 Extremely Vulnerable Individuals (EVI) are presently considered Persons with Specific Needs (PSN), however we 
utilize the EVI definition throughout corresponding to the period we are evaluating. 
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1.4.2 Guiding Principles of SAP 

The UNHCR shelter programme adheres to the eight following guiding principles ς which will 

be tested and analysed throughout this report: 

1. Community based approach  

The UNHCR shelter programme is a community based, self-help programme. The 

community takes primary responsibility for identifying eligible beneficiaries to receive 

shelter assistance, while the Ministry of Refugees and Repatriation, authorities, 

implementing partners and UNHCR play an advisory role. 

2. ²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ  

Recognizing the challenges of facilitating female participation, UNHCR and 

implementing partners involve women in selection, implementation, monitoring and 

management to the greatest extent possible within regionally and culturally 

appropriate contexts. 

3. Access to land  

Only families with evidence of land ownership will be eligible for shelter assistance. 

However, those who had a house on government owned land for a long time may also 

be eligible, provided that the land is not disputed and the local authorities issue a no-

objection certificate (NOC) for them to construct a new house. In addition, a family 

who meets the vulnerability criteria and has a lease or right to use the land from a 

landowner may also be eligible for assistance. However, landless beneficiaries are not 

ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ¦bI/wΩǎ ǎƘŜƭǘŜǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΤ ǘƘŜȅ Ŧŀƭƭ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

Government of Afghanistan. 

4. Focus on vulnerability  

Beneficiary selection is based on the belief that vulnerable families would not be able 

to establish shelters without external assistance. UNHCR recognizes that vulnerability 

is a relative phenomenon in one targeted location or village as compared with another 

location. That is why the Beneficiary Selection Committee (BSC) is tasked to play an 

important role in identifying vulnerable beneficiaries. Extreme vulnerability can be 

identified during the beneficiary selection process or during programme 

implementation. For vulnerable categories such as female-headed, disabled or elderly 

heads of households without external support and large families with insufficient 

income, all involved staff should ensure that no vulnerable families are overlooked or 

rejected for assistance. If all the above efforts fail, as a last resort, an additional cash 

component ($25 for Standards A and B, $50 for Standard C are recommended but 

flexible) can be allocated to assist individual cases to build their shelter, in the form of 

individual/family grants or through cash for work projects. Regional staff and BSC 

members are responsible to ensure that all beneficiaries, especially the most 

vulnerable, are able to complete their shelters. Families who are unable to complete 
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(or who are ineligible for the programme because they are too poor) should not be 

excluded, as these are the most vulnerable members of a community.  

5. Environmental concerns  

!ŦƎƘŀƴƛǎǘŀƴΩǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŘŜǎǘǊƻȅŜŘ ǎŜctors of the environment. When 

implementing shelter projects, regional offices should consider this fact and use 

alternative materials in lieu of wood or, in cases where wood cannot be avoided, try to 

ensure that wood products are either imported or are from sustainably harvested local 

sources. The UNHCR shelter package therefore includes iron doors and windows for all 

shelters throughout Afghanistan. Similarly, iron roof beams or dome roofs made of 

brick are promoted wherever possible. The shelter package also includes one latrine 

for every family, increasing environmental hygiene in beneficiary communities.  

6. Preservation of cultural and regional preferences  

Recognizing the diversity of climatic conditions and cultural preferences in the design 

of houses in each region, the UNHCR shelter programme provides a model design 

against which the in-kind (material) and cash contribution are based. For instance, 

under the UNHCR shelter programme, the dome type ceiling can be seen in west and 

north Afghanistan and the flat roof with beams in central, east, southeast and south 

Afghanistan. The flexibility of the shelter programme should allow for these variations.  

7. Contribution to local economies  

The UNHCR shelter programme seeks to contribute to reviving local economies 

through its implementation wherever possible. This includes using skilled and unskilled 

labour, and local procurement of raw materials.  

8. Involvement of local authorities  

In 2003, MUDH, MORR and MRRD developed a national policy for shelter programme 

harmonization with the help of other key players. Throughout the process of shelter 

implementation, district officers should be encouraged to be actively involved. This is 

particularly important during beneficiary selection, the most sensitive step in the 

shelter programme. The BSC must include members of the Community Development 

Council (CDC) where present or the provincial, district, or village shura (committee of 

elders and trustees), local authorities (district authorities, provincial representatives of 

MORR), in addition to representatives from the implementing partner (IP) and 

representatives from UNHCR (where field presence is possible). Joint monitoring is also 

important, especially concerning communication channels with beneficiaries, land 

disputes, ownership and other related issues.  

 

These guiding principles can be grouped under I) Selection process, II) Socio-economic impact, 

and III) Partnership strategies ς which will be discussed in Chapters 4, 5 and 6.  
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1.4.3 Changes in the Programme 

UNHCR has adapted and revised the guidelines through periodic review. Revisions in 2008 

featured an expanded floor area, improved quality of shelter materials and enhanced 

sanitation components. Revisions in 2009 focused on cost reduction, earthquake mitigation, 

climate and technology adapted design and standardization of shelter kit components. Options 

were offered for beneficiaries to use the shelter kit for a modified and ƳƻǊŜ άƳƻŘǳƭŜ ōŀǎŜŘέ 

shelter concept that would help to open the door for a phased implementation approach. This 

allowed for the possibility to build the shelter for expansion, e.g. the option to start with a one 

room module and expand by adding additional modules to a two or more room shelter, 

subject to need and availability of kits. The 2010 programme suggested to complement the 

module tailored shelter packages with a third package, namely the repair and upgrading kit. 

The tailoring gave the option of a more diversified range of shelter packages, which therefore 

helped to better respond to the shelter needs of individual vulnerable beneficiaries. In the end, 

the 2010 strategy aimed to open the door for a more self-help based intervention in order to 

gradually achieve better coverage of the needs in all locations of return and settlements. 

Finally, the 2011 shelter guideline followed that of the years prior and focused on improved 

quality of shelter materials for better results.  

This evaluation aims at providing further input to improve the strategic orientation of the 

shelter programme ς with specific recommendations provided in Chapter 8. 

 

1.5 REPORT OUTLINE 

-  Chapters 1 and 2 introduce the background, objectives and methodology of this 

evaluation. 

-  Chapter 3 provides an overview of the physical aspects, support and monitoring of the 

SAP. 

-  Chapter 4 focuses on the selection process ς reviewing beneficiary socio-economic 

profiles, levels of vulnerability, and location. 

-  Chapter 5 analyses the socio-economic impact of the SAP ς on beneficiaries, their 

communities and on their access to services. 

-  /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ с ǊŜǾƛŜǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎ ƻŦ {!tΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ 

strategy. 

-  /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ т ōǳƛƭŘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǘƻ ŘǊŀǿ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ {!tΩǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘo 

further sustainable reintegration among beneficiaries. 

-  Chapter 8 then concludes and provides a set of key recommendations for UNHCR in its 

future strategic orientations regarding SAP and assistance to its target population of 

concern. 
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2. METHODOLOGY 

2.1 QUANTITATIVE DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

2.1.1 Household Survey 

A large-scale quantitative survey was conducted in 15 provinces of Afghanistan. An individual 

questionnaire of 113 closed questions, which lasted approximately one hour, was conducted 

with a total of 4,488 individuals10 who belonged to three categories: 

¶ 2,035 UNHCR Beneficiaries 

¶ 1,990 Non-Beneficiaries 

¶ 463 Beneficiaries of other Shelter programmes in the East (Beneficiaries of UN-Habitat, 
NRC, IOM, IRC and CHF shelter programmes in Nangarhar province).  

Despite considerable efforts to find beneficiaries from other programmes in the East this 

proved challenging for various reasons: a) most were scattered around the province, b) the 

time-line impeded efforts to receive support from relevant stakeholders (NRC, IRC and IOM), 

reach the areas of implementation and identify beneficiaries and c) the turn-over of shelter 

teams - for IRC and IOM.  

The sample can also be viewed by the migratory status of the household surveyed including: 

¶ 2,325 Refugee Returnees 

¶ 1,200 Non-refugee Returnees 

¶ 415 IDP 

¶ 548 No Mobility households 

Table 1:  Household Survey by Beneficiary Status and Migratory Status 

 
UNHCR 

Beneficiaries 
Non-UNHCR 
Beneficiaries 

Non- 
Beneficiaries 

Total 

Refugee Returnees 
% 

1 355 
66.58 

243 
52.48 

727 
36.53 

2 325 
51.80 

Non-Refugee Returnees 
% 

390 
19.16 

134 
28.94 

676 
33.97 

1 200 
26.74 

IDPs 
% 

187 
9.19 

9 
1.94 

219 
11.01 

415 
9.25 

No Mobility 
% 

103 
5.06 

77 
16.63 

368 
18.49 

548 
12.21 

Total 
% 

2 035 
100.00 

463 
100.00 

1 990 
100.00 

4 488 
100.00 

 

                                                           
10 An additional 60 surveys were completed but respondents did not know which organization they received shelter 
assistance from. To prevent biasing the results, this group will be excluded from any further analysis in this 
evaluation. 
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Table 2 provides an overview of the composition of the final sample. A more detailed list of 

each district sampled is provided in the annex (see Annex 1). In each province, the number of 

respondents mirrored the distribution of shelter activities, for a statistically representative 

survey sampling. Within each district, the research team adopted a cluster sampling scheme. 

Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) were randomly selected as much as possible, based on the lists 

of locations provided by UNHCR and its Implementing Partners (IPs). In some cases, a number 

of constraints (security, remoteness and necessity to have a minimum number of shelters per 

location) reduced our ability to randomly selection locations. In each PSU, both beneficiary and 

non-beneficiary respondents were randomly selected, when possible. All of the selected 

shelter beneficiaries received assistance between 2009 and 2011 ς as per the terms of 

reference provided by UNHCR for this evaluation. 

Table 2:  Household Survey Sampling by Province 

Region Province 
UNHCR 

Beneficiaries 

Non-UNHCR 

Beneficiaries 

Non- 

Beneficiaries 

Total 

Province 
Total 

Region 

Central 
Kabul 197 2 185 384 

571 
Parwan 101 1 85 187 

Central 

Highland 
Bamyan 32 - 29 61 61 

East 
Laghman 162 - 138 300 

2 368 
Nangarhar 790 455 823 2 068 

North 

Balkh 50 - 51 101 

595 
Faryab 75 2 97 174 

Jawzjan 118 2 100 220 

Sari Pul 56 - 44 100 

Northeast 
Kunduz 60 - 60 120 

190 
Takhar 39 - 31 70 

South 
Helmand 56 - 52 108 

263 
Kandahar 75 1 79 155 

Southeast Paktya 123 - 117 240 240 

West Hirat 101 - 99 200 200 

Total  2 035 463 1 990 4 448 4 488 

Table 3 on provides an overview of the final sample by district type, with the majority of 

respondents, 62.7 per cent, residing in rural areas. 
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Table 3:  Household Survey Sampling by Type of Location 

 
UNHCR 

Beneficiaries 
Non-UNHCR 
Beneficiaries 

Non- 
Beneficiaries 

Total 

Urban 
% 

334 
16.41 

87 
18.79 

413 
20.76 

834 
18.59 

Semi-rural 
% 

424 
20.84 

5 
1.08 

411 
20.66 

840 
18.72 

Rural 
% 

1 277 
62.75 

371 
80.13 

1 165 
58.57 

2 813 
62.69 

Total 
% 

2 035 
100.00 

463 
100.00 

1 989 
100.00 

4 487 
100.00 

 

2.1.2 Community Survey 

The household survey was complemented by a community survey in each PSU. A total of 60 

community surveys aimed at collecting a mix of quantitative and qualitative data about the 

profile of the community, the modalities of the shelter programme and the consequences of 

its implementation on the community. The provincial distribution of these communities is 

shown in 

Table 4. The team conducted this survey with the malik or the head of the shura or of the CDC 

in the village11. In case either of these leaders was absent during the visit, the team 

interviewed their deputies or other informed authorities in the village.  

Table 4:  Community Survey Sampling 

Region Province N Total Region 

Central 
Kabul 5 

6 
Parwan 1 

Central Highland Bamyan 4 4 

East 
Laghman 5 

24 
Nangarhar 19 

North 

Balkh 2 

11 
Faryab 3 

Jawzjan 5 

Sari Pul 1 

                                                           
11 ! Ƴŀƭƛƪ ƛǎ ΨǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǿƘƻ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴity interests to formal government institutions. He is the village 
ŜȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜΩΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǎƘǳǊŀǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ ŀǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ōȅ .ǊƛŎƪ όнллуύΣ the political economy of 
customary village organizations in rural Afghanistan. Community Development Councils (CDCs) have been 
introduced by the Ministry of Rural Rehabilitation and Development as the main deliberative ς and elected ς council 
through which the funds of the National Solidarity Programme are channeled to the local communities. 
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Northeast 
Kunduz 2 

3 
Takhar 1 

South 
Helmand 2 

4 
Kandahar 2 

Southeast Paktya 4 4 

West Hirat 4 4 

Total  60 60 

 

2.1.3 Multi-Dimensional Poverty Analysis 

This research aims at assessing 1) the socio-economic profiles of beneficiary households and 

their communities and 2) the reintegration outcome of the shelter programme, i.e. the level of 

parity between returnees, IDPs and no-mobility households in SAP communities. 

Methodologically, this requires an indicator able to compare different dimensions of wellbeing 

upon which to rate the poverty of a household. The selected tool ς a Multi-Dimensional 

Poverty Index (MPI) ς reflects deprivations in different dimensions that have an impact on the 

poverty of a household.  

For the purpose of this study, the multi-dimensional poverty analysis allows us to conduct a 

more comprehensive assessment of how deprivation relates to our sample than would be the 

case if using a single monetary indicator like income. The multi-dimensional poverty index 

(MPI) is based on the idea that the well-being of a person or a household is not only 

dependent on income or consumption, but also on multiple other dimensions like health, 

education, security and standard of living. Combining all the dimensions leads to the overall 

identification of poor households in the multi-dimensional sense. Our approach follows that 

which was pioneered in UNDPs widely-recognized Human Poverty Index (HPI) within their 

Human Development Reports (HDRs), and has since been developed further in recent years by 

such authors like Alkire and Santos (2010)12 and Alkire and Foster (2007)13. 

Methodologically we follow a step-by-step process, first analysing household deprivation by 

individual indicators before scaling to the dimensional level, and concluding with an overall 

multi-dimensional poverty rate. The first step in constructing the MPI is to assess household 

deprivation along individual indicators within pre-defined dimensions. We therefore identify a 

range of relevant indicators with specific thresholds in which an Afghan household can be 

considered deprived or not. While selection of indicators may be criticized as arbitrary, 

identification was made following an exhaustive review of related literature while also taking 

into account the contextual environment in question as well as data at hand. In particular, 

conversations with our in-country research team allowed for a greater understanding of which 

indicators and thresholds were appropriate. 

                                                           
12 ![YLw9 {ŀōƛƴŀΣ {!b¢h{ aŀǊƛŀ 9ƳƳŀΣ ά¢ƘŜ aǳƭǘƛŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴŀƭ tƻǾŜǊǘȅ LƴŘŜȄΥ /ƻƴǘǊŀŘƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎέΣ 
October 2011. 
13 ![YLw9 {ŀōƛƴŀΣ Ch{¢9w WŀƳŜǎΣ ά/ƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ aǳƭǘƛŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴŀƭ tƻǾŜǊǘȅ aŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘέΣ htIL ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ tŀǇŜǊ 
No.7, University of Oxford, 2007. 
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The next step involves calculating poverty at the dimensional level. Here we apply a 30 per 

cent cut-off, meaning a household deprived in nearly a third of the individual indicators, 

weighted equally, within that dimension is characterized as dimensionally poor. The formal 

expression is: 

ὈὖὍ  
ρ

ὲ
 Ὀ  

 

Ὀ ρ ὭὪ ύὍ  ὼ 

 

where n represents the number of households; Ὀ  is the binary variable for dimensional 

deprivation for house Ὥ on dimension d, taking a value of 1 if the aggregated and weighted 

indicators, ύὍ, is greater than the cut-off, ὼ. As noted, each indicator within a dimension is 

weighted equally and sums up to 1. 

Finally, we are able to repeat the exercise at the overall multi-dimensional level again using the 

cut-off of 30 per cent. While the procedure is the same, one notable difference is that 

dimensions are weighted equally causing individual indicators to have relative weights 

depending on the number of indicators making up each particular dimension. All told, a 

household deprived in 30 per cent of the individual indicators with varying relative weights 

across dimensions is characterized as multi-dimensionally poor. Formally: 

ὓὖὍ 
ρ

ὲ
 ὖ 

 

ὖ ρ ὭὪ ύὈ  ὼ 

 

where n represents the number of households; ὖ is a binary variable for overall deprivation 

taking a value of 1 if the aggregated and weighted dimensions, ύὈ , is greater than the 

threshold, ὼ. As stated prior, each dimension is weighted equally and sums up to 1 while each 

indicator is given a relative weight. Table 5 provides an overview of both indicators as well as 

dimensional and relative weights. 

The four dimensions used in our analysis include:  

Dimension 1: Economic 

Dimension 2: Education 

Dimension 3: Health and Nutrition  

Dimension 4: Housing 
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Table 5 presents the individual indicators of deprivation within each dimension, a description 

of the thresholds used, as well as the dimensional and multi-dimensional weights applied for 

construction of the dimensional and multi-dimensional indices. Moreover, the level of 

deprivation along each individual indicator is shown in the last column as well as the 

dimensional and multi-dimensional poverty indices for our entire sample. 

