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Executive Summary 

CRS launched a response in September 2009 to support the return of at least 3,000 persons1 displaced 

from Swat Valley. CRS partnered with local organizations LASOONA and EPS to provide cash grants, 

vouchers for livelihood assets, and cash for work activities to restart livelihood activities for returnees 

and other vulnerable households. The response targeted 4 Union Councils (UCs) which were adequately 

secure and had a large proportion of returnees. The real time evaluation (RTE) was held during the week 

of October 26th 2009.  The RTE findings are organized by the OECD/DAC evaluation criteria of 

appropriateness and relevance, effectiveness, coverage, coordination, and connectedness and 

sustainability.  

 

Appropriateness and Relevance 

The choice of interventions allowed a great deal of flexibility for beneficiaries to meet household needs. 

The cash grants (US$50) and cash for work earnings were predominantly used for basic household 

needs, including purchase of clothing, food, and medicine and debt repayment. The asset vouchers 

(US$150) were distributed later and used to purchase livelihood assets. Note that not all households 

received all types of support. Cash grants reached the largest number of beneficiaries to date.  The RTE 

was held too early in the response to determine if households had been able to restart their livelihood 

activities, and this will be a key finding of the project M&E system.  

 

Effectiveness 

The response was characterized by a strong partnership between CRS, EPS, and LASOONA. Staff in each 

organization exhibited a strong response capacity and supported a quick start up and particularly 

efficient cash grant distribution.  The response has not yet established an M&E system, which will be 

vital for demonstrating impact and determining the ultimate quality of the response.  However, the 

team demonstrated a commitment to quality programming and learning prior to the RTE by conducting 

a thorough reflection on the cash grant component and planning to conduct a subsequent reflection 

exercise for the asset vouchers.  

 

Coverage 

The response targeted 4 Union Councils but had yet to determine if the coverage would reach 100% in 

each Union Council. The targeting strategy focused on agricultural households and this evaluation 

recommends that it be expanded to include additional livelihoods rendered vulnerable by the conflict.  

Beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries stated general satisfaction with the selection process but noted 

some cases of bias by the community selection committee and identified qualifying households that had 

not yet received support.  

 

 

                                                           
1
 The initial grant supports 3,000 families; CRS anticipates serving up to 6,000 families as per the current funding 

situation 
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Coordination 

Internal coordination within CRS staff and sub-offices was generally strong, as was coordination 

between the partner organizations.  Coordination with other NGOs functioned well and was supported 

by OFDA. CRS did experience occasional gaps in its coordination with the UN cluster system, as 

attending cluster meetings was sometimes not prioritized over other pressing tasks.   

 

Connectedness and Sustainability 

The Swat Response followed CRS’ earlier support of non-food items, shelter and latrine/ bathing space 

provision to internally-displaced persons in Mardan. While the Swat Response generally targeted the 

same population upon their return, the same individuals were not targeted and support in Swat was 

expanded to include households that had stayed behind during the larger displacement. The RTE was 

conducted too early to determine if gains made in restarting livelihood activities will be sustained.  

 

Conclusion 

A major finding of the RTE is the lack of major issues or concerns about progress or implementation. 

Instead the findings highlighted a strong partnership between CRS, LASOONA, and EPS and substantial 

response capacity among the staff in each organization.   

 

The RTE produced the following priority recommendations: 

1. Establish an M&E system for the response which will be able to determine if households have 

been able to restart livelihood activities during this season.  

2. Increase women’s participation in targeting, selection, and project implementation.  

3. Review and clarify targeting strategy for areas remaining in current Union Councils and for 

inclusion of additional livelihood groups.  

4. Increase flow of information within project teams across sub-offices, particularly related to 

external coordination and its corresponding action points.  
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Background   

CRS launched a response in September 2009 to support the return of at least 3,000 persons2 displaced 

from Swat Valley. The project’s objective was that targeted households resume their livelihood activities 

by the end of the project.  CRS partnered with local organizations LASOONA and EPS to provide cash 

grants, vouchers for livelihood assets, and cash for work activities to returnees and other vulnerable 

households.  

The response targeted 4 Union Councils (UCs) which were adequately secure and free from conflict and 

had a large proportion of returnees. The household targeting criteria for each component differed 

slightly. For the cash grants, vulnerable households which had their own income, expenses, and kitchen 

were eligible. The voucher component criteria were more specific in order to differentiate between 

richer and poorer households, and included criteria in terms of amount of land owned, livestock 

holdings, number of orchard trees, and purchasing power of market agents. Cash for work was available 

to all laborers in targeted communities. 