Table 5:  Multi-Dimensional Poverty Index 

Dimension Variable IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛǎ ŘŜǇǊƛǾŜŘ ƛŦΧ 
Dimension
al Weight 

MPI  
Weight 

% 
Deprive

d 

Dimension 
1: Economic 

Expenditure 
per capita 

Expenditure per capita is 
below the $1.25/day, 
$38.02/month, $456.25/year 
poverty line 

20.00% 4.00% 22.00% 

Number of 
income sources 

Household has less than 2 
sources of income (only 
working age adults) 

20.00% 4.00% 77.00% 

     

Child labour 
Household has at least one 
child working 

20.00% 4.00% 4.00% 

Household 
Indebtedness 

Household indebtedness is in 
top 20% of sample 

20.00% 4.00% 15.00% 

Dependency 
ratio 

Ratio of unemployed 
household members to 
employed household is below 
the sample mean (6.52) 

20.00% 4.00% 53.00% 

Dimension 1   100.00% 20.00% 64.00% 

Dimension 
2: Education 

Literacy 
Household respondent is 
illiterate 

50.00% 10.00% 78.00% 

School 
attendance 

At least one child does not 
attend school 

50.00% 10.00% 50.00% 

Dimension 2   100.00% 20.00% 87.00% 

Dimension 
3: Health & 
Nutrition 

Access to 
health 

Household does not have 
access to a health facility 

14.29% 2.86% 13.00% 

Food security 
Household cannot satisfy food 
needs "sometimes" (3-6 times 
a week) 

14.29% 2.86% 36.00% 

Food 
expenditure 

Household expenditure per 
capita on food is below 690 
AFS, monthly 

14.29% 2.86% 52.00% 

Food variety 
Household eats meat less than 
the sample median (1 time a 
week) 

14.29% 2.86% 44.00% 

Illness/ 
Disability 

Household reports a member 
who is ill, disabled, or a drug 
addict 

14.29% 2.86% 35.00% 

Immunizations Children are not immunized 14.29% 2.86% 2.00% 

Child mortality 
At least one child has passed 
away due to health reasons 

14.29% 2.86% 15.00% 

Dimension 3   100.00% 20.00% 33.00% 
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Dimension 
4: Housing 

Access to 
housing 

Household lives with relatives, 
friends, or a temporary shelter 
(tent, shack, etc.) 

9.09% 1.82% 8.00% 

Subjective 
relative quality 
of housing 

Quality of housing is worse 
than other households 

9.09% 1.82% 35.00% 

Electricity Household has no electricity 9.09% 1.82% 48.00% 

Drinking water 
Household has no access to 
safe drinking water 

9.09% 1.82% 7.00% 

Sanitation 

Household has no toilet or 
uses open field, bush, or area 
in the compound which is not 
a pit   

9.09% 1.82% 8.00% 

Heating Household has no heating 9.09% 1.82% 32.00% 

Flooring 
Household has a floor which is 
dirt, sand or dung 

9.09% 1.82% 0.00% 

Asset 
ownership 

Household own less than 2 
assets (radio, TV, telephone, 
bicycle, motorcycle, car or 
refrigerator) 

9.09% 1.82% 31.00% 

Land Household owns no land 9.09% 1.82% 57.00% 

Livestock Household owns no livestock 9.09% 1.82% 81.00% 

Subjective 
economic well-
being 

Household economic well-
being is worse than other 
households 

9.09% 1.82% 24.00% 

Dimension 4   100.00% 20.00% 43.00% 

Dimension 
5: Social 
Capital & 
Inclusion 

Mobile phone 
Household does not own a 
mobile phone 

25.00% 5.00% 20.00% 

Membership 
Household has no 
membership in a community 
organization 

25.00% 5.00% 91.00% 

Help network 
Household has not received 
assistance since living in the 
area 

25.00% 5.00% 41.00% 

Subjective 
security 

Household does not feel 
secure 

25.00% 5.00% 4.00% 

Dimension 5   100.00% 20.00% 50.00% 

MPI     - 100.00% 78.00% 

 

Following the MPI construction, we are able to compare groups based on this index. First, we 

provide a simple mean comparison suggestive of differences among categories, before a more 

complete cross-sectional regression analysis. The regression analysis uses a probit model in 

order to estimate the predicted probability of a household being multi-dimensionally deprived. 

Formally: 
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P (MPI ƛ=1|Xi) = fbiXi 

where MPI ƛ indicates the binary dependent variable of household i taking the value of 1 if the 

MPI analysis characterizes the household as multi-dimensionally deprived, and 0 otherwise; 8ƛ 

is the binary independent variable indicating treatment based on which category the 

households falls under; bI represents the regression parameter to be estimated; and f 

indicates the cumulative normal distribution function. Moreover, a set of control variables are 

used including which province the household lives in, whether the location is urban, semi-rural 

or rural, the size of the household, whether a household is identified as an EVI, whether a 

household member is a current migrant, and whether the household received remittances 

from abroad.  

While the cross-sectional regression analysis gives us evidence of how groups differ, we are 

not able to say whether this difference is due to the shelter assistance programme or not. In 

order to estimate the impact of the shelter assistance programme we must go one step 

further, and perform a difference-in-difference (DiD) analysis. Again we utilize a probit model 

yet look at differences over time, allowing us to conclude how UNHCR-beneficiaries compare 

to a non-beneficiaries or non-UNHCR beneficiaries because of the programme. The formal 

expression of our probit DiD model is: 

P (D ƛΣǘ=1|Xi) = θ   fɼ8ƛ  ɾ4ǘ  ɿ8ƛz 4ǘ  ʀƛΣǘ 

where D ƛΣǘ is the deprivation for household i in period t; 8ƛ is the binary independent variable 

indicating treatment taking a value of 1 if the household is a UNHCR Beneficiary, and 0 

otherwise; 4ǘ is the binary variable indicating time taking a value of 1 if the time period is when 

the respondent was surveyed, and 0 otherwise; and 8ƛz 4ǘ is the interaction term representing 

actual treatment. Moreover θȟɼȟɾȟ0ǘ ÁÎÄ ɿ are the regression parameters to be estimated 

while f is the cumulative standard normal distribution function and ʀƛΣǘ represents the error 

term. 

 

2.2 QUALITATIVE DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

In addition to the quantitative data, qualitative data was also collected for the purpose of the 

programme evaluation. This was necessary to get a richer picture of the programme, its 

conception and implementation. 

2.2.1 Secondary Data 

A thorough desk review of existing literature on the issues of return migration, internal 

displacement, shelter as well as broader related issues and conceptual humanitarian debates 

was conducted. The secondary research allowed for: 

¶ A detailed overview of the different components and evolutions in the shelter 

assistance programme through a large review of project documentation since 2009, 

including the shelter guidelines and package details, aggregated data on shelter and 

lists of beneficiaries, in addition to general UNHCR policy documents. 
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¶ A thorough comprehension of the trends and dynamics behind the concepts of return 

migration and internal displacement, critical in understanding the issues at stake in the 

shelter programme. This was done both at the international level and in the Afghan 

context. Special attention was given to concepts of return and repatriation, 

reintegration, vulnerability and shelter. 

¶ A review of existing literature on shelter and return migration, including past 

evaluations of shelter programmes, so as to identify past and present issues and 

lessons learned. 

¶ Placement of the programme in broader policy and humanitarian debates, such as 

access and remote monitoring, partnership strategies and cash vs. non-cash assistance. 

This allowed us to compare and assess their relevance in the Afghan context and 

identify what dilemmas and strategic choices are appropriate and relevant for the 

programme. 

2.2.2 Key Stakeholder Interviews 

The research team conducted a total of 79 key informant interviews (KIIs) at the national and 

at the sub-national level. These interviews aimed at: 

¶ Grasping the practical modalities of implementation of the programme. 

¶ Evaluating the coordination mechanisms in place for shelter assistance. 

¶ Assessing the quality of the partnership between UNHCR and national authorities. 

¶ Getting the perspective of other stakeholders on the programme. 

¶ Comparing the various shelter programmes in place in the country. 

At the provincial level, these KIIs were conducted in provinces directly visited by international 

research staff - namely Kabul, Parwan, Kandahar, Nangarhar, Faryab, Jawzjan, Balkh and Hirat. 

A full list of the KIIs completed in Kabul and in the provinces is provided in Annex 2. 

The following categories of key stakeholders were covered by these interviews: 

¶ UNHCR staff 
o At the central and field level 
o Previous UNHCR Afghanistan staff involved in the 2009 ς 2011 SAP including: 

Á Management 
Á Protection officers 
Á Shelter programme officer 

¶ Other UN agencies 

¶ Donors 

¶ Governmental authorities 

¶ International NGOs 

¶ National NGOs / Implementing Partners (IPs) working on shelter assistance in 
Afghanistan 
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Table 6:  Breakdown of KIIs per Province and Type of Respondent 

Location UNHCR 
Other UN 
agencies 

Donors GoA 
NNGOs/ 

IPs 
INGOs Total 

Central 7 4 4 3 1 3 22 

East 3 3 0 5 3 3 17 

South 3 0 0 2 1 1 7 

North 3 4 0 5 3 7 22 

West 4 1 0 0 3 3 11 

Total 20 12 4 15 11 17 79 

 

2.2.3 Focus Group Discussions 

In order to grasp more personal and substantiated opinions about the shelter programme, 58 

focus group discussions (FGD) were conducted. These focus groups were based on semi-

directive focus group guides designed to foster the discussions and debates on a series of 

themes central to the programme and its evaluation. 

The following are some of the discussed themes: 

¶ The effective modalities of the selection process 

¶ The shelter package and material 

¶ Participation of women in the programme 

¶ Identification of potential issues relative to the implementation 

¶ Impact on the household 

¶ Impact on the community 

¶ Perception of UNHCR and its partners 

FGDs were conducted with a) UNHCR beneficiaries, b) non-beneficiary returnees, c) non-

beneficiary non-migrants and d) beneficiaries from other shelter programmes in the East. In 

ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƎǳŀǊŀƴǘŜŜ ŀ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘ 

team was asked to conduct separate FGDs with women and with men. Yet, because of the 

difficulties in accessing women in certain provinces (for example in Kandahar, Helmand, Faryab 

and Kunduz) and due to the differences in the level of awareness of respondents, a large 

majority of FGDs were conducted with men. The following Table 7 shows the composition of 

the 58 focus group discussion. 
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Table 7:  Composition of Focus Groups 

Gender UNHCR 
Beneficiaries 

Non-UNHCR 
Beneficiaries 

Non-Beneficiary 
Migrants 

Non-Beneficiary 
Non-Migrants 

Total 

Female 3 0 2 0 5 

Male 19 5 22 7 53 

Total 21 5 24 7 58 

 

2.2.4 Field Observations 

A qualitative field report was provided for each PSU visited by the research team ς a collection 

of provincial overviews is provided in Annex 3. These qualitative reports provided information 

about the specific context and the particularities of each surveyed location.  

The field reports were implemented as a way to go deeper into the context, the modalities of 

implementation and into the analysis of the factors entering into play to explain the success or 

the failure of the programme in each sampled area. For this report they are used to 

contextualise the analysis of quantitative findings and provide UNHCR with a localized analysis. 

 

2.3 LIMITATIONS AND CONSTRAINTS 

Given the limitations imposed by security and other constraints on the sampling, a purely 

random sampling methodology could not be used.  

The main constraints encountered in the field included: 

¶ Security: Given the size of the teams (10 to 20 interviewers each) and the time 

necessary to conduct the survey in each location, the teams were very visible in the 

field and were therefore asked to take precautions. This impacted the sampling 

especially in Faryab, Nangarhar, Jawzjan, Kandahar, Helmand and Laghman provinces. 

In these provinces in particular, the team had to either substitute the initial district 

selected to a safer one or to cover two or three districts instead of one, so as to limit 

the risks.  

¶ Geographical repartition of shelters: Villages with too small number of shelters had to 

be excluded from the sampling to guarantee that the teams would meet their targets. 

Locations with 20 and more shelters were privileged, restricting the randomness of the 

sampling.  

Á Selection of respondents: As much as possible, the teams relied on lists of 

beneficiaries and a snowball method to find respondents but given the cultural context 

of the country, field teams sometimes had to go through the community leader and/or 

the implementing partner to select respondents. In rural areas, it is almost impossible 

and sometimes even dangerous, to enter a village without the full endorsement of the 

community leaders. The mediation of community leaders might have introduced a bias 
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selection of respondents in some cases. In particular, this might have reduced a bit the 

presence of respondents who were not the initial beneficiaries in the selection, as 

community leaders sometimes feared that it would decrease their chances of getting 

shelter assistance in the future. Yet, this bias is limited as in rural areas, the survey 

team was often able to survey most or all of the beneficiaries listed by UNHCR, while in 

urban and semi-urban settings, the team was not forced to rely as much on 

community leaders for their sampling. In Southern and Eastern regions (Kandahar, 

Helmand and Nangarhar), the IPs sometimes joined the field team while they 

conducted the survey, which might have introduced some biases either in the 

selection of respondents or in the interviews with the community leaders, even though 

those were not conducted in their presence. 

¶ Awareness of respondents: In a lot of cases, men and heads of households were 

working while our teams conducted the survey. Interviewers conducted the survey 

with the most informed adult available in each household. Female interviewers 

conducted their interviews with female members of the household. This should not 

have a major impact on the results of the survey. Yet, it could have an impact on the 

quantitative data, as the level of awareness of respondents could be lower than the 

one of the head of household. Women respondents in particular sometimes found it 

challenging to answer questions about income, expenses or the construction of their 

shelter. This is not an issue specific to this particular study but is a general constraint 

when conducting survey in Afghanistan.  

¶ Beneficiaries from other shelter programmes: It proved more difficult than expected 

to survey beneficiaries from other programmes in the Eastern regions, mostly because, 

contrary to UNHCR beneficiaries, these respondents were often scattered around 

urban areas or numerous villages.  
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3. THE SHELTER ASSISTANCE PROGRAMME: DESIGN, 

SUPPORT AND MONITORING & EVALUATION  

UNHCRΩǎ SAP is a community-based, self-help programme whereby households build homes 

for themselves.  UNHCR supports them by providing a shelter package that includes essential 

construction materials (tools, roofing beams, doors and windows), and by supervising in order 

to achieve minimum standards of quality in accordance with the Sphere Standards.  The first 

step to evaluate this assistance is by looking at the design and physical aspects of the shelters, 

support towards and monitoring of the construction. Key findings from this section include: 

1. Design and physical aspects of the shelter 

¶ High level of completion of shelters. Yet the state of shelters varied significantly and 

depended on household economic profile and the level of investment they could 

dedicate to their shelter.  

¶ High level of satisfaction of beneficiaries with the shelter package, with good quality 

material that most beneficiaries would not have been able to afford without the 

assistance of UNHCR. The distribution process works efficiently for 93 per cent of 

beneficiaries. 

¶ Main complaints raised: 

o Limited size of the shelter given the large size of beneficiary households 

o Low quality of latrines, and insufficient technical assistance 

o The quality of doors and windows was too low to be sustainable 

¶ A difficult and costly construction process for beneficiaries, as: 

o 972 of the beneficiary households (48 per cent) ran into problems during 
construction. 

o 89 per cent of the households with problems ran out of money during 
construction (this corresponds to 42 per cent of all UNHCR beneficiaries) with 

o Significant disparities in household contribution according to 
provinces/location. 

o 47 per cent of households that ran into problems (22 per cent of the 
beneficiaries) reported a lack of sufficient access to water to build shelters and 
rely on costly solutions. 

¶ UNHCR procedures for cash distribution are robust enough to avoid misallocation. 

Yet the most vulnerable households use the cash for more immediate purposes than 

the construction of shelters, e.g. prioritizing food over the purchase of glass panes.  

¶ Risk-mitigation measures are not properly integrated in the implementation of the 

shelter programme, limiting sustainability of the SAP.  

2. Support and additional assistance 

¶ Inefficient mechanisms to provide additional assistance to EVIs to build their shelter 
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¶ Limited complementary training: 54 per cent of beneficiaries receive complementary 

training on construction, while less than 20 per cent of them receive hygiene 

promotion training.  

3. Monitoring and evaluation  

¶ Overall, IPs ensured a satisfactory technical monitoring through regular field visits, yet 

monitoring procedures do not ensure that the most vulnerable are targeted.  

3.1  DESIGN AND PHYSICAL ASPECTS OF THE SHELTER 

3.1.1 Shelter Design 

The main type of shelter implemented across provinces was the standard two-room shelter, 

including a corridor and latrine. Annual variations in the design and material provided were 

introduced nationwide according to field observations and recommendations from IPs:  

¶ The size of the rooms was progressively enlarged from 2009 to 2011.   

¶ Wooden beams, reportedly subject to termite attacks, were replaced by iron beams in 

2010 and fire bricks were introduced in the roofing components.  

¶ The three small windows in the 2009 shelters were replaced by two larger windows as 

of 2010, following complaints about lack of light and ventilation.   

Interiors of shelters: Wooden beams (Faryab Province; Andkhoy District); Iron beams (Jawzjan Province, 
Sheberghan district). 

 

In addition, evolutions in the programme have included the addition of one-room 

interventions, which started out as a tool used by UNHCR in emergencies to support local 

communities to absorb displaced persons by building families an extra room. This allowed the 
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organization to increase its responsiveness in the face of emergencies and allow for more 

flexibility. 

Among the interviewed UNHCR beneficiaries the majority, 81.7 per cent, built two-room 

shelters, 17.9 per cent built a one-room shelter while less than 1 per cent built a completely 

different type of shelter. The sizes of shelters built by beneficiaries of other programmes are 

similarly distributed, 82 per cent are two rooms and 18 per cent are one room.  

In most cases, beneficiaries did not have a say in the choice of the model of shelters that they 

would build, as this was instead decided by UNHCR. Only 13 per cent of households that 

received shelter assistance from UNHCR choose themselves.  

As per the guidelines, there were differences in the standards across regions, with dome 

shaped roofs in the West and flat roofs in the Central, Southern and Eastern regions. In the 

West and East, as well as in the South, the shelter programme also comprised a more 

sysǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άƻƴŜ-ǊƻƻƳ ǎƘŜƭǘŜǊǎ ŦƻǊ L5tǎέ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǘǊƛƴŜǎύΣ 

ŀƴŘ άǊŜǇŀƛǊ-ƪƛǘǎέ ŎƻƳǇƻǎŜŘ ƻŦ ƻƴŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊƻƻƳ ŦƻǊ ǘƻ ŀƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƘƻǳǎŜΣ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘƭȅ ŀǎ ŀ 

mean to adapt to the wide variety of profiles of beneficiaries. 

Table 8 highlights the higher uptake of one-room shelters in urban areas, compared to semi-

rural or rural areas that have the lowest proportion of one-room shelters. This further 

underlines the need for flexibility of models in urban areas. One-room shelters can be used as 

a tool to absorb displaced persons in their new environments by building families an extra 

room. This allows upgrading or expanding of shelters that already house displaced family 

members, who opt for living with host families. It also fits more realistically with the more 

limited space available in urban areas compared to returnee townships or rural areas. 

Flexibility in shelter models is an asset for beneficiaries depending on their location.  

Table 8:  Type of Shelter by Location (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 Urban Semi-rural Rural Total 

One room 

% 
121 

36.34 
98 

23.11 
144 

11.29 
363 

17.86 

Two room 

% 
212 

63.66 
323 

76.18 
1 126 
88.31 

1 661 
81.74 

Other 

% 
0 

0.00 
3 

0.71 
5 

0.39 
8 

0.39 

Total 

% 
333 

100.00 
424 

100.00 
1 275 
100.00 

2 032 
100.00 

 

Table 9 shows an unequal spread of one-room shelters due to decisions made at the regional 

office level. In Bamyan (68.8 per cent) and Helmand (87.5 per cent), the majority of UNHCR 

beneficiaries was given one-room shelters. In Nangarhar, one in four households was given the 

one-room option, above the sample average. On the other hand, provinces such as Sari Pul, 

Kandahar, Takhar, Jawzjan, Kabul and Parwan had less than 10 per cent of one-room shelters. 

One-room shelters were mostly used to provide shelters for IDPs in an effort to quickly address 

the needs of IDPs without antagonizing governmental authorities. This was particularly the 

case in Nangarhar where UNHCR and NRC used one-room shelters to provide assistance to 
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IDPs despite the strong reluctance of provincial authorities and in Helmand, where the UNHCR 

sub-office was able to adapt to the high movements of intra-provincial displacements.  

UNHCR field staff and IPs do not always support the option of one-room shelters as the 

implementation is more complex when different models of shelters co-exist, and commonly 

goes against the will of beneficiaries who ask for bigger shelters. Still, specific attention should 

be paid to the added value of one-room shelters in urban and emergency. Although there is a 

more systematic use of one-room shelters in certain provinces of the Central, East and South 

regions, these remain an exception and lessons learned should be shared to analyse the 

adaptability to other provinces as well.  

Table 9:  Type of Shelter by Province (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 One room Two room Other Total 

Kabul 

% 
13 

6.60 
178 

90.36 
6 

3.05 
197 

100.00 

Parwan 

% 
9 

8.91 
92 

91.09 
0 

0.00 
101 

100.00 

Bamyan 

% 
22 

68.75 
10 

31.25 
0 

0.00 
32 

100.00 

Laghman 

% 
19 

11.80 
142 

88.20 
0 

0.00 
161 

100.00 

Nangarhar 

% 
202 

25.60 
586 

74.27 
1 

0.13 
789 

100.00 

Balkh 

% 
5 

10.00 
45 

90.00 
0 

0.00 
50 

100.00 

Faryab 

% 
10 

13.33 
65 

86.67 
0 

0.00 
75 

100.00 

Jawzjan 

% 
1 

0.85 
117 

99.15 
0 

0.00 
118 

100.00 

Sari Pul 

% 
1 

1.79 
55 

98.21 
0 

0.00 
56 

100.00 

Kunduz 

% 
7 

11.67 
53 

88.33 
0 

0.00 
60 

100.00 

Takhar 

% 
0 

0.00 
38 

100.00 
0 

0.00 
38 

100.00 

Helmand 

% 
49 

87.50 
7 

12.50 
0 

0.00 
56 

100.00 

Kandahar 

% 
2 

2.67 
72 

96.00 
1 

1.33 
75 

100.00 

Paktia 

% 
7 

5.69 
116 

94.31 
0 

0.00 
123 

100.00 

Hirat 

% 
16 

15.84 
85 

84.16 
0 

0.00 
101 

100.00 

Total 

% 
363 

17.86 
1 661 
81.74 

8 
0.39 

2 032 
100.00 
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3.1.2 State of Shelters 

Shelters were found in a good state, being completed according to the guidelines and 

presenting no major external signs of degradation. Many shelters had been improved by 

adding cooking spaces and terraces as well as decorated and furnished rooms. Observations 

showed that the general state of the shelters and latrines could vary greatly and was related 

to several factors: 

i. The economic situation of beneficiaries 

In cases where very vulnerable households were unable to provide higher investments to 

maintain the general state of their habitat or to upgrade their shelters, there were 

observations of degradation of the building. Vulnerable households were also more likely to 

have used the cash given by UNHCR for other ς more urgent - purposes than the construction 

of their shelters, including food and water. The shelters of these households would generally 

be in a poorer state and lack glass windows, for example. In Kandahar province, and to a 

smaller extent in Nangarhar and Parwan, some shelters were poorly constructed, with walls of 

low quality and glass panes replaced by plastic sheets. The availability of appropriate material 

for building and upgrading shelters and the availability of sources of income was also a factor 

determining the capacity of the households to engage in further investments.  

Disparities were observed related to the wellbeing of beneficiary households. The absence of 

window panes and poor construction of the walls emphasize the fact that the initial economic 

situation of beneficiaries has a substantial impact on their ability to build, maintain and 

rearrange their shelter.  

Yet, it is important to stress that only in few cases, shelters were not completed (particularly 

in Qala-e Nasro), due to the incapacity of the beneficiary to finish building the shelter and 

earn a living at the same time. As detailed further below in Table 31, only 2 out of the 2,034 

households surveyed had not completed their shelter. Yet, it must be noted that this does not 

give a representative picture of the level of completion of the programme as incomplete 

shelters would more likely be empty and are therefore underrepresented in the survey. 

Qualitative observations reported a higher number of incomplete shelters. Interestingly, the 

two households that reportedly quit the programmes were refugee returnees who received 

assistance in 2010 and 2011 in the provinces of Nangarhar (Bahesod, Akhonzada) and Laghman 

(Markaz Mehtarlam).  

One of the 2010 shelters visited was not completed and missed all material provided in the 

shelter package, which were lying in a neighbouring ground. The explanation given by the 

wife of the beneficiary and confirmed by neighbours was the beneficiary had gone to Kabul 

ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ Řŀƛƭȅ ǿƻǊƪΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŎƻƳŜ ōŀŎƪ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ 

additional investment to complete the shelter. 10 people were living in the two unfinished 

rooms. ς vŀƭŀ Ŝ bŀǎǊƻΣ tŀƎƘƳŀƴ tǊƻǾƛƴŎŜΦ ΨOne of the 2011 shelter visited had no windows, 

no doors and the walls were unfinished. The beneficiary reported that he could not afford 

completing the construction of his shelter. The beneficiary family lived with relatives in the 

village. ς Shobash Khorde Turkmenia, Jawzjan Province. 
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They were located in rural and semi-rural locations. The fact that neither of these households 

were reported living in a remote location should therefore allow follow-up on their cases, and 

similar cases, to find out the reasons for their dissatisfaction or inability to cope with the 

programme. 

Sometimes, exact replicas of UNHCR shelters had started to be built by non-beneficiaries, 

expecting to receive further assistance through the shelter package, as for example in Aab 

Dara in Paghman. This notably underlines the fact that despite complaints about the size of the 

rooms and quality of doors and windows, the current design of shelters was considered as 

appropriate in meeting immediate needs of beneficiaries and the population at large. 

Appropriation of the shelter and its surrounding environment denoted a clear intention to 

stay, even in cases where threats were placed on the sustainability of the settlement due to 

insufficient infrastructure and lack of income opportunities. This was notably the case in 

homogeneous tribal environments, where related families were grouped on the same 

compound, inside surrounding walls, according to a traditional disposition of habitat around a 

common courtyard (in Parwan, Kabul and Hirat for instance), allowing sharing of common 

living facilities, such as a tanur for cooking.  

Surrounding walls are notably a major requirement: in cases where they could not be 

constructed, especially in heterogeneous environments where neighbours were not related, 

absence of privacy and security could lead to abandonment of shelters. This was for example 

the case in Pitawa (Qarabagh district ς Kabul Province) where the field team observed two 

shelters that lacked surrounding walls. Beneficiary households preferred living with relatives 

and had left the shelters unoccupied.  

 

ii. The main usage of the shelter: living space or storage?  

In multiple cases in Jawzjan and Parwan, and occasionally in Nangarhar, shelters were not used 

as living space per se, but had rather been turned into storage rooms, secondary or 

guesthouses and occasionally shops. As beneficiary households had concentrated their 

investments on their main living space, the general state of shelters used as storage space was 

relatively poor. Often they were missing doors and windows, which had been used for other 

purposes on the premises where the family lived. In cases where they were used as secondary 

or guesthouses, conversely, further investment had been made and they were considered a 

source of pride. άMisuseέ ƻŦ ǎƘŜƭǘŜǊǎ ƛǎ ŘƛǎǉǳƛŜǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŜǎ Ŧƭŀǿǎ ƛƴ the selection 

process: in such cases, shelters were not an immediate and essential need for beneficiary 

households, putting into question the cost effectiveness of the programme. 

 

Similar conclusions were drawn from observations of the use of latrines. The state and use of 

latrines was highly related to the implementation of WASH programmes14. In cases where they 

were inexistent (Kabul district aside from the reintegration site of Kuchi Abad, Khanjar Khil in 

Parwan), latrines were not used, often constructed outside walled compounds or used for 

                                                           
14 The WASH programmes aim at saving lives and reducing illness through global access to safe water, adequate 
ǎŀƴƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ƘȅƎƛŜƴŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ²!{I ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ƭƻƴƎ-term prevention and control measures reduce the 
severe impact of WASH-related diseases by improving health, reducing poverty and increasing economic 
development. 
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other purposes than hygiene, such as storage. Conversely, in Nangarhar where WASH 

components had been implemented conjointly with the shelter programme, latrines were not 

only used, but had been replicated and adopted by other members of the community, 

emphasizing the importance of complementary programmes and awareness about hygiene as 

an important component of sustainable reintegration. The importance of complementary 

assistance and training will be discussed further below in section 3.2on Support. 

3.1.3 Appropriateness of Shelter Design 

Overall, beneficiaries were relatively satisfied with the shelter package they received, as they 

would not have been able to purchase most of the materials provided themselves. This was 

notably the case with I-beams, T-beams and ceiling bricks (since 2010), which are unavailable 

on the local market and/or are unaffordable for beneficiaries. This suggests that the shelter 

package does answer the needs of beneficiaries quite accurately, although complaints raised 

by respondents and community leaders are important indicators to take into account for 

improvements to the shelter programme. 

i. Main complaints of the shelter package 

As illustrated in  

Table 10, the top 3 complaints raised ς by all shelter beneficiaries, UNHCR and non-UNHCR 

alike ς are:  

¶ The quality of technical assistance  

¶ The quality of latrines  

¶ The size of the shelter  

The importance of support and additional assistance will be discussed in the section on 

support. The analysis here focuses on the size of shelters ς a recurrent complaint during the 

survey. 

Table 10:  Dissatisfaction with Elements of the Shelter Programme 

 
UNHCR 

Beneficiaries 
Non-UNHCR 
Beneficiaries 

 N % N % 

Quality of technical assistance 285 14.01 104 22.46 

Quality of latrine 238 11.70 84 18.15 

Size of the shelter 233 11.45 27 5.83 

Thermal isolation 177 8.70 53 11.45 

Quality of door 146 7.18 36 7.78 

Quality of lintels 134 6.59 50 10.80 
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Quality of windows 128 6.29 27 5.83 

Design of the shelter 94 4.62 15 3.24 

Quality of roof 79 3.88 45 9.72 

 

A recurrent complaint of beneficiaries about the design of shelters was the size of the rooms, 

repeatedly mentioned across all provinces, with the exception of Jawzjan, maybe due to the 

traditionally smaller size of households in the North (see 

Table 11).  The difference is the average household size across province is significant with for 

example Jawzjan counting on average 6.65 members per households as against Helmand 

where the average size of households is above 10 members. These types of provincial 

differences could be better integrated in future programming.  

The level of dissatisfaction about the size of shelters was higher among UNHCR beneficiaries 

(11.5 per cent) than among the beneficiaries of other programmes (5.8 per cent). The opposite 

is true for the quality of latrines, where 18.2 per cent of other programme beneficiaries were 

not satisfied and 11.7 per cent of UNHCR beneficiaries. For both groups the highest level of 

dissatisfaction concerns the quality of technical assistance. 14.0 per cent of UNHCR 

beneficiaries were not satisfied in this aspect and even more than 22 per cent of the 

beneficiaries of other programmes (see section 3.2.1 for more on this issue).  

Table 11:  Average Household Size by Province 

Region Province N Mean Min Max 

Central 
Kabul 
Parwan 

384 
187 

8.45 
7.56 

1 
2 

37 
19 

Central Highland Bamyan 61 7.52 1 23 

East 
Laghman 
Nangarhar 

300 
2 067 

8.89 
10.10 

1 
1 

25 
55 

North 

Balkh 
Faryab 
Jawzjan 
Sari Pul 

101 
174 
220 
100 

6.55 
7.57 
6.65 
6.73 

2 
2 
1 
2 

17 
30 
16 
22 

Northeast 
Kunduz 
Takhar 

120 
70 

6.78 
6.41 

2 
2 

16 
15 

South 
Helmand 
Kandahar 

108 
155 

10.41 
9.72 

2 
2 

31 
41 

Southeast Paktya 240 10.75 2 63 

West Hirat 200 6.43 1 19 

Total  4 487 9.04 1 63 
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Urban dissatisfactions 

Urban beneficiaries were more critical of the quality of technical assistance and the quality of 

latrines provided by the shelter programme (Table 12). Their dissatisfaction ranked twice as 

high as their rural counterparts, and three times that of their semi-rural counterparts. 

As such, the data underlines a clear expectations gap between what the shelter programme 

offers and urban household needs. There is an added pressure in urban areas to have 

adequate housing ς in terms of quality but also in terms of appearance, to blend in more 

effectively within the urban landscape. The UNHCR shelter model was seen as being too 

rudimentary for urban households. The latrines provided proved ill-adapted and will be 

considered in the recommendations section. An added focus will be needed in future shelter 

strategies on the ways the SAP can be adapted to an urban context that is increasingly home to 

internal displacement and refugee return.  

Table 12: Dissatisfaction with Elements of the Shelter Programme by Location  
(UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 
Urban 

(N=334) 

Semi-
rural 

(N=424) 

Rural 

(N=1277) 

Total 

(N=2035) 

Quality of technical 
assistance 
% 

84 
25.15 

40 
9.43 

161 
12.61 

285 
14.00 

Quality of latrine 
% 

69 
20.66 

27 
6.37 

142 
11.12 

238 
11.70 

Size of the shelter 
% 

38 
11.38 

73 
17.22 

122 
9.55 

233 
11.45 

Thermal isolation 
% 

54 
16.17 

25 
5.90 

98 
7.67 

177 
8.70 

Quality of door 
% 

34 
10.18 

35 
8.25 

77 
6.03 

146 
7.17 

Quality of lintels 
% 

46 
13.77 

21 
4.95 

67 
5.25 

134 
6.58 

Quality of windows 
% 

25 
7.49 

36 
8.49 

67 
5.25 

128 
6.29 

Design of the shelter 
% 

21 
6.29 

30 
7.08 

43 
3.37 

94 
4.62 

Quality of roof 
% 

14 
4.19 

12 
2.83 

53 
4.15 

79 
3.88 

 

Beyond the urban specificities, semi-rural households also raised concerns ς above that of 

their counterparts ς on the size of the shelter, the quality of windows and the design of the 

shelter.  

The data does not present any specific particularities for remote locations that did not indicate 

more or less satisfaction than non-remote areas on issues of the quality of the equipment or 

the provision of technical assistance.  
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Regional dissatisfactions 

The main complaints raised differ across regions (Table 13). Respondents in the Central 

Highland and the Eastern regions mainly raised the quality of technical assistance as a key 

issue. However, the quality of latrines posed a problem mainly in the Eastern and Southern 

regions, which could indicate a certain cultural inadequacy of the latrine models in Pashtun 

communities. Lastly, the size of shelter was an obstacle more evenly shared by regions, with 

the Western region ranking highest, with almost one in five households interviewed 

dissatisfied with the size of the shelter. Qualitative observations also confirmed that it was a 

concern in the South and the East. This issue was the least problematic in the Central and 

Central Highland regions. 