The actual selection was done through community selection committees which were tasked with 

identifying the most vulnerable households within the general targeting criteria. The cash grants 

targeted 10,520 households, while the asset vouchers were available to 3,995 households, all of which 

would have received cash grants as well. The cash for work labor opportunities were limited to 10,000 

unskilled and 1,500 skilled laborers.  

The real time evaluation (RTE) was held during the week of October 26th, approximately seven weeks 

after the first cash grants were distributed, three weeks after the initiation of cash for work activities, 

and one week after the first voucher distribution. 

Objectives of the Real-Time Evaluation 

The objectives of the RTE were to enable CRS, LASOONA, and EPS project staff to learn from progress 

and achievements of the Swat response and to identify ways to apply this learning to improve the 

quality of on-going implementation.  Additionally, the RTE aimed to promote a learning approach within 

each organization and identify emerging lessons learned.  

Methodology 

The RTE collected qualitative data from project beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries,3 and held interviews 

with CRS staff, partner staff, and staff from other organizations. The data and preliminary findings were 

shared with the project team, including staff from CRS, LASOONA, and EPS, during a one-day 

participatory analysis workshop. During the workshop, participants were able to engage with the RTE 

                                                           
2
 The initial grant supports 3,000 families; CRS anticipates serving up to 6,000 families as per the current funding 

situation. 
3
 Non-beneficiaries were defined here as households that did not receive a cash grant or asset voucher or 

participate in cash for work activities, but that were a part of a communities where two or more of these 

interventions were on-going.  
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findings, discuss strengths and weaknesses of the response, and develop a list of recommendations to 

be incorporated into the on-going response.  

The qualitative data collected from targeted communities consisted of focus group discussions, key 

informant interviews, observations, and case studies. The methodology represented perspectives of 

different types of beneficiaries and held separate focus groups with men and women. Detailed 

information on the methodology is provided below in Table 1, and the names of staff persons 

interviewed are provided in Annex A.  

Table 1. RTE Data Collection  

Method Type of group / individual # 

Focus group 

discussions  

Male cash grant recipients (market actors) 2 

Male cash grant recipients (livestock owners) 2 

Male voucher recipients  1 

Male cash for work participants 2 

Male non-beneficiaries 2 

Female non-beneficiaries 2 

Female cash grant recipients  2 

Key informant 

interviews 

Market vendors who participated in the voucher 

response  

3 

Observation  Voucher distribution event 1 

Voucher redemption day 1 

Case studies  Households that received both cash and vouchers 3 

Staff interviews CRS staff 10 

EPS staff 1 

LASOONA staff 1 

Oxfam staff 1 

ACTED staff 1 

 

The RTE used the OECD/DAC evaluation criteria4 of appropriateness and relevance, effectiveness; 

connectedness and sustainability, coverage, and coordination to formulate evaluation questions, 

develop data collection tools, and structure the participatory analysis section. The participatory analysis 

session included a reflection on Sphere common standards. Since the Sphere common standards can be 

subsumed under the OECD/DAC criteria, they are not revisited separately in this report. The evaluation 

                                                           
4
 As presented in the ALNAP Real Time Evaluation Guide (2009) 
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questions are included in the TOR in Annex B and the tools used for data collection are in Annex C.5 The 

methodology used for the analysis workshop is presented in Annex D.  

Limitations 

The RTE was held after only one community had received and redeemed asset vouchers. The RTE was 

able to identify the successes and challenges of the voucher distribution and market day, but, given the 

timing, it was limited in its ability to determine if households will be able to restart their livelihoods 

based on the support provided. Had the RTE been held at a later date, allowing more time to elapse 

after voucher redemption, it would have included stronger findings related to livelihood activities.  

The timeline for the RTE was quite short and allowed for limited discussion of the findings with CRS and 

partner staff. The analysis workshop participants were able to read through and engage with all of the 

RTE data and draft preliminary recommendations.  However, due to time limitation, further discussion 

of recommendations and action points was held in a small group with the HoP and PM for Program 

Quality following the workshop, instead with all workshop participants.  

During data collection, a few perspectives were not adequately represented. In some focus groups, the 

mix of laborers and small farmers / leaseholders resulted in laborers being less willing to share their 

opinions openly. Committee members participated in one of the focus group discussions intended for 

non-beneficiaries which stifled the discussion. Due to confusion during data collection, a separate focus 

with female voucher recipients was not held.  In addition, the management quality perspective was not 

sufficiently represented in staff interviews. 