Table 13:  Dissatisfaction with Elements of the Shelter Programme by Region  
(UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 
Central 
(N=298

) 

Central 
Highlan

d 
(N=32) 

East 
(N=95

2) 

North 
(N=29

9) 

North-
east 

(N=99) 

South 
(N=13

1) 

South- 
east 

(N=123) 

West 
(N=101) 

Total 
(N=2035

) 

Quality of 
technical 
assistance 
% 

16 
5.37 

10 
31.25 

233 
24.47 

1 
0.33 

0 
0.00 

13 
9.92 

11 
8.94 

1 
0.99 

285 
14.00 

Quality of 
latrine 
% 

20 
6.71 

3 
9.38 

181 
19.01 

2 
0.67 

2 
2.02 

23 
17.56 

4 
3.25 

3 
2.97 

238 
11.70 

Size of the 
shelter 
% 

30 
10.07 

3 
9.38 

79 
8.30 

45 
15.05 

16 
16.16 

19 
14.50 

21 
17.07 

20 
19.80 

233 
11.45 

Thermal 
isolation 
% 

9 
3.02 

3 
9.38 

145 
15.23 

2 
0.67 

2 
2.02 

8 
6.11 

7 
5.69 

1 
0.99 

177 
8.70 

Quality of 
door 
% 

23 
7.72 

11 
34.88 

79 
8.30 

5 
1.67 

3 
3.03 

9 
6.87 

3 
2.44 

13 
12.87 

146 
7.17 

Quality of 
lintels 
% 

7 
2.35 

8 
25.00 

93 
9.77 

1 
0.33 

0 
0.00 

23 
17.56 

1 
0.81 

1 
0.99 

124 
6.58 

Quality of 
windows 
% 

34 
11.41 

11 
34.38 

52 
5.46 

12 
4.01 

0 
0.00 

8 
6.11 

4 
3.25 

7 
6.93 

128 
6.29 

Design of 
the 
shelter 
% 

18 
6.04 

0 
0.00 

41 
4.31 

4 
1.34 

5 
5.05 

9 
6.87 

11 
8.94 

6 
5.94 

94 
4.62 

Quality of 
roof 
% 

7 
2.35 

1 
3.13 

58 
6.09 

1 
0.33 

0 
0.00 

10 
7.63 

1 
0.81 

1 
0.99 

79 
3.88 

 

The dissatisfaction about the model of shelter that was built in the respective community is 

also confirmed by the community leaders, of which more than 58.6 per cent indicated that 

they were not satisfied with the type of shelter built in the community as shown in Table 14. 

The most common reason for this was the size of the shelter, perceived as being too small.  
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Table 14:  Satisfaction with the Model (Community Representatives) 

 
North Northeast South East West Central Total 

Yes 
% 

5 
8.62 

0 
0.00 

3 
5.17 

12 
20.69 

0 
0.00 

4 
6.90 

24 
41.38 

No 
% 

6 
10.34 

3 
5.17 

4 
6.90 

11 
18.97 

4 
6.90 

6 
10.34 

34 
58.62 

Total 
% 

11 
18.97 

3 
5.17 

7 
12.07 

23 
39.66 

4 
6.90 

10 
17.24 

58 
100.00 

 

Complaints about the size of the rooms were particularly sensitive in Pashtun communities, 

with traditionally large households, where beneficiaries often mentioned living in one shelter 

with over eight and sometimes over ten people. Changes were introduced accordingly, 

through suppression of the separation walls with the corridor to create a single room for 

instance. This was often the case in Nangarhar and Kandahar. In such cases, the corridor in 

itself was deemed unnecessary, and at least one wall was removed to create additional space 

to allow the family to gather. These types of regional differences raise the question of the 

appropriateness of region-based approaches taking into account cultural norms and practices 

tailored to regional needs and cultural practices. In cases where other shelter programmes had 

been implemented and had provided larger rooms, such as UN-Habitat or CHF in Nangarhar, 

UNHCR beneficiaries compared their shelters with those of other beneficiaries and 

unanimously deemed the latter more appropriate considering cultural practices of gathering. 

There appears to be little awareness about the rationale behind the existence of two separate 

rooms in the shelter, both at the beneficiary and IP level. Education about the diffusion risks of 

propagation of infectious diseases among members of a single household is therefore 

necessary. 

It is important to note that there are regional differences in the satisfaction levels of the 

model. The highest return area ς the Eastern region ς provides a balanced view of community 

satisfaction over the type of shelters built. This is also the case in the South. This is partly 

explained by the fact that the design of the shelters are better adapted to the warm climate 

conditions in the East and the South ς and less adapted to the Northern and Western areas. 

Although UNHCR has tried to adapt its shelter design to the needs of the highest return areas, 

it should not be to the detriment of communities in the Northern, Northeast and Western 

regions. A proper assessment of the climate, natural disaster risks and issues of risk mitigation 

and prevention raised earlier, will need to be reinforced in future shelter programmes. This 

can be a good opportunity for UNHCR to link up its technical assessment with that of engineers 

of the Ministry of Refugee and Repatriation and the Ministry of Rural Rehabilitation and 

Development, hence strengthening its partnership strategy. 
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Quality of doors and windows 

Another recurrent complaint across all provinces, shared by beneficiaries, IPs and field 

engineers alike, was the poor quality of the iron doors and window frames. Both are 

inadaptable to the weather conditions (heat or cold) and subject to rust and deformation. 

Whenever their economic situation allowed it, beneficiaries removed iron frames to replace 

them with wooden ones. In several locations, iron doors had not been fixed and were used for 

other purposes, such as covering shacks or cooking areas, or they were used as outside doors 

for compounds. 

ii. Consequences of dissatisfaction: changes in the design post-handover 

While most shelters were built according to UNHCR guidelines, some beneficiaries 

implemented changes after the official handover, according to the capacity of the beneficiary 

family. As mentioned above, the main change observed in the field was the removal of the 

corridor to increase the size of the two remaining rooms. This was especially the case in the 

South (Kandahar & Helmand) and the East (Nangarhar). In Hirat, the research team observed 

number of shelters significantly modified, with often two or three shelters being joined one to 

another through the addition of a large common space and a kitchen at the centre. In urban 

areas, beneficiary households often had to adapt the design of their shelters to the size and 

shape of the land plot they occupy. 

Changes resulted from different types of motivations: 

¶ Whenever the design was considered inappropriate: enlargement of rooms, windows 

enlarged for ventilation in Nangarhar and Kandahar, narrowed for protection from the 

cold in Hirat. 

¶ Whenever the material provided in the package was deemed inappropriate: 

replacement of iron doors and windows.   

¶ Improvements that are indications of appropriation of the shelter and are positive sign 

in terms of intention to settle. 

A certain uniformity of changes was noted in specific areas, with entire communities adapting 

the design according to specific regional or traditional needs (open kitchens in Hirat, 

enlargement of rooms in Kandahar and Nangarhar). As long as they do not put extra economic 

pressure on beneficiaries or endanger the general stability of the building, changes are not in 

themselves negative signs, but they are rather an indication of an appropriation of the shelter 

according to the needs of beneficiaries, indicating an intention to stay and settle. These 

adaptations call for technical monitoring to ensure that the structure of shelters is preserved.  

Changes in the design and poor use of risk-mitigation measures do call for stronger technical 

training and awareness-raising initiatives to be conducted prior to the implementation of the 

programme in order to contribute to its sustainability. 
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3.1.4 Construction Process 

Receiving the material 

Qualitative and quantitative observations showed that the provision of material to 

beneficiaries for the construction of their shelter worked efficiently and that beneficiaries 

were satisfied with the material they received.  

UNHCR as well as other organizations provided all the necessary materials for building the 

shelters to their respective beneficiaries in the large majority of sampled households (93.4 per 

cent and 91.8 per cent). Among the UNHCR beneficiaries, differences are observed according 

to their location as shown in Table 15. Respondents in urban areas reported that they did not 

receive all necessary materials in 13.2 per cent of the cases, while this was the case 

significantly less in semi-rural (3.5 per cent) and rural (5.9 per cent) areas.  

Table 15:  Received Necessary Materials (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 

 

 

More than 94 per cent of UNHCR beneficiaries and 92 per cent of other programme 

beneficiaries reported that the quality of the materials they received was good. Among the 

UNHCR beneficiaries the satisfaction with materials was a little lower in urban (88.6 per cent) 

than in semi-rural (93.4 per cent) and rural (96.1 per cent) areas. The majority of beneficiaries 

also reported receiving the materials on time (UNHCR: 94.9 per cent; other programmes: 97.6 

per cent). Again, the reported conditions in urban areas are less satisfactory with 8 per cent of 

respondents in this category indicating that they received their materials late. This percentage 

is lower in semi-rural (4.0 per cent) and rural (4.8 per cent) areas. 

Provincial differences in the procurement of material to beneficiaries were noticed. 

Quantitative findings show that wood and wooden beams for example were distributed 

noticeably less in Laghman, Nangarhar, Helmand and Kandahar compared to other provinces.  

The qualitative fieldwork also showed indications for differences in the procurement of 

materials across regions. For instance, three iron doors were provided to beneficiaries of two-

room shelters in the West, whereas in the South, East and Central regions, inside doors were 

wooden. Other variations included procurement of glass panes in the South and East, whereas 

additional cash assistance was provided in the West and Central regions.  

 

 

 
Urban 

(N=334) 

Semi-rural 

(N=424) 

Rural 
(N=1276) 

 
 

Total 
(N=2034) 

Yes 
%  

290 
86.63 

409 
96.46 

1 201 
94.12 

 
 

1 900 
93.41 

No 
% 

44 
13.17 

15 
3.54 

75 
5.88 

 
 

134 
6.59 

Total 
% 

334 
100.00 

424 
100.00 

1 276 
100.00 

 
 

2 034 
100.00 
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Procurement of wood: a challenge in the East and South 

The quantitative data confirmed these observations, most notably on the procurement of 

wood. As seen in  

Table 16, over half of Laghman beneficiaries (59.9 per cent) and almost half of Nangarhar 

beneficiaries (47.3 per cent) did not receive wood as a material of the shelter package. The 

Eastern region being home to the highest areas of return and of SAP interventions, the fact 

that procurement challenges were specifically raised there should be remedied in SAP 

strategies. Eastern and Southern region offices will need to improve their procurement of 

wood ς Helmand (almost half of beneficiaries), Kandahar (one third of beneficiaries) and 

Paktya (one fifth of beneficiaries) recorded the highest challenges in wood procurement. 

Table 16:  Procurement of Wood by Province (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 
Yes No Total 

Kabul 
% 

158 
80.20 

39 
19.80 

197 
100.00 

Parwan 
% 

76 
74.25 

25 
24.75 

101 
100.00 

Bamyan 
% 

30 
93.75 

2 
6.25 

32 
100.00 

Laghman 
% 

65 
40.12 

97 
59.88 

162 
100.00 

Nangarhar 
% 

416 
52.66 

374 
47.34 

790 
100.00 

Balkh 
% 

50 
100.00 

0 
0.00 

50 
100.00 

Faryab 
% 

69 
92.00 

6 
8.00 

77 
100.00 

Jawzjan 
% 

110 
93.22 

8 
6.78 

120 
100.00 

Sari Pul 
% 

56 
100.00 

0 
0.00 

56 
100.00 

Kunduz 
% 

59 
98.33 

1 
1.67 

60 
100.00 

Takhar 
% 

38 
100.00 

0 
0.00 

38 
100.00 

Helmand 
% 

29 
51.79 

27 
48.21 

56 
100.00 

Kandahar 
% 

50 
66.67 

25 
33.33 

75 
100.00 

Paktya 
% 

96 
78.05 

27 
21.95 

123 
100.00 

Hirat 
% 

91 
90.1 

10 
9.9 

101 
100.00 
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Total 
% 

1 393 
68.49 

641 
31.51 

2 034 
100.00 

There were also disparities in the material used for the construction of walls, the main 

contribution of beneficiaries to construction, according to the availability of material in specific 

areas. In Hirat for instance, cement was preferred over mud bricks, due to the absence of clay 

in the region. The choice in material therefore did not always result from the specific 

preference of beneficiaries or their economic situation, but was also directly impacted by the 

availability of material, with repercussions on their level of investment. This was taken into 

account in Hirat, with flexible cash grants, which was however not the case in any other 

province. Other shelter agencies ς such as NRC ς now have adopted different methods for the 

procurement of materials, meant to support local economies, decrease procurement hurdles 

and give beneficiaries the responsibility to purchase construction materials. These different 

options will be discussed at more length in the recommendations chapter. 

Main problems encountered by beneficiaries during construction 

The main problems encountered by beneficiaries during construction were:  

¶ Lack of money 

¶ Lack of water 

¶ Lack of skilled labour 

Construction of the shelters did not go smoothly in all cases.  Slightly less than half (47.8 per 

cent) of the UNHCR beneficiaries reported that they ran into problems during construction of 

their shelters ς an issue related to the lack of technical assistance mentioned previously. A 

similar proportion of the beneficiaries of other programmes had problems during the 

construction (50.0 per cent). Table 17 shows the different types of problems the beneficiaries 

encountered. 

Table 17:  Problems during Construction* 

 
UNHCR 

Beneficiaries 
Non-UNHCR 
Beneficiaries 

 
N=972 % N=236 % 

Ran out of money 861 88.58 208 88.14 

Insufficient access to water 457 47.02 121 51.27 

Lack of skilled labour 287 29.53 65 27.54 

Weather problems 278 28.60 70 29.66 

Ran out of materials 203 20.88 54 22.88 

Lack of unskilled labour 95 9.77 2 0.85 

Materials of poor quality 74 7.61 20 8.47 

Materials not delivered on time 55 5.66 8 3.39 
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Lack of technical knowledge 43 4.42 10 4.24 

 *Multiple answers per respondent were possible. 

Looking specifically at the group of extremely vulnerable households, it shows that they 

encountered problems during construction more often (52.1%) than non-EVI households 

(44.1%). Table 18 shows that EVI households had more problems in all areas except for the 

timely delivery of materials. EVI households in particular are significantly different than non-

EVI households in terms of problems with unskilled and skilled labour. While 21.7 per cent of 

non-EVI households experienced a lack of skilled labour, this is the case for 37.2 per cent of EVI 

households. This confirms the need to provide extra assistance to the most vulnerable during 

the construction process as they struggle more than others to build their shelters. This also 

shows that ς at least between 2009 and 2011 ς the link between Protection units and the 

implementation of the SAP was not strong enough to address this need efficiently.  

Table 18:  Problems during Construction by EVI Status (UNHCR Beneficiaries)* 

 
EVI Not EVI 

  N % N % 

Overall 492 52.06 480 44.08 

    -Ran out of money 442 89.84 419 87.29 

    -Insufficient access to water 238 48.37 219 45.63 

    -Lack of skilled labour 183 37.20 104 21.67 

    -Weather problems 142 28.86 136 28.33 

    -Ran out of materials 104 21.14 99 20.63 

    -Lack of unskilled labour 58 11.79 37 7.71 

    -Materials of poor quality 42 8.54 32 6.67 

    -Materials not delivered on time 26 5.28 29 6.04 

    -Lack of technical knowledge 26 5.28 17 3.54 

 *Multiple answers per respondent were possible. 

The main problems are faced by households regardless of their location, however, the degree 

of the problems vary between rural, semi-rural and urban households.  
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Quality of materials ς low satisfaction in urban areas. Findings point to the inadequacy of the 

quality of materials delivered to urban areas as they often do not match the quality available 

on the local market. 17.3 per cent of households in urban areas complained about the poor 

quality of materials, as opposed to 6.7 per cent in semi-rural and 5.1 per cent in rural areas. 

Understandably, the more remote or rural the beneficiary households are, the less critical they 

are of the quality of the materials. As a result, this could inform future programming by 

considering vouchers or cash grants for households to buy their own equipment in urban 

areas. 

Lack of technical knowledge in urban areas. Although unskilled and skilled labour is easier to 

come by in urban areas as compared to other locations, urban beneficiary households have 

insufficient technical knowledge when it comes to building or supervising the construction of 

their shelter. This is also due to the different landscape and requirements of urban shelter 

construction. An emphasis on developing an urban approach to training and to support will 

therefore be necessary in future shelter programming. Looking into how housing in Kabul and 

other urban areas can be improved, extended or expanded support will contribute to greater 

protection of beneficiaries in urban areas. 

The main problems in rural areas are the overall lack of labour and lack of access to water ς 

further developed in one of the sections below. 

Table 19: Problems during Construction by Location (UNHCR Beneficiaries)* 

 
Urban Semi-Rural Rural 

  N=168 % N=239 % N=565 % 

Ran out of money 143 85.12 223 93.31 495 87.61 

Insufficient access to water 67 39.88 104 43.51 286 50.62 

Weather problems 56 33.33 50 20.92 172 30.44 

Lack of skilled labour 39 23.21 76 31.80 172 30.44 

Ran out of materials 34 20.24 73 30.54 96 16.99 

Materials of poor quality 29 17.26 16 6.69 29 5.13 

Lack of technical knowledge 16 9.52 10 4.18 17 3.01 

Lack of unskilled labour 12 7.14 19 7.59 64 11.33 

Materials not delivered on 
time 

12 7.14 8 3.35 35 6.19 

*Multiple answers per respondent were possible. 
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¶ Scarce financial resources  

The lack of money was mentioned as by far the main challenge faced by beneficiaries when 

building their shelters. Almost all beneficiaries mentioned that they had to take up loans to 

cover labour costs and wall components. Additional costs were also necessary for buying 

stones for foundations and, depending on the availability of material in a given area, bricks, 

cement or clay.  

Household contributions: Higher expenditures in urban areas 

Almost all beneficiaries, 93 per cent, had to contribute to the shelter construction as per SAP 

guidelines. However, the amount of funds contributed varies significantly with urban UNHCR 

beneficiaries spending significantly more out of their own pockets than rural beneficiaries as 

seen in Table 20. The data shows a 13,000 AFN (260 USD) gap between urban and rural 

households, and a smaller, yet sizeable gap of 6 810 AFN (136 USD) between urban and semi-

rural households. This is due to the higher costs of materials and labour in urban areas ς higher 

costs that will have to be taken into account in developing an urban strategy for the shelter 

programme, discussed in the recommendations chapter. Moreover, this is also due to the fact 

that urban households on average earn a higher income than those of rural or semi-rural 

areas. To speak in relative terms, Table 21 illustrates the amount beneficiary households paid 

on the shelter as a percentage of their monthly income, providing evidence that while UNHCR 

beneficiary households located in an urban context spend more in absolute terms, semi-rural 

households spend slightly more in relative terms.  

Table 20:  Amounts Paid by Beneficiaries in AFN by Location 

 UNHCR Beneficiaries Non-UNHCR Beneficiaries 

 N Mean Min Max N Mean Min Max 

Urban 319 46 088 900 
700 
000 

78 28 244 5 000 
100 
000 

Semi-rural 389 39 278 800 
500 
000 

4 66 250 15 000 
130 
000 

Rural 1 195 33 199 1 000 
560 
000 

334 40 940 1 000 
500 
000 

Total 1 903 36 602 800 
700 
000 

416 38 803 1 000 
500 
000 

 

Table 21:  Percentage of Monthly Income Paid for Shelter by Beneficiaries by Location 

Location UNHCR Beneficiaries Non-UNHCR Beneficiaries 

 
N Mean Min Max N Mean Min Max 

Urban 319 5.91 0.08 100.00 78 3.86 0.58 20.00 

Semi-rural 384 6.18 0.06 138.89 4 17.02 3.75 26.00 

Rural 1177 5.29 0.11 100.00 333 6.56 8.41 0.06 
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Table 22 shows that beneficiaries in Hirat display the highest amount of household 

contribution at 48,870 AFN (977 USD) with the lowest expenses recorded in Sari Pul with 

14,260 AFN (285 USD).  

Table 22:  Amounts Paid in AFN by Province (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

Province N Mean Min Max 

Hirat 92 48 870 3 000 500 000 

Paktya 112 48 000 2 000 300 000 

Nangarhar 752 45 256 1 800 700 000 

Kabul 176 40 582 2 000 250 000 

Bamyan 30 33 720 900 200 000 

Kandahar 67 30 184 800 400 000 

Laghman 156 28 542 3 000 150 000 

Helmand 50 24 340 3 000 85 000 

Parwan 93 24 151 1 000 100 000 

Jawzjan 110 23 773 1 000 410 000 

Faryab 72 23 278 1 000 95 000 

Takhar 36 19 556 1 000 50 000 

Balkh 49 18 402 3 000 95 000 

Kunduz 58 18 057 1 300 100 000 

Sari Pul 50 14 260 1 000 45 000 

Total 1 903 36 602 800 700 000 

 

This difference in contributions ς with a range covering a 700 USD difference ς is better 

understood when again looking at its relative burden when compared to household income. 

Shown in  

 

 

 

 
 
 

Table 23, we see those households in Hirat spend by far the highest share of their monthly 

income on the shelter, with Helmand having the lowest contribution. It is important to note 
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the sub-office of Hirat already reviews yearly the cash grant based on the costs of material and 

labour, a good practice that should be generalized to all sub-offices.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 23:   
Percentage of Monthly Income Paid For Shelter by Province (in %) (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

Province N Mean Min Max 

Hirat 89 11.14 0.30 138.89 

Paktya 111 6.40 0.22 33.33 

Nangarhar 751 6.25 0.08 100.00 

Bamyan 30 6.07 0.08 40.00 

Kabul    171 5.94 0.20 68.18 

Balkh 47 4.96 0.75 95.00 

Takhar 35 4.79 0.25 11.67 

Parwan 90 4.76 0.11 100.00 

Faryab 71 4.37 0.06 20.00 

Laghman 155 4.35 0.38 21.67 

Kunduz 57 3.83 0.22 20.00 

Jawzjan 109 3.34 0.33 22.53 

Kandahar 67 3.29 0.07 25.00 

Sari Pul 47 2.97 0.22 22.50 

Helmand 50 2.84 0.33 9.44 

 

There are other important disparities across provinces. Regions of high return and high rates of 

urbanization, such as Hirat, Nangarhar and Kabul present significantly higher levels of 

household contribution. This is unsurprising given the higher level of local prices and labour 

costs in these regions. The material used for the construction of the shelter also enters into 

play, especially in Hirat province, where beneficiaries had to use cement and burned bricks in 

the absence of clay, which significantly increased the level of household contributions in this 

province.  

The level of contribution expected from beneficiaries is not detailed in the SAP guidelines, 

which only mention that beneficiaries are expected to cover the costs of labour and of the 

construction of walls. Stakeholders had a rough estimate of the level of contribution expected 
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from beneficiaries. NRC in Nangarhar estimates that it covered about 50 per cent of the costs 

of the shelter by distributing a cash grant of $1,100. CARE decided to cover the entire costs of 

the one-room shelters in the North, i.e. $900 more than UNHCR two-room shelters. The level 

of household contribution should be more clearly defined and included as an indicator for 

monitoring and evaluation of the programme as it plays a role in its impact and sustainability. 

Households need a clearer idea of the costs before starting the process to better plan the 

construction and reduce the likelihood of further indebtedness. Data provided in table 22 can 

support this effort. 

Á Lack of water  

Lack or limited access to water during the construction process is one of the main challenges 

during construction for 40 per cent of urban household, 44 per cent of semi-rural households 

and 51 per cent of rural households. This was notably the case in Chamtala and Sheikh Mesri in 

Nangarhar and in Northern provinces. Water being a major requirement for elaboration of 

mud bricks, this placed a major burden on beneficiary families especially in rural areas as it 

impacts half of the beneficiaries adversely.  

Droughts during the summer were a major concern, as was the lack of fuel to allow water 

pumps to function. In cases where the bulk of construction takes place in the summer, 

beneficiaries asked for extensions of delays to wait for the rainy season. In some cases, 

beneficiaries were dependent on buying water from water tanks, which were provided by local 

private companies for 500 AFN per week (Kandahar) or paid for by UNHCR (Jawzjan). This type 

of differences calls for a more homogenized approach and clearer guidelines about the support 

provided to beneficiaries in specific contexts. Starting construction earlier in the spring would 

help reduce the risks of incompletion of shelters. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

BOX 1: Access to Water  
 

Lack or limited access to water during the construction process was mentioned as one of the main 

challenges during construction. Water being a major requirement for elaboration of mud bricks, this 

placed a major burden on beneficiary families. Droughts during the summer were a major concern 

especially in Northern provinces which suffer regularly from acute drought, as were lack of fuel to 

allow water pumps to function. In some cases, beneficiaries were dependent on buying water from 

water tanks, an expensive resource provided by local private companies against 500 AFN per week 

(Kandahar) or paid for by UNHCR (Jawzjan).  In Kunduz province (Sertak Sedarak), some 

beneficiaries took on loans at the First Micro Finance Bank (FMFB) to cover water costs while in 

another village of the province (Julgia Uzbekia) beneficiaries reported they had to pay 300 AFN per 

hour to pump water from the river.  

 

The issue of water did not affect exclusively drought-prone areas. In Helmand province, focus 

groups highlighted similar issues and coping strategies: Ψaȅ Ƴŀƛƴ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

was the lack of water. I had to buy one water tanker and to pay 600 AFN. Overall I had to take on a 

ƭƻŀƴ ƻŦ мрΣллл !Cb ŦǊƻƳ Ƴȅ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ Ƴȅ ǎƘŜƭǘŜǊΦΩ (Twakal, Focus Group 

Discussion with UNHCR Beneficiaries, Camp Mukhtar, Helmand).  

 

The lack of water plays a role in the level of indebtedness of beneficiary households. These 

additional costs should be taken into account when calculating the level of contribution expected 

from beneficiaries.  
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Á Lack of unskilled and skilled labour 

 

Lack of unskilled labour was a specific concern for rural families (11.3 per cent) while lack of 

skilled labour was a concern throughout all locations ς affecting 23 per cent of urban, 32 per 

cent of semi-rural and 30 per cent of rural beneficiary households. As such almost one in four 

households in urban areas and one in three households in semi-rural and rural areas lacked 

skilled labour for the construction of their shelter. Not surprisingly, therefore, Table 24 shows 

the majority of UNHCR beneficiaries (68.4 per cent) as well as beneficiaries of other 

programmes (68.0 per cent) had to hire labourers during the construction process ς a burden 

on beneficiary households but a positive repercussion on the local economy.  

Most beneficiaries had to spend additional money when they did not have any skills in 

construction. The mean cost UNHCR beneficiaries paid for labourers was 24,337 AFN, while 

beneficiaries of the other programmes on average paid 18,369 AFN.  

Table 24:  Hiring Labourers during Construction 

 UNHCR Beneficiaries Non-UNHCR Beneficiaries 

 N % N % 

Yes 1 392 68.44 315 68.03 

No 642 31.56 148 31.97 

Total 2 034 100.00 463 100.00 

 

The hiring of additional labourers is a common trait throughout the sample, with limited 

geographic variations according to location (Table 25) but more substantial differences across 

provinces (Table 26). The households most dependent on external skilled labours were found 

in Bamyan, Laghman and Hirat, with the least dependent in Kandahar, Parwan and Paktya. 

Provinces of high return, such as Kabul, Nangarhar and Helmand, were close to average 

dependency rates. 

Table 25:  Hiring Labourers during Construction by Location (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

  
Urban Semi-Rural Rural Total 

  
 

N % N % N % N % 

Yes 
 

249 74.55 285 67.22 858 67.24 1 392 68.44 

No 
 

85 25.45 139 32.78 418 32.76 642 31.56 

Total 
 

334 100.00 424 100.00 1 276 100.00 2 034 100.00 
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Table 26:  Hiring Labourers during Construction by Province (in %) (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 
Yes No Total 

Bamyan 93.75 6.25 100.00 

Laghman 82.72 17.28 100.00 

Hirat 79.21 20.79 100.00 

Sari Pul 78.57 21.43 100.00 

Balkh 76.00 24.00 100.00 

Takhar 73.68 26.32 100.00 

Jawzjan 72.50 27.50 100.00 

Kunduz 71.67 28.33 100.00 

Nangarhar 68.76 31.24 100.00 

Kabul 63.82 36.18 100.00 

Helmand 62.50 37.50 100.00 

Faryab 57.14 42.86 100.00 

Paktya 56.91 43.09 100.00 

Parwan 56.86 43.14 100.00 

Kandahar 43.42 56.58 100.00 

Total 68.36 31.64 100.00 

 

 

 

¶ Delays: As per UNCHR shelter guidelines, beneficiaries are obligated to complete their 

shelters within three months of signing the letter of undertaking, unless special 

circumstances cause delays. While almost 70 per cent of UNHCR beneficiaries did 

complete construction within this time frame, there are still 30 per cent that took 

longer, in the majority between three and six months. Among the beneficiaries of 

other programmes, this number is slightly less (22.3 per cent). Table 27 shows that 

construction by UNHCR beneficiaries in urban areas was more often completed within 

the three-months timeframe (81.1 per cent) than that of the beneficiaries in semi-rural 

(66.0 per cent) and rural areas (67.2 per cent). 
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Table 27:  Duration of Construction by Location (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 
Urban Semi-Rural Rural Total 

 
N % N % N % N % 

Less than 3 
months 

271 81.14 280 66.03 857 67.17 1408 69.22 

3 to 6 months 54 16.17 114 26.89 351 27.51 519 25.52 

More than 6 
months  

9 2.70 29 6.84 67 5.25 105 5.06 

Not yet finished 0 0.00 1 0.24 1 0.08 2 0.10 

Total 334 100.00 424 100.00 1 276 100.00 2 034 100.00 

 

The delays in finishing the construction in three months were often caused by the problems 

previously detailed ς the lack of resources, skills and water: 

¶ Lack of skills:  IPs sometimes mentioned that short delays put considerable pressure 

on monitoring of the construction process. In Saracha, site engineers emphasized that 

unequal construction skills of beneficiaries were a major challenge, as many did not 

have any prior experience in construction and therefore required additional technical 

assistance.  

¶ The need to sustain a living during the time of construction: most beneficiaries cannot 

afford to focus on construction on a daily basis.  

¶ Lack or limited access to water: In cases where the bulk of construction has to take 

place in the summer, beneficiaries asked for extensions to wait for the rainy season. 

Starting construction earlier in the spring would help reducing the risks of 

incompletion of shelters before winter.  

 

In addition, other problems were raised during qualitative interviews: 

¶ Lack of flexibility: Beneficiaries mentioned not having been able to introduce changes 

in the design during construction, lest they should receive the final cash grant. 

Subsequently, changes in structure were often introduced after completion. The 

inclusion of additional wooden beams in order to enlarge habitable space can notably 

prove problematic, putting in danger the overall structure of the building by 

introducing dissymmetry in the design of the shelter. This calls for greater awareness 

behind the reasons for the design and additional technical advice on specific points 

regarding the structure of the building.  
 

In some cases, the size of the land plot required adaptation of the design of the 

shelter, associated with an additional investment. In such cases (Saracha reintegration 

site, Kahdistan), IPs allowed minor changes in the design, but mentioned no additional 

assistance was given to beneficiaries, a problem given the necessity to extend 

surrounding walls.  
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¶ Indebtedness 

The qualitative data collection showed that the level of indebtedness also depends on 

the material used (burnt or mud bricks). The amount of debt varied from 50,000 AFN 

to 100,000 AFN and was sometime even as high as 200,000 AFN. Interestingly, in Hirat 

province, cash grants were adapted to fluctuations of labour costs year after year, a 

practice that was not noticed in other areas.  
 

More than 83 per cent of the surveyed households indicated that they had 

outstanding debt at the time of interview. The national average level of debt was 

99,208 AFN. Broken down by the type of location, Table 28 shows that debt levels are 

highest in semi-rural and lowest in rural areas. UNHCR beneficiaries as well as Non-

UNHCR beneficiaries have higher debt in total, while the average debt in urban areas is 

lower for UNHCR beneficiaries (111,905 AFN) than for Non-beneficiaries (112,702 

AFN). This might be due to the fact that households have to invest more of their own 

resources into building a shelter when they do not receive the assistance by UNHCR.  

  

Table 28:  Average Level of Debt by Location and Beneficiary Status 

 
UNHCR 

Beneficiaries 

Non-UNHCR 

Beneficiaries 

Non- 

Beneficiaries 
Total 

 N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean 

Urban 283 
111 

905 
73 136 712 350 

112 

702 
706 

114 

865 

Semi-rural 346 
122 

689 
5 89 900 330 

119 

529 
681 

120 

917 

Rural 1 045 90 897 343 94402 967 83 175 2355 88 237 

Total 1 647 
101 

019 
421 101 685 1 647 96 734 3742 99 208 

 

 

As for household debt by province,  

 

 

 

Table 29 shows that among UNHCR beneficiaries, those in Helmand, Paktya, Kandahar, Kabul 

and Nangarhar have the highest average levels. Compared with non-beneficiaries, we see in 

certain provinces like Kabul, Balkh, Faryab, Sari Pul, Kunduz and Paktya that UNHCR 

beneficiaries have noticeable lower overall debt. However the situation is just the opposite in 

other provinces like Bamyan, Nangarhar, Jawzjan, Takhar, Helmand and Kandahar where 

UNHCR beneficiaries have higher debt relative to non-beneficiary households. 
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Table 29:  Level of Debt by Province and Beneficiary Status 

  
UNHCR  

Beneficiaries 
Non-UNHCR  
Beneficiaries 

Non- 
Beneficiaries 

Total 

 
 N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean 

Kabul  165 113 079 1 50 000 153 122 039 319 117 179 

Parwan  78 61 615 0 - 66 61 212 144 61 431 

Bamyan  27 79 741 0 - 21 56 319 48 69 494 

Laghman  146 86 062 0 - 119 82 899 265 84 642 

Nangarhar  670 112 618 415 101 786 712 100 555 1797 105 337 

Balkh  37 49 189 0 - 44 61 298 81 55 767 

Faryab  56 60 946 2 170 250 80 79 863 138 73 496 

Jawzjan  63 68 540 2 54 000 65 51 031 130 59 562 

Sari Pul  43 37 698 0 - 29 50 931 72 43 028 

Kunduz  49 45 776 0 - 52 51 596 101 48 772 

Takhar  38 54 026 0 - 29 40 621 67 48 224 

Helmand  49 169 020 0 - 45 157 756 94 163 628 

Kandahar  67 144 582 1 70 000 65 124 766 133 134 337 

Paktya  95 155 347 0 - 87 168 023 182 161 407 

Hirat  91 79 951 0 - 80 79 975 171 79 962 

Total  1 647 101 019 421 101 685 3 742 99 208 3 742 99 208 

 

When asked about the impact of the shelter assistance programme on household debt 47.2 

per cent of beneficiaries indicated that it increased. This appears as a bigger problem for 

beneficiaries of other programmes (54.4 per cent) than for UNHCR beneficiaries (34.5 per 

cent). 

Table 30:  Impact of Shelter Programme on Household Debt (in %) 

 
UNHCR  

Beneficiaries 
Non-UNHCR 
Beneficiaries 

Total 

Decreased 34.51 32.90 34.24 

Increased 45.80 54.40 47.24 

Remained the same 11.04 8.81 10.66 
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No debt 7.05 2.85 6.35 

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 1.61 1.04 1.51 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 

However, no abandonment of shelters due to debts contracted because of the programme 

were noticed in the field, a potential sign that this is not a major threat to sustainability in the 

short term, but might become one later on if sufficient income opportunities are not secured. 

This was notably a major concern in Kandahar, where little job opportunities were available for 

beneficiaries.  

3.1.5 Handover 

Of the UNHCR beneficiaries interviewed for the purpose of this study, 2,026 indicated that 

they had completed the programme entirely. The large majority (96.4 per cent) did receive 

their handover certificate. Yet, these figures are probably misleading, as beneficiaries who 

may have dropped out of the programme were a lot less likely to be included in the sampling. 

While six households are still in the process of completing the programme, two had dropped 

out along the way. A little over 3 per cent completed building their shelter, but did not receive 

a handover certificate. Differences across different types of locations or provinces were not 

noticed. 