Findings   

I. Appropriateness and Relevance  

Initial assessment: The assessment began with a security review of potential target areas. Only those 

areas that were adequately secure were pursued with further assessment. The assessment found that 

restarting livelihood activities was a common priority among households returning to Swat, and that 

households who were dependent on agriculture (including livestock owners, small farmers, market 

agents, orchard owners, and daily laborers) for their livelihoods were most vulnerable.  Based on these 

findings, the project team identified that asset vouchers would be an appropriate response. The 

subsequent phase of the assessment was to prioritize actual asset needs for restarting livelihoods with 

different livelihood groups. Focus group discussions and key informant interviews were held with men 

and women separately to gain women’s perspective on what items should be included in the asset list 

for vouchers. The assessment also conducted a brief market survey to ensure that local vendors were 

prepared to support the increased demand from a voucher program.   

                                                           
5
 Note that the staff interview tool is presented in its entirety but different questions were used for different 

interviewees based on their role and experience in the response. The entire tool was not used with any one staff 

person.  
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The assessment however was slightly limited in scope. Due to its focus on agricultural households it was 

less able to identify the needs of other livelihood groups in a context where many livelihoods that are 

traditionally sound were halted, such as government workers. The assessment also focused on returnee 

households and did not capture the degree of vulnerability among households that stayed behind.  

Despite the opportunities for community participation, some beneficiaries cited that the input mainly 

came from community leaders, and many non-beneficiaries stated in focus groups that they weren’t 

aware of the assessment process. Beneficiaries suggested that the meetings be held in more common 

locations and that ample warning be given prior to the meeting to increase the level of participation.  

Choice of interventions: The project team initially planned to support agricultural livelihoods through 

asset vouchers, but in early discussions, OFDA encouraged including cash grants as part of the support 

package. The project team agreed and shifted US$50 of the support package to cash grants, leaving 

US$150 in asset vouchers for each household.  The cash component was designed to allow households 

to meet their immediate needs while the assets were designed to support households in restarting 

livelihood activities as soon as possible after the cash grant distribution, and before the agricultural 

window for planting had passed.  Cash for work activities were also part of the original project design as 

a means to rehabilitate community infrastructure such as irrigation channels and to provide labor 

opportunities and cash income for labor-dependent households.   

It is important to note that not all beneficiaries received all types of support. The cash grant targeted 

many more households than the other two components and, by design, all voucher recipients also 

received cash grants. Some cash for work participants received just cash and others received cash and 

vouchers.  

The response allowed for a great deal of flexibility for beneficiaries to meet their basic needs with cash 

grants and cash for work earnings and to procure assets for livelihood activities with the vouchers.  The 

fact that the support provided was staggered, with cash grants coming four or more weeks before asset 

voucher or cash for work activities, contributed to the distinct use of cash for household needs and 

voucher for assets. Simply stated, the cash grants came quickly and at a time when household needs 

were immediate while the vouchers arrived later, when many basic household needs were met. 

Households used the cash to meet basic household needs such as food, children’s clothing, and to repay 

debt. Some households used cash to repay outstanding loans. Many cited that the timing of the cash 

was good because it was just before Eid festivities.  

The voucher response was slower than the cash with the first vouchers distributed during the week of 

October 19th. In addition to the substantial set up time required for a good voucher response, early 

curfews and other security constraints, a debate among the project team over the utility of distributing 

vouchers during the current agricultural season was a minor contributed to further delays. The team 

concluded that they were still within the agricultural window and decided to proceed with the vouchers. 

Households purchased fertilizer, seed, sewing machines, pesticides and other assets with their vouchers.  
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Cash for work activities included clearing channels and other water-related infrastructure. Households 

cited that these activities allowed for more access to water for household and domestic purposes, 

cleared stagnant unhygienic water and in some cases stopped the flooding on irrigated lands. 

Beneficiaries said that these activities would benefit the overall community but that greatest benefit 

was for farmers and that laborers would benefit least due to the short-term nature of the support. 

Beneficiaries spent their cash earnings on children’s clothing, school fees, medicines, vegetable seeds 

and food.  

 

Voucher beneficiaries, that had also received cash grants, found the asset vouchers to be the most 

useful component of the response and cash for work to be the least. These households stated the 

voucher support allowed them to meet their agricultural needs. Despite citing that the infrastructure 

created by cash for work was useful for the community, beneficiaries found cash work to be least useful 

due to its short length and limited labor opportunities.  Male cash for work beneficiaries said that the 

irrigation channels created and the cash grants were the most useful and that that daily wages were the 

least useful, again because they were short-term.  