Table 31:  Completion of Construction (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 
N % 

Yes, we have our handover certificate 1960 96.36 

Yes, but we did not receive our handover certificate 66 3.24 

No, the shelter is not yet finished 6 0.29 

No, we dropped out of the programme 2 0.10 

Total 2 034 100.00 

 

No particular problems were mentioned during handover, with beneficiaries noting they 

received the cash grants after control of the completion of the shelter. In most cases, shelters 

were effectively completed and no major issues were reported in this respect. The distribution 

of cash grants is often a delicate stage in the implementation of a programme in Afghanistan. 

The absence of reported problems and frauds at that stage of the shelter programme is 

therefore a positive finding in and of itself. A notable difference in the allocation of cash grants 

was observed in Hirat, however, with the Sub-Office allegedly adapting the final grant to yearly 

fluctuations of labour costs, a practice worth considering as beneficiaries repeatedly 

mentioned strains implied by the level of indebtedness due to purchase of material and costs 

for additional labour. 

The involvement of DoRR representatives in handover varied according to the relationship of 

the UNHCR Sub-office with the Directorate. In Nangarhar and Kandahar, for instance, mistrust 
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between the UNHCR and the DoRR lead to occasional absence of the later during handover. 

This issue will be raised again in Chapter 6 on Partnerships. 

 

3.1.6 Risk Mitigation and Prevention  

One of the weaknesses in the design of the programme identified in the field was the lack of 

an assessment of natural disaster risks conducted prior to construction. Preventive measures 

ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ are limited and only cover earthquake-mitigation 

measures.  

In earthquake-prone areas, risk mitigation is solely taken into account through the inclusion of 

wood-bracing in the design of the shelter. However, in the East, DoRR reported that wood-

bracing was often removed by beneficiaries, due to a lack of awareness of their use. This 

emphasizes the need for proper awareness training about the importance of such elements. 

Preventive measures against floods are also seriously lacking. This was notably the case in 

Nangarhar, Hirat and Jawzjan. In the latter ZOA issued practical recommendations to upgrade 

shelters and avoid degradation, which had happened in the province in 2012. Despite high 

risks in the province, the only measure recommended in practice by UNHCR was to build the 

shelters 60 cm above the ground, which was not systematically implemented across the 

province and is insufficient in case of serious flooding. In Kandahar, Hirat, Jawzjan, Parwan and 

Nangarhar inhabitants insisted on the need to build retaining walls to support the 

sustainability of the shelters. 

YLLǎ ǿƛǘƘ ¦bI/wΩǎ ǎǳō-offices, IPs and other stakeholders such as the ANDMA, confirmed that 

proper risk assessments in flood-prone and earthquake-prone areas were absent. Coordination 

efforts between ANDMA and UNHCR were scarce. Based on proper risk assessments, UNHCR 

could envisage adopting a firmer prevention policy, which would include the non-inclusion of 

flood-prone areas in the programme.  

At the central level, the MoRR raised serious concerns about risk-mitigation in UNHCR design 

and site selection: 

¶ Past large-scale destructions were not due to the strength of earthquakes, but to weak 
construction. 

¶ The regional and environmental context needs to be taken into account because 
availability of material and poor weather conditions affect construction and building. 

¶ Poor mapping capacity of ANDMA. 

¶ No multilateral approbation committee for design. 

Both in Hirat and Nangarhar, ANDMA insisted there had been no consultation about risks with 

UNHCR prior to the implementation of the programme in the respective province. 

Interestingly, ANDMA underlined being able to conduct such evaluations, but being only 

consulted in post-disaster situations, highlighting they had better coordination and 

cooperation with other UN agencies such as the WFP. The insufficient acknowledgement of 

these risks is highly problematic, as it threatens the sustainability of the programme in specific 
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areas, with a direct impact on its cost-effectiveness in cases where batches of shelters are 

destroyed by natural disasters. 

 

 

3.2 SUPPORT 

3.2.1 Additional Assistance for Beneficiaries 

UNHCR mainly relies on ashar, or community assistance, to support the most vulnerable 

households. However, this was not a practice noticed in the field. Community members 

mentioned ashar could not be an option, as most villagers were faced with difficulties in 

sustaining their own household. Community representatives, however, indicated that 

community members did assist the beneficiaries in building their shelters in 60 per cent of 

cases. Mainly this was assistance in the form of unskilled labour; in rare cases community 

members also provided skilled labour and materials.  

The distribution of cash assistance prior to completion of the shelters was mentioned in Hirat, 

but seemed to be generally avoided in other provinces. Both IPs and UNHCR staff mentioned 

concerns about potential misuse of the money. This calls for more consideration about 

effective measures to support EVIs, notably through closely monitored cash assistance. The 

ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ¦bI/wΩǎ 9±L ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǎƘ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ 9±L 

beneficiaries, but the research team found very rare examples of this practice actually 

implemented in the field.  

This shows that the link between protection and the shelter programme is still insufficient at 

the sub-office level, as the mechanism in place to identify and provide additional support to 

EVIs is inefficient ς a lost opportunity for the programme to fully take into account and address 

the specific needs of the most vulnerable among ¦bI/wΩǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ  

 

3.2.2 Complementary Training 

Most beneficiaries did receive some form of training in conjunction with shelter assistance ς 

however almost one in three beneficiary households indicated not having received any 

support or training.  

As 

Table 32 shows, 28.2 per cent of UNHCR beneficiaries did not receive any training, while fewer 

beneficiaries of other programmes did not receive training (13.4 per cent). The most common 

form of training that was provided to beneficiaries was training on construction (UNHCR: 54.3 

per cent; other programmes: 65.2 per cent), followed by maintenance training (UNHCR: 33.0 

per cent; other programmes: 41.0 per cent) and training on procurement issues (UNHCR: 26.2 

per cent; other programmes: 38.2 per cent).  



56 
 

Table 32: Training Received in Conjunction with Shelter Assistance 

 
UNHCR Beneficiaries Non-UNHCR Beneficiaries 

 
N % N % 

No training 574 28.22 62 13.39 

Training 1 460 71.78 401 86.61 

- Training on construction 1 105 54.33 302 65.23 

- Training on maintenance 672 33.04 190 41.04 

- Training on procurement issues 533 26.20 177 38.23 

- Hygiene promotion 404 19.86 159 34.34 

- Other training 2 0.10 0 0.00 

 

When comparing training provided by UNHCR vs. other shelter agencies, findings show that 

UNHCR beneficiaries fare worse off in terms of the support they receive. Other shelter 

beneficiaries systematically received more training than UNHCR shelter beneficiaries as shown 

in  

Table 32. While one in three UNHCR shelter beneficiaries did not receive any training, this 

number drops down to one in seven in other shelter programmes. 

Within the training sessions conducted, most concerning was the gap on hygiene promotion. 

UNHCR shelter beneficiaries are significantly less likely to receive any hygiene support.  

Hygiene promotion was indeed less common (UNHCR: 19.9 per cent; other programmes: 34.3 

per cent) - a key finding of this study and a point, which will be discussed in the 

recommendations of this report. Hygiene training and WASH assistance should be improved 

since the research has shown that the state and use of latrines was highly related to the 

implementation of such training. 

3.2.3 Complementary Training by Location 

The breakdown by location shows that rural beneficiaries are the least likely to receive training 

ς and urban beneficiaries the most likely. While almost 80 per cent of urban beneficiaries 

receive training, the percentage drops to 71 per cent for semi-rural beneficiaries and 70 per 

cent for rural beneficiaries (nt issues and hygiene promotion. 

Table 33). The most significant difference between locations is seen for the training on 

procurement issues and hygiene promotion. 

Table 33:  Training by Location (UNHCR Beneficiaries)* 

 
Urban 

(N=334) 
Semi-rural 
(N=424) 

Rural 
(N=1276) 

Total 
(N=2034) 
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No Training 
% 

69 
20.66 

122 
28.77 

383 
30.02 

574 
28.22 

Training 
% 

265 
79.34 

302 
71.23 

893 
69.98 

1 460 
71.78 

- Training on construction 
% 

186 
55.69 

251 
59.20 

668 
52.35 

1 105 
54.33 

- Training on maintenance 
% 

121 
36.23 

141 
33.25 

410 
32.13 

672 
33.04 

- Training on procurement issues 
% 

110 
32.93 

106 
25.00 

317 
24.84 

533 
26.20 

- Hygiene Promotion 
% 

97 
29.04 

46 
10.85 

261 
20.45 

404 
19.86 

- Other training 
% 

0 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

2 
0.16 

2 
0.10 

*Multiple answers per respondent were possible. 

Furthermore, Table 34 shows that remote areas are the least likely to be covered by training 

programmes, with the notable exception of training on procurement issues which is slightly 

more prevalent in remote areas.  

Table 34:  Training by Remoteness of Location (UNHCR Beneficiaries)* 

 Remote Area 
(N=522) 

Non-remote Area 
(N=1512) 

Total 
(N=2034) 

No Training 
% 

165 
31.61 

409 
27.05 

574 
28.22 

Training 
% 

357 
68.39 

1 103 
72.95 

1 460 
71.78 

- Training on construction 
% 

283 
54.21 

822 
54.37 

1 105 
54.33 

- Training on maintenance 
% 

163 
31.23 

509 
33.66 

672 
33.04 

- Training on procurement issues 
% 

140 
26.82 

393 
25.99 

533 
26.20 

- Hygiene Promotion 
% 

89 
17.05 

315 
20.83 

404 
19.86 

- Other training 
% 

0 
0.00 

2 
0.13 

2 
0.10 

*Multiple answers per respondent were possible. 

3.2.4 Complementary Training for EVIs 

When focusing on the differences in training of UNHCR beneficiaries in terms of whether the 

household is considered an EVI or not as presented in Table 35, we find that EVIs were slightly 

more likely to receive training than non-EVIs, 73.8 per cent compared to 70.1 per cent. Still this 

difference is minimal and supports the argument that the shelter programme is able to focus 
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more on EVIs not only in the selection process, but also in support training providedς whether 

in construction, maintenance, procurement or hygiene promotion.  

Table 35:  Complementary assistance to EVIs (UNHCR Beneficiaries)*  

 
EVI 

(N=945) 
No EVI 

(N=1089) 
Total 

(N=2034) 

No Training 
% 

248 
26.24 

326 
29.94 

574 
28.22 

Training 
% 

697 
73.76 

763 
70.06 

1 460 
71.78 

- Training on construction 
% 

537 
56.83 

568 
52.16 

1 105 
54.33 

- Training on maintenance 
% 

355 
37.57 

317 
29.11 

672 
33.04 

- Training on procurement issues 
% 

267 
28.25 

266 
24.43 

533 
26.20 

- Hygiene Promotion 
% 

180 
19.05 

224 
20.57 

404 
19.86 

- Other training 
% 

0 
0.00 

2 
0.18 

2 
0.10 

*Multiple answers per respondent were possible. 

 

When disaggregating by location, the survey shows that EVI beneficiaries in urban areas are 

much more likely to receive training than semi-rural or rural beneficiaries. Indeed, only 17.4 

per cent of UNHCR beneficiaries in urban areas had not received any training, compared to 

one in four beneficiaries in semi-rural areas and almost one in three in rural areas (29.0 per 

cent).  

However, it is important to note that hygiene promotion training for EVIs ς which is across the 

board the least well-covered training type ς is lacking the most in semi-rural areas where only 

one in ten beneficiary households have reported receiving hygiene promotion training, 

compared to one in five rural households and over one in four urban households. 

These geographical discrepancies highlight the overall lack of support training but its specific 

lack in non-urban locations ( 

Table 36). 

Table 36:  Complementary assistance to EVIs by Location (UNHCR Beneficiaries)*  

 
Urban 

(N=167) 
Semi-rural 
(N=209) 

Rural 
(N=569) 

Total 
(N=945) 

No Training 
% 

29 
17.37 

54 
25.84 

165 
29.00 

248 
26.24 

Training 
% 

138 
82.63 

155 
74.16 

404 
71.00 

697 
73.76 
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- Training on construction 
% 

103 
61.68 

127 
60.77 

307 
53.95 

537 
56.83 

- Training on maintenance 
% 

76 
45.51 

76 
36.36 

203 
35.68 

355 
37.57 

- Training on procurement issues 
% 

61 
36.53 

53 
25.36 

153 
26.89 

267 
28.25 

- Hygiene Promotion 
% 

46 
27.54 

22 
10.53 

112 
19.68 

180 
19.05 

- Other training 
% 

0 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

*Multiple answers per respondent were possible. 

3.2.5 Complementary assistance at the community level 

In areas where it was made available, complementary assistance worked as a strong 

condition for the sustainability of the programme, providing communities with facilities and 

essential services or the creation of a sustainable environment (water, schools, clinics, and 

roads) and contributing to diffuse tensions by benefitting the entire community. Most villages 

had benefitted from NSP programmes through DRRD (drilling of wells, cleaning of qarez) and 

assistance from other organizations (shelter, WASH programmes).  

The importance of complementary assistance is acknowledged by UNHCR in its guidelines and 

at the Kabul level. Empowering the community and providing help to develop water points, 

schools and infrastructure is therefore considered by UNHCR as one of the components of the 

programme to enhance its sustainability. However, outside of reintegration sites, additional 

assistance to communities seemed to be more of a coincidence than the result of any form of 

ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŜƭǘŜǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǿŀǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀ άǎǘŀƴŘ ŀƭƻƴŜέ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ 

notably the case in areas where access was a problem, for instance in Kandahar province and 

ƛƴ YŀƘŘƛǎǘŀƴΦ ¢ƘŜ άƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǳǇƘŜƭŘ ōȅ ¦bI/w ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ нлмн ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ 

have been systematically implemented. In Hirat, there were no regular patterns for 

complementary assistance: WASH programs had not been implemented since 2008 and cash 

for work has only been done in parallel to shelter in some cases. In Jalalabad conversely, IPs 

mentioned WASH programmes were systematically included as part of the implementation of 

the shelter programme and non-beneficiaries insisted on the benefits of such initiatives. 

Systematic implementation complementary programmes (schools, clinics, WASH) appears as a 

good practice to be considered at the national level, including through partnerships with other 

agencies and organizations, as well as the involvement of provincial directorates.  However, it 

should not be reduced to specific sites since needs are widely present ς a needs-based, rather 

than location-based, approach should therefore be adopted to ensure that needs are covered. 

 

3.3 MONITORING & EVALUATION 

3.3.1 Systems of Monitoring and Evaluation 

The majority of the community representatives reported that the technical advisers visited 

their communities on a regular basis, on average between three and five times during the 
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construction process with a drop after the handover. This highlights that there is close to no 

follow-up of beneficiaries, which limits any internal assessment of sustainable reintegration 

or longer-term impact of the programme. This will be a key point to incorporate in internal 

field assessments to ensure a more continuous M&E process.  

In most cases field visits were conducted once per week or once every two weeks. Most 

beneficiaries also mentioned receiving regular visits of IPs throughout the process. More than 

99 per cent of the beneficiaries of other programmes indicated that there had been 

monitoring of their shelter during the construction process. This is an indication that the 

monitoring systems in place in other shelter programmes (in the East) are more 

comprehensive than those of UNHCR overall, where more than 5 per cent were not monitored 

at all.  

Table 37:  Monitoring of Shelter 

 UNHCR Beneficiaries Non-UNHCR Beneficiaries 

 
N % N % 

Yes 1927 94.74 459 99.14 

No 107 5.26 4 0.86 

Total 2034 100.00 463 100.00 

There were no significant monitoring disparities between urban, semi-rural or rural locations. 

Surprisingly, some of the provinces that rated lowest on monitoring were Sari Pul (85.2 per 

cent), Parwan (88.1 per cent), Hirat (88.1 per cent) and Kabul (89.9 per cent) ς the most secure 

provinces and where access is open, therefore not justifying a lack of M&E due to security or 

other restrictions. 

Faryab rates among the least monitored provinces, understandable given the security and 

access conditions (see provincial overview for Faryab). Out of the list below (Table 38), a 

number of provinces are limited due to their difficult access but IPs could be tasked to 

reinforce monitoring and follow-up. Among these are, as mentioned above Kabul, Parwan, Sari 

Pul, and Hirat. 

Table 38:  Monitoring practices by province (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 Yes No Total 

Kabul 
% 

177 
89.85 

20 
10.15 

197 
100.00 

Parwan 
% 

89 
88.12 

12 
11.88 

101 
100.00 

Bamyan 
% 

31 
96.88 

1 
3.13 

32 
100.00 

Laghman 
% 

158 
97.53 

4 
2.47 

162 
100.00 
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Nangarhar 
% 

781 
98.86 

9 
1.14 

790 
100.00 

Balkh 
% 

47 
94.00 

3 
6.00 

50 
100.00 

Faryab 
% 

65 
86.67 

10 
13.33 

75 
100.00 

Jawzjan 
% 

104 
88.14 

14 
11.86 

118 
100.00 

Sari Pul 
% 

48 
85.71 

8 
14.29 

56 
100.00 

Kunduz 
% 

57 
95.00 

3 
5.00 

60 
100.00 

Takhar 
% 

37 
97.37 

1 
2.63 

38 
100.00 

Helmand 
% 

55 
98.21 

1 
1.79 

56 
100.00 

Kandahar 
% 

72 
96.00 

3 
4.00 

75 
100.00 

Paktya 
% 

117 
95.12 

6 
4.88 

123 
100.00 

Hirat 
% 

89 
88.12 

12 
11.88 

101 
100.00 

Total 
% 

1 927 
94.74 

107 
5.26 

2 034 
100.00 

 

This assessment is confirmed when looking at the broader regional reach of monitoring 

activities (Table 39). The breakdown does not follow security or access points. The Western 

and Central regions rate lower than average. Achievements in monitoring in the East are 

highest, followed by the South. 

Table 39:  Monitoring of Shelter by Region (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 Yes No Total 

Central 
% 

266 
89.26 

32 
10.74 

298 
100.00 

Central Highland 
% 

31 
96.88 

1 
3.13 

32 
100.00 

East 
% 

939 
98.36 

13 
1.37 

952 
100.00 

North 
% 

264 
88.29 

35 
11.71 

299 
100.00 

Northeast 
% 

94 
95.92 

4 
4.08 

98 
100.00 
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South 
% 

127 
96.95 

4 
3.05 

131 
100.00 

Southeast 
% 

117 
95.12 

6 
4.88 

123 
100.00 

West 
% 

89 
88.12 

12 
11.88 

101 
100.00 

Total 
% 

1 927 
94.74 

107 
5.26 

2 034 
100.00 

 

During implementation, close monitoring of construction seemed to be regularly carried out by 

the IP staff following the construction throughout the process, with rates varying according to 

the scope of the area visited and the level of access of areas (several times a week to two 

times a month). Both beneficiaries and IPs reported that IP engineers would regularly visit the 

shelters, often three to five times until handover. Beneficiaries mentioned that during the 

regular visits by IP staff throughout construction they received basic explanations about the 

plan. In Kandahar and some areas of Nangarhar a foreman was recruited in the community 

and hired by the IP to ensure monitoring and in some cases appeared to be the only one 

involved in day-to-day monitoring. Hiring short-term local staff was usually related to the 

difficulties of access, like in Kandahar for example. IPs in Nangarhar (Saracha) underlined the 

fact that additional assistance needed to be given whenever beneficiary households were 

unskilled and unable to hire skilled labour, placing a strain on the deadlines. 

Overall, IPs seemed to have the required technical expertise to provide support, though 

flexibility in the assistance provided derived more from their own willingness than from 

general UNHCR guidelines.  

The involvement of UNHCR staff in monitoring of implementation varied according to:  

¶ The degree of accessibility of areas due to security restrictions: very limited access in 

Kandahar and Helmand. In Kunar and Laghman, all monitoring activities were sub-

contracted to a specific monitoring IP.  

¶ Practices in sub-offices: In Hirat, UNHCR staff was regularly in the field and directly 

monitored construction. Conversely, they were generally absent in Kabul and Parwan, 

despite the generally safe context and high accessibility of PSUs.  

In some cases, UNHCR staff relied on their own networks to monitor the situation in the field 

and to triangulate information provided by the IP. It is mostly the cases in provinces where 

UNHCR has experienced national staff able to work through their own information networks, 

like in Faryab for example. 

One major problem is the fact that there is no follow-up at all after handover. This causes a 

subsequent serious lack of data on the outcomes of the programme, which is problematic in 

terms of measuring its impact and assessing whether the envisaged objectives and outcomes 

have been met. It also reduces the opportunity to check whether the adaptations to the design 

made by beneficiaries do not endanger the soundness of the shelters.   
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3.3.2 Accountability of Programme Stakeholders 

Complaint mechanisms appeared rather non-existent for beneficiaries, and mainly rely on the 

degree of availability of the IPs and their willingness to address problems faced by 

beneficiaries. However, yearly reviews of the programme done conjointly by UNHCR Sub-

Offices and IPs to identify strengths and weaknesses in the implementation of the programme 

proved useful, with subsequent changes introduced in the design based on field observations. 

This was identified as a good practice, though the UNHCR Sub-Office in Nangarhar expressed 

concern about the fact that recommendations were sometimes not sufficiently taken into 

account at the central level. 

 

Identification of Potential Cases of Fraud and Misallocation of Assistance 

In general, it was observed that in some cases beneficiaries did not use shelters as intended. 

When shelters are transformed into storage rather than living space, it is obvious that the 

selection process has its flaws. Shelters are, in this case, not an immediate and urgent need for 

beneficiary households. 

Two cases of fraud were identified in Khanaqa, with one household receiving two shelters 

(husband and wife), and one other where the occupant had bought the VRF and the assistance 

άǇŀŎƪŀƎŜέ ǘƘŀǘ ƎƻŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǿŜŀƭǘƘƛŜǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊΦ Another indicator for 

misallocation is the fact that respondents indicated that they currently own another shelter 

than the one they built through the shelter assistance programme.  

 

Table 40 shows that 21.0 per cent of UNHCR beneficiary households say they have at least one 

other shelter. This is the case for an even higher percentage of beneficiaries of other 

programmes (33.5 per cent).  Further cases of fraud are mostly related to the selection process 

and will therefore be presented in the following section. 

 

Table 40:  Additional Shelter Owned by Household 

 
UNHCR 

 Beneficiaries 
Non-UNHCR  
Beneficiaries 

 N % N % 

Yes 428 21.04 155 33.48 

No 1 602 78.76 306 66.09 

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 4 0.20 2 0.43 

Total 2034 100.00 463 100.00 
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4. BENEFICIARY SELECTION 

Most stakeholders described the selection process as the most sensitive stage of 

implementation, with a high potential for tensions to be created inside the community, as well 

as between various stakeholders (local authorities, IPs and beneficiaries). It also has a strong 

impact on the sustainability of the programme. Yet, the selection process clearly appeared as 

the main weakness in the implementation of the shelter programme as it failed to integrate 

the most vulnerable.  

Many flaws in the process were identified during qualitative fieldwork and confirmed by 

quantitative analysis. These include:  

Á Irregular selection and participation of BSC members 

Á Misunderstanding of the selection criteria  

Á Insufficient focus on vulnerability as put forward in the UNHCR Shelter Guidelines 

Á Exclusion and under-representation of main vulnerable categories of displaced 

population: 

o IDPs, female heads of households and landless people were largely excluded 

from selection. Only 9 per cent of beneficiaries in our sample were IDPs, while 

only 2 per cent were female-headed households. 

o Households with health conditions and disabilities were under-represented in 

the selection of eligible EVI households, with preference given to socio-

economic and demographic vulnerabilities, underlining a concern of exclusion 

of the ill and disabled in the SAP. 

Á Error of inclusion: 

o More than half of non-refugee returnees receiving UNHCR assistance are not 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜέ based on the EVI categories, 

indicating a misallocation of assistance as this group does not present the 

migratory profile nor signs of vulnerability that would make them eligible. 

The main factor explaining these failures is the significant gap between the SAP guidelines on 

paper and the reality of selection as it is conducted on the ground, where the Voluntary 

Repatriation Form (VRF) and land ownership take precedence over any other criteria of 

selection. As it is, the selection process does not allow the SAP to live up to some of its key 

guiding prƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ 
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4.1  THE SELECTION PROCESS AND ACTORS INVOLVED  

According to the UNHCR shelter guidelines, ensuring the smoothness of selection in a given 

community mainly lies in the hands of the Beneficiary Selection Committee (BSC), responsible 

for identifying vulnerable households and facilitating the selection process in a transparent 

way. 

However important variations in the selection procedure were observed in the field. Firstly, 

the inclusion of the Beneficiary Selection Committee (BSC) was not always systematic or was 

not identified by the beneficiary communities. In Kandahar for instance, the BSC appeared 

non-existent. Selection and identification of beneficiaries were primarily conducted by 

community leaders, with only some involvement of the IPs. Little or no oversight from BSC 

members (UNHCR, IP, DoRR) in specific areas raises concerns about the capacity to effectively 

reach vulnerable people and leaves the door open for favouritism to interfere in selection. A 

variety of practices have been observed in different provinces according to the extent of 

involvement and interference of various stakeholders in the selection. 

Irregular involvement of BSC members and lack of balance in the involvement of various actors 

in the selection process appeared to have a direct impact on the transparency and 

effectiveness of the process in reaching the most vulnerable.  

The difference in practices observed resulted from the following, sometimes overlapping 

factors:  

a) The degree of involvement of UNHCR staff 

There is a strong correlation between the degree of involvement of UNHCR in the BSC 

and the accessibility of the area of implementation. This is however not a systematic 

pattern: UNHCR sometimes relies on its IPs for selection even in accessible areas, such 

as Parwan or Kabul - a highly problematic trend in terms of monitoring of the selection 

process and of ensuring that the guidelines and criteria are correctly implemented.  

On the other hand, good practices were identified in Hirat, where UNHCR staff was 

present throughout the selection process. IPs reported that the presence of UNHCR 

was a strong component for the credibility of the committee in the eyes of the local 

authorities and that it ensured the correct implementation of the guidelines.  

b) The degree of reliance on the implementing partners (IPs) 

As mentioned previously, over-reliance on IPs often directly resulted from the 

inaccessibility of an area to UNHCR staff. In this case selection mainly rested in the 

ƘŀƴŘǎ ƻŦ Ltǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΣ ŀǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƛƴ YŀƴŘŀƘŀǊΦ LƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ άǊŜƳƻǘŜ 

selecǘƛƻƴέ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ-up. Lack 

of reliable monitoring posed a direct threat to the transparency of the selection 

process and the effectiveness of the process in targeting the most vulnerable.  

In Nangarhar, a separate IP was specifically hired to monitor the selection procedure, 

but this was not the case in most provinces. In general, remote selection and 

monitoring requires further attention and follow-up by UNHCR staff, all the more as 
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there were several allegations of corruption at the IP level on behalf of beneficiaries 

and non-beneficiaries. The selection process is one of the stages, when instances of 

frauds and corruption are the most likely to occur. Despite the fact this is 

acknowledged as a problem at the central level, it does not seem to have 

repercussions in the field. Though allegations need to be taken cautiously, given the 

high sensitivity of the selection process and eventual resentments, they highlight the 

need for close and transparent monitoring specifically tailored for the selection 

process and direct involvement of UNHCR wherever access is not an issue.   

c) The degree of reliance on community leaders (maliks, shura) 

Inclusion of local authorities is a requirement for the smoothness of the process in a 

given community and their transparent involvement in the process a guarantee for the 

success of identification and selection of beneficiaries.  

However, transparency often remained a serious issue: one of the major problems 

mentioned in the field was the potential bias introduced in the selection process 

through direct interference of community leaders. Favouritism was identified as a 

common practice, especially when maliks are both responsible for identifying eligible 

community members (almost exclusively VRF holders) and prioritizing the needs, with 

little or no oversight from UNHCR or other actors in selection15. This was often the 

case in homogeneous single-tribe communities. A recurrent complaint on behalf of 

ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ άǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎέ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛǾƛƭŜƎŜŘ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 

leaders to be included in the programme, which field visits sometimes confirmed. This 

was the case in Majbur Abad (Nangarhar) and Khanaqa (Parwan), for instance. In 

Shakalak e Islam (Jawzjan province), the deputy qariador (malik in Uzbek areas) and his 

relatives had received seven shelters in one compound, four of which were used as 

storage rooms or guesthouses. In some areas of Jawzjan, UNHCR and its IPs lost access 

to implementation areas and relied on community leaders for selection (Dashte Laily), 

which made it difficult to assess the reliability and efficiency of the process.   

In some cases, not all bodies of authorities in communities were taken into account 

and given a role in the selection process. In these cases, the IPs strongly relied on a 

single authority in locations where several were in charge of a given community, while 

others were left out (notably women shuras). This opens the door for complaints, 

resentment and a strong feeling of discrimination.  

In other instances, due to an over-reliance on community leaders, the selection 

procedure described in the guidelines does not seem to have been followed at all. In 

Kandahar and Kabul provinces, there were reports of the use of games of chance 

(Pitawa in Kabul province and Laghman), where the malik allocated assistance by 

picking names written on pieces of paper. This practice was also noted in Kuchi Abad 

for the allocation of plots of land to beneficiaries, which is disquieting as the site is 

directly under the supervision of UNHCR.  

                                                           
15 Practices of corruption and withholding of assistance by maliks are a regular complaint of villagers. This is an 
observation that has also been reported in Kantor (2009). 
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d) The degree of involvement of the DoRR 

The role of the DoRR in the selection process fluctuated according to provinces, the 

relationship of the sub-office with the directorate and the local influence of the 

DoRR.  

In some cases involvement of the DoRR in the BSC is occasional and does not appear to 

be an active one. Though IPs and UNHCR insisted a representative of the DoRR was 

systematically present in selection, this was not always confirmed in the field and the 

degree of the influence of his representative in beneficiary selection varied. In 

Nangarhar for instance, the sub-office and DoRR cultivated a complex relationship. The 

director expressed his frustration with not being able to voice his opinion, while 

UNHCR and IPs reported being reluctant to allow him to get too involved in selection 

due to suspicions of corruption and confessed making minimal efforts to include him in 

the selection process. Similar comments were made in Kandahar, where the DoRR 

openly expressed complaints about not being involved at all during selection, 

expressing the feeling that he was side-lined on purpose by UNHCR and its IP. In 

Jawzjan, a conflictive relation between UNHCR and the DoRR in 2009-2010 resulted in 

the exclusion of the representative when UNHCR took the lead in selection. Yet, 

relations have improved notably over the past year. In Balkh, Parwan and Kabul, the 

DoRR seemed to be only present as a governmental caution, but without a particular 

say in the actual selection process. In Hirat, the presence of the DoRR was mentioned 

as essential to facilitate selection and curb interference of local authorities.  

e) Female participation 

WƻƳŜƴΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘhe selection process does not seem to have been 

implemented uniformly, especially in highly patriarchal communitiesΦ ²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ 

participation was non-existent in Kandahar, and any mention of womenΩǎ participation 

in Parwan and Nangarhar were often received with surprise or sarcasm by community 

members, though IPs did mention having female employees for the WASH awareness 

programs. In Hirat, Jawzjan and Faryab, IPs employed female staff to reach female-

headed households. 

In the community survey, 13 out of the 60 community representatives indicated that 

women were participating in the selection process in their respective communities. 

However, when asked more specifically for their role, it became clear that local 

women were not involved in the process in any instance. It was merely female staff 

from UNHCR and IPs that came to the villages, not to assist in beneficiary selection but 

to inform local women about VRF forms and to train them on hygiene and 

maintenance. 

This lack of inclusion of women in the selection process had been previously 

highlighted by the Danida ROI Evaluation (2012): άǘƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ 

ǎƻƳŜ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ¦bI/wΩǎ ǎƘŜƭǘŜǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΦ όΧύ Lǘ ƛǎ ¦bI/w ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ 

women representatives in the shelter beneficiary selection committees. However, the 

ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ōŀǎƛŎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƭƛƪŜ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ 

ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦bI/w ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΦέ This is a key issue that must be further 
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addressed and developed, by integrating female representatives more uniformly in the 

selection process.  

f)  Community based approach 

According to the UNHCR guidelines the selection process is meant to be implemented 

ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ōŀǎŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΥ άǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǘŀƪŜǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ 

responsibility for identifying eligible beneficiaries to receive shelter assistance, while 

the Ministry of Refugees and Repatriation, local authorities, implementing partners 

and UNHCR play advisory and coorŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǊƻƭŜǎΦέ16 In practice however, involvement 

of the community was seldom mentioned and was replaced by consultation of 

community leaders (shuras, maliks). As mentioned earlier, the single focus on 

community leaders is not always effective in reaching all vulnerable members in a 

community, due to potential interference of nepotism and/or corruption. In Bez 

Akmalati, beneficiaries of a UN-Habitat shelter programme emphasized the 

importance of inclusion of elected community members, which can be held 

accountable for the selection of vulnerable beneficiaries, and praised this practice. 

Though the UN-Habitat process is time-consuming and might not be applicable in the 

context of the UNHCR programme, further attention is required in including 

representative members of the targeted community to ensure fair selection of 

beneficiaries.  

 

4.2  SELECTION CRITERIA ON THE GROUND: VULNERABILITY 

SIDE-LINED 

According to the guidelines of 

the programme, vulnerability 

should be the cornerstone of the 

selection process. While the 

official eligibility for assistance 

requires that the beneficiary be 

a returned refugee or IDP, with 

access to land on which to build 

a house, the programme is guided by a focus on vulnerability allowing beneficiary selection to 

be wider than just returnees with access to land. In fact, all involved staff members are advised 

to ensure that no vulnerable families within the community are overlooked or rejected for 

ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭέ 

definition including people who may be in life threatening situations, unable to help 

themselves, lacking family and community support or suffering from physical or mental 

trauma. Typically these include female-headed households, disabled or elderly heads of 

households without external support and large families with insufficient income. Overall, 

special attention is paid to the relative situation of the individual within the family and the 

community in order to identify vulnerable beneficiaries. Moreover, in the case of landless 

                                                           
16 UNHCR Shelter Guidelines 2008, p.8. 

ά.ŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊȅ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ǘƘŜ 

Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ όΧύΦ 

Vulnerable groups are those without stable support from 

income earning family members or without sufficient 

ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ŘŜƳŀƴŘǎΦέ 

2011 UNHCR Shelter Guidelines 
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families in need of shelter and who meet the vulnerability criteria, there is the possibility of 

land allocation in order to allow them to benefit from the programme. In sum, while the 

programme explicitly targets vulnerable refugee and IDP returnees, the focus is on finding a 

shelter solution for any community member which meets the vulnerability criteria. Yet the 

analysis of the profiles of beneficiaries surveyed in the frame of this study showed that this 

priority on vulnerability enunciated by the guidelines has yet to be operationalized in the field.   

 

4.2.1 Migratory status 

Among the UNHCR beneficiaries surveyed for this evaluation, and as indicated in Table 41, the 

majority, 66.6 per cent, were returning refugee households. Another 19.2 per cent were non-

refugee returnees, while IDPs represent only 9.2 per cent of the sample. The remaining 5.1 per 

cent are households that never migrated.  

This shows that UNHCR struggles to adapt the SAP to the changes in the migratory trends at 

play in the country and is still overwhelmingly focusing on returnees, leaving IDPs aside.  

Table 41:  UNHCR Beneficiary Categories by Migratory Status 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2.2 Vulnerability: the uneven integration of EVIs in the programme 

The selection of extremely vulnerable individuals (EVI) varied according to provinces and IPs, 

and there seems to be no uniform national practice: in Hirat, the Protection Unit was 

reportedly systematically involved in selection in order to identify EVIs, which was not the case 

in Nangarhar and in Kandahar, for instance, where EVIs were referred to the Protection Unit 

but not included in the shelter programme. This involvement seemed productive in Hirat as IPs 

and the arbab in Kahdistan for instance, displayed a higher degree of awareness of the criteria 

for EVIs. Most of the time, the main criteria regarding EVIs mentioned by communities and IPs 

ǿŜǊŜ άǿƛŘƻǿέ ŀƴŘ άŘƛǎŀōƭŜŘέΣ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ άǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǿ ƛƴŎƻƳŜέΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƴƻ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 

was given as how to identify them. In some cases, there was recognition of the need to focus 

more on vulnerable households and IDPs in Parwan/Kabul (ABR). In such cases, recent 

documented voluntary returnees had the priority over more vulnerable households. In 

Jawzjan, EVIs were not considered a priority, and were only identified and considered for 

 N % 

Refugee Returnees 1 355 66.58 

Non-refugee Returnees 390 19.16 

IDPs 187 9.19 

No Mobility 103 5.06 

Total 2 035 100.00 
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potential additional assistance a posteriori, whereas in Faryab, IPs did not appear to have been 

sensitized to EVIs. Clearer and more uniform instructions as well as more flexibility and 

overview by UNHCR staff might be a good way to ensure more fairness in selection. 

Table 42 shows that among our sample, more than half of the UNHCR beneficiaries are not 

EVI households. Only 46.4 per cent can be considered as such, even though criteria to define 

EVIs are loose. This indicates a clear failure to target the most vulnerable.  

Even more worrisome is the fact, that more than half of the non-refugee returnees that 

received UNHCR assistance are not considered to be an EVI. This represents a misallocation of 

assistance as this group is not addressed in the first place and does also not present the signs 

of vulnerability that would make them eligible. The same is true for the no mobility group that 

is not extremely vulnerable, but did receive UNHCR shelter assistance. While they represent 

only 2 per cent of all UNHCR beneficiaries surveyed for the evaluation, this is a clear indication 

that misallocation of assistance does occur. 

Table 42:  EVI Status of UNHCR Beneficiaries 

 
Not EVI EVI Total 

Refugee Returnee 
 % 

747 
55.13 

608 
44.87 

1 355 
100.00 

Non-Refugee Returnee 
 % 

205 
52.56 

185 
47.44 

390 
100.00 

IDP 
 % 

105 
56.15 

82 
43.85 

187 
100.00 

No Mobility 
 % 

33 
32.04 

70 
67.96 

103 
100.00 

Total 
 % 

1 090 
53.56 

945 
46.44 

2 035 
100.00 

 

 

Table 43 however shows differences in coverage of EVIs across provinces. Extremely 

vulnerable households in Bamyan, Kunduz and Kandahar for example are included more than 

non-vulnerable households, while just the opposite is the case in provinces like Parwan, 

Nangarhar, Balkh, Jawzjan, Takhar and Paktya. 

Table 43: EVI Status by Province of UNHCR Beneficiaries 

 
No EVI EVI Total 

Kabul 
% 

98 
49.75 

99 
50.25 

197 
100.00 

Parwan 
% 

60 
59.41 

41 
40.59 

101 
100.00 

Bamyan 
% 

11 
34.38 

21 
65.63 

32 
100.00 
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Laghman 
% 

77 
47.53 

85 
52.47 

162 
100.00 

Nangarhar 
% 

446 
56.46 

344 
43.54 

790 
100.00 

Balkh 
% 

28 
56.00 

22 
44.00 

50 
100.00 

Faryab 
% 

38 
50.67 

37 
49.33 

75 
100.00 

Jawzjan 
% 

76 
64.41 

42 
35.59 

118 
100.00 

Sari Pul 
% 

29 
51.79 

27 
48.21 

56 
100.00 

Kunduz 
% 

27 
45.00 

33 
55.00 

60 
100.00 

Takhar 
% 

23 
58.97 

16 
41.03 

39 
100.00 

Helmand 
% 

27 
48.21 

29 
51.79 

56 
100.00 

Kandahar 
% 

28 
37.33 

47 
62.67 

75 
100.00 

Paktya 
% 

71 
57.72 

52 
42.28 

123 
100.00 

Hirat 
% 

51 
50.50 

50 
49.50 

101 
100.00 

Total 
% 

1 090 
53.56 

945 
46.44 

2 035 
100.00 

 

Excluding EVI households  

Consequently, there are also households that do fall into the EVI categories but did not receive 

shelter assistance.  

Table 44 shows that significant shares of households defined as EVI were in fact not addressed 

by any shelter assistance programme. For example, 43.3 per cent of households with a 

chronically ill member were not included in either UNHCR or other programs, while 45.4 per 

cent of households with very low income were excluded. 

Table 44:  Beneficiary Status of EVI Households 

 
 

UNHCR 
Beneficiary 

N=2 035 

Non-UNHCR 
Beneficiary 

N=463 

Non-
Beneficiary 

N=1 990 

Total 
N=4 488 

Chronically ill 
% 

465 
44.93 

122 
11.79 

448 
43.29 

1 035 
100.00 

Very low income  
% 

319 
47.97 

44 
6.62 

302 
45.41 

665 
100.00 
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Physically Disabled 
% 

274 
43.42 

86 
13.63 

271 
42.95 

631 
100.00 

Mentally disabled 
% 

134 
47.35 

31 
10.95 

118 
41.70 

283 
100.00 

Large family (5 or more children 
and no livelihoods) 
% 

141 
52.22 

10 
3.70 

119 
44.07 

270 
100.00 

Unaccompanied Elderly (over 
60) 
% 

56 
48.28 

16 
13.79 

44 
37.93 

116 
100.00 

Elderly-Headed Household 
% 

72 
48.00 

8 
5.33 

70 
46.67 

150 
100.00 

Female Head of household 
% 

38 
32.76 

22 
18.97 

56 
48.28 

116 
100.00 

Unaccompanied minor (under 
18) 
% 

19 
46.34 

4 
9.76 

18 
43.90 

41 
100.00 

Single Parent 
% 

11 
40.74 

1 
3.70 

15 
55.56 

27 
100.00 

Drug addict 
% 

6 
31.58 

1 
5.26 

12 
63.16 

19 
100.00 

Child-Headed Household 
% 

1 
15.00 

0 
0.00 

3 
75.00 

4 
100.00 

Gender-based violence survivor 
% 

2 
66.67 

0 
0.00 

1 
33.33 

3 
100.00 

 

Of these household defined as extremely vulnerable yet were excluded from any programme, 

a substantial portion were also refugee returnees, as shown in Table 45, providing evidence of 

flaws in the selection process. For the most common EVI causes, like chronic illnesses, 

disability, low income and large families, around one third of non-beneficiary households were 

officially recognized refugee returnees. 

Table 45:  Migratory Status of Non-Beneficiary EVI Households 

 
 

Refugee 
Returnees 

N=727 

Non-
refugee 

Returnees 
N=676 

IDPs 
N=219 

No Mobility 
N=368 

Total 
N=1990 

Chronically ill 
% 

143 
31.92 

142 
31.70 

61 
13.62 

102 
22.77 

448 
100.00 

Very low income  
% 

91 
30.13 

110 
36.42 

40 
13.25 

61 
20.20 

302 
100.00 

Physically Disabled 
% 

98 
36.16 

86 
31.73 

34 
12.55 

53 
19.56 

271 
100.00 

Large family (5 or more 
children and no livelihoods) 
% 

43 
36.13 

32 
26.89 

12 
10.08 

32 
26.89 

119 
100.00 
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Mentally disabled 
% 

44 
37.29 

41 
34.75 

13 
11.02 

20 
16.95 

118 
100.00 

Mentally disabled 
% 

44 
37.29 

41 
34.75 

13 
11.02 

20 
16.95 

118 
100.00 

Elderly-Headed Household 
% 

23 
32.86 

15 
21.43 

10 
14.29 

22 
31.43 

70 
100.00 

Female Head of household 
% 

10 
17.86 

21 
36.50 

7 
12.50 

18 
32.14 

56 
100.00 

Unaccompanied Elderly (over 
60) 
% 

10 
22.73 

21 
47.73 

4 
9.09 

9 
20.45 

44 
100.00 

Unaccompanied minor 
(under 18) 
% 

6 
33.33 

4 
22.22 

1 
5.56 

7 
38.89 

18 
100.00 

Single Parent 
% 

7 
46.67 

3 
20.00 

3 
20.00 

2 
13.33 

15 
100.00 

Drug addict 
% 

3 
25.00 

4 
33.33 

1 
8.33 

4 
33.33 

12 
100.00 

Child-Headed Household 
% 

2 
66.67 

1 
33.33 

0 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

3 
100.00 

Gender-based violence 
survivor 
% 

0 
0.00 

1 
100.00 

0 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

1 
100.00 

 

The exclusion of EVI households is particularly a problem in those cases where the household 

did in fact apply for shelter assistance, but was not chosen to receive it. Table 46 shows 

households categorized by EVI categories and migration status that did apply for shelter 

assistance but were not chosen. In the sample the largest vulnerable groups that were denied 

shelter assistance are physically disabled, chronically ill and very low-income households.  

Added attention to health and disability ς as two key protection concerns ς would allow 

UNHCR to target vulnerable households that currently fall outside of the reach of the 

programme.  

Of the 13 EVI categories used by UNHCR in its 2009-2011 programming: 

¶ Vulnerabilities relating to health and disability (whether chronically ill households, 

physically disabled, and the mentally disabled) were 3 of the top 4 vulnerabilities most 

often disregarded in the selection process. 

¶ Vulnerabilities relating to socio-economic household profiles ς such as very low 

income and large households ς ranked second in terms of numbers. 

¶ Demographic characteristics (targeting children, the elderly and women) were given 

priority. 
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Table 46:  Failed Applications for Shelter Assistance by EVI Category and Migratory Status 

 
Refugee 

Returnees 

Non-
refugee 

Returnees 
IDPs 

No  
Mobility 

Total 

Chronically ill 56 63 14 17 150 

Physically disabled 42 40 15 11 108 

Very low income 37 50 9 11 97 

Mentally disabled 18 21 4 9 52 

Large family 16 12 2 6 36 

Unaccompanied elderly 7 10 2 3 22 

Elderly household head 10 5 4 2 21 

Female household head 1 7 3 4 15 

Single parent 4 2 1 1 8 

Unaccompanied minor 2 2 0 2 6 

Drug addict 1 2 0 1 4 

Child HH head 1 1 0 0 2 

Gender-based violence 
survivor 

0 1 0 0 1 

 

All of the above shows that the selection process was not focused on the vulnerability of 

beneficiaries. In reality the research showed that the main criteria of selection of 

beneficiaries used throughout the country was the presentation of a Voluntary Repatriation 

Form (VRF), to the extent that in some cases, holding a VRF was the only criterion mentioned 

by communities as effectively implemented in selection, alongside with the requirement of 

land ownership. This was also indicated in the community survey, where the representatives 

of 60.0 per cent of the communities indicated that the VRF was a criterion for beneficiary 

selection. Findings presented in 

Table 47 confirm observations from the field, which showed that awareness about the criteria 

ǘƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǿΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ΨǿƛŘƻǿκŦŜƳŀƭŜ-headed 

ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǿ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΩ ǿŜǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ŀǎ ǎƛƎƴǎ ƻŦ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ 

reported as criteria of selection by about 40 per cent of surveyed community representatives. 

Although these are clear categories of vulnerable households, they should not be given more 

weight or precedence over otherwise eligible EVI households. 

Table 47: Used Selection Criteria (Community Representatives) 

 N=60 % 

VRF 36 60.00 

Families with very low or unstable income 26 43.33 
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Female household head 25 41.67 

Disabled individual 18 30.00 

Other 9 15.00 

Large families of eight or more members 4 6.67 

Chronically ill individual 1 1.67 

Elderly household head 0 0.00 

Underage household head 0 0.00 

 

Another indication of the focus on the VRF form in the selection process for the UNHCR 

programme is presented in 

Table 48. It shows that of all returnees in the sample 74.4 per cent had a VRF form. The 

percentage of those receiving UNHCR assistance is significantly higher than this average with 

86.8 per cent. In contrast, non-beneficiaries only have a VRF form in 58.3 per cent of the cases. 

Table 48:  VRF Form and Shelter Assistance 

 
UNHCR  

Beneficiaries 
Non-UNHCR 
Beneficiaries 

Non- 
Beneficiaries 

Total 

 N % N % N % N % 

Yes 1 509 86.77 286 75.86 817 58.27 2 654 74.38 

No 214 12.31 90 23.87 561 40.01 873 24.47 

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 16 0.92 1 0.27 24 1.71 41 1.15 

Total 1 739 100.00 463 100.00 1 402 100.00 3 568 100.00 

UNHCR staff and IPs reported prioritizing recent returnees, based on the assumption that 

more ancient returnees had had the time to install coping mechanisms, especially in terms of 

shelter, and were therefore less vulnerable than the rest. 

The date of return (written down on the VRF) was also mentioned as an additional means for 

selection, with recurrent complaints of non-beneficiaries not having been considered eligible 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ±wC ƘŀŘ άŜȄǇƛǊŜŘέ όbŀƴƎŀǊƘŀǊΣ tŀǊǿŀƴΣ WŀǿȊƧŀƴύΦ ¢ƘŜre seems to be no 

particular pattern for selection in these cases as detailed in  

Table 4917. Quantitative data shows that 43 per cent of refugee returnee beneficiaries had 

received shelter assistance within a year after their return. But a significant proportion of 

refugee returnee beneficiaries, 28 per cent, had received shelter assistance more than three 

years after their return. The assumption that the longer returned have had the time to find 

their own shelter was not always verified in the field, with older returnees mentioning living 

                                                           
17 This has also been reported in the DANIDA Report 2012.  
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with relatives or getting increasingly indebted with rent with similar and sometimes greater 

needs than the actual beneficiaries.  

Table 49:   
Time between Return/Arrival and Selection into Programme (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 
Refugee 

Returnees 
Non-refugee 
Returnees 

IDPs Total 

Less than a month 
 % 

47 
3.47 

13 
3.33 

0 
0.00 

74 
3.11 

1 to 6 months 
 % 

374 
27.64 

103 
26.41 

55 
29.57 

638 
27.58 

6 months to 1 year 
 % 

167 
12.34 

39 
10.00 

22 
11.83 

228 
11.82 

1 to 3 years 
 % 

389 
28.75 

80 
20.51 

50 
26.88 

519 
26.91 

3 to 5 years 
 % 

172 
12.71 

50 
12.82 

19 
10.22 

241 
12.49 

More than five years 
 % 

204 
15.08 

105 
26.92 

40 
21.51 

349 
18.09 

Total 
 % 

1353 
100.00 

390 
100.00 

186 
100.00 

1929 
100.00 

 

UNHCR beneficiaries were more likely to have returned in more recent years, representing the 

largest group of returnees from the 2009-2011 timeframe. Although 22.2 per cent were 

selected from the 2002-2004 period, this is significantly less than in other programs, 33.2 per 

cent, or among non-beneficiaries, 33.7 per cent. In effect, it appears preference was given in 

¦bI/wΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǊŜǘǳǊnees. 

Table 50:  Time of Return 

 
UNHCR 

Beneficiaries 
Non-UNHCR 
Beneficiaries 

Non- 
Beneficiaries 

Total 

Before 2002 
% 

0 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

2 
0.14 

2 
0.06 

2002-2004 
% 

387 
22.19 

125 
33.16 

473 
33.71 

985 
27.95 

2004-2008 
% 

710 
40.71 

216 
57.29 

521 
37.13 

1 447 
41.06 

2009-2011 
% 

647 
37.10 

36 
9.55 

407 
29.01 

1 090 
30.93 

Total 
% 

1 744 
100.00 

377 
100.00 

1 403 
100.00 

3 524 
100.00 

 

The assumption among stakeholders is that protracted and new caseloads should be 

dissociated, with duration of displacement becoming a criterion of selection for interventions. 
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However, data from this study shows that the rates of EVIs do not decrease with the duration 

of displacement. Among UNHCR beneficiaries indicated in  

Table 51, EVIs are systematically right below the 50 per cent mark regardless of whether they 

were displaced in 2002, 2004 or 2009. As a result, this data draws attention to the fact that 

vulnerability, and not the timing of return, should be a key determinant in the selection 

process. 

Table 51:  Time of Return by EVI Status (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 
Not EVI EVI Total 

2002-2004 
%  

202 
42.2 

185 
47.8 

387 
100.00 

2004-2008 
%  

398 
56.06 

312 
43.94 

710 
100.00 

2009-2011 
%  

352 
54.4 

295 
45.6 

647 
100.00 

Total 
% 

952 
54.59 

792 
45.41 

1 744 
100.00 

 

The data on the timing of displacement matched with the timing of return highlights what has 

been shown before: a preference in the selection process for returned refugees displaced prior 

to 2001. More recent waves of conflict and displacement, specifically impacting IDPs, were 

only minimally captured in the sample.  

The overwhelming majority, 91.0 per cent, of beneficiaries were those displaced prior to 2001, 

as illustrated in 

Table 52. 

Table 52:  Time of Displacement and Time of Return (UNHCR Beneficiaries) 

 Before 2001 2001-2004 2005-2009 After 2009 Total 

2002-2004 
% 

369 
21.23 

17 
0.98 

1 
0.06 

0 
0.00 

387 
22.27 

2004-2008 
% 

641 
36.88 

51 
2.93 

14 
0.81 

2 
0.12 

708 
40.74 

2009-2011 
% 

572 
32.91 

36 
2.07 

34 
1.96 

1 
0.06 

643 
37.00 

Total 
% 

1 582 
91.02 

104 
5.98 

49 
2.82 

3 
0.17 

1 738 
100.00 

 

 
 


































































