 

It is still too early to determine if the support provided will enable households to fully restart their 

livelihoods activities during the current season. Many respondents stated that they had not yet 

restarted their livelihoods because the assets they were able to purchase with the voucher were not 

sufficient or that they would have to wait for the next agricultural season to restart work, for example 

on peach orchards.  Others cited that the presence of the army in their communities was the main factor 

that limited farmers’ mobility and ability to plant. In addition, many labor opportunities common during 

this season were not available, and some business owners have not restarted their activities due to fear 

that the conflict will begin again soon.  A few households cited that they started pursuing different 

activities this season, such as growing vegetables, based on the inputs and opportunities available to 

them. The monitoring and evaluation system for the response should be designed to determine the 

degree to which households were able to restart livelihoods and any changes in livelihood activities after 

households have had ample time to utilize the assets they purchase.  

 

Further analysis at the time of the final evaluation will be important to determine if the overall amount 

of the support package and the relative amounts of cash and asset voucher within the total provided 

were appropriate.  

 

Gender responsiveness: In order to be responsive women’s needs, the project team talked separately to 

women during the needs assessment and included items selected by women in the list of voucher assets 

(sewing machines and zig zag machines). The response also included cash to allow women to purchase 

items from households in their community if they were not able to travel to the market.  

Still, the project team noted that it is very challenging to ensure adequate female representation in the 

project context. Female beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries stated that female participation was low and 

suggested that female staff go door to door to talk to women in future responses.  
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Community participation: The project provided good opportunities for community participation during 

the assessment and voucher design process through focus group discussions and interviews and during 

project implementation through community committees. The project team worked with communities to 

create committees responsible for selecting vulnerable households among the broader targeting criteria 

that the project team provided.  In focus groups, some beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries said that the 

committees did not include representation of all groups and types of households in the community. The 

committees also did not include female community members due to cultural constraints.  

 

Accountability and feedback mechanisms: There was no formal mechanism for community members to 

provide feedback to the project team. Despite this, both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries stated that 

they provided feedback to project staff through phone calls or directly to staff during field visits.  

Observation data during voucher distribution and redemption also found that beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries were providing feedback directly to the project staff available.  Feedback largely focused 

on the beneficiary selection process, citing that some qualifying households did not receive support or 

that large households should have received more than one cash grant.  

II. Effectiveness 

Timeliness: The Swat response was characterized by its ability to quickly set up a base of operations and 

begin cash grant distributions.  A total of 10,520 cash grants were distributed in the period of five 

months and two weeks. 

 

There were however, delays associated with the other two components of the response. The delays in 

the cash for work component was due mainly to security constraints, including curfews which ended 

work early on some days and prohibited any work on other days. In addition to security constraints, the 

asset voucher component was delayed due to the time required to identify appropriate markets and 

local vendors to participate.  At the time of the RTE, the voucher distribution was still in its initial phase 

and any future delays should be monitored to ensure that agricultural households receive support in 

time to take advantage of the current agricultural season. Observation data from one voucher 

distribution day found that only 108 of the planned 200 vouchers were distributed because the 

community committee had not confirmed the list of beneficiaries for the remaining vouchers.  

 

Partnership: The strength of the response depended in large part to the successful partnership with EPS 

and LASOONA and to the capacity of these two organizations.  The partnership with EPS and LASOONA 

started quickly, and good communication and working relationships continue between the 

organizations.  Both EPS and LASOONA are local to Swat and were able to capitalize on a great deal of 

local experience and strong community relationships during project design and implementation.  

 

Monitoring and evaluation: At the time of the RTE, there was no M&E system in place for the Swat 

response. The project team had developed two monitoring forms but data collection had been limited, 

and no data were analyzed or shared. It is important to note that the M&E system development was 
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planned for the week following the RTE. Despite the lack of the M&E system, the project team exhibited 

their commitment to reflection and learning by conducting an in-depth, one time monitoring exercise 

for the cash grant response and had commissioned the RTE event.  

 

Staff capacity and structure: An additional positive outcome of the Swat response was the discovery of 

new found emergency response capacity among staff who had not previously participated in an 

emergency response. The staff involved in the response exhibited a high degree of motivation and, in 

some cases, an appreciation for the opportunity to be involved.  A senior staff person said that, through 

this response, many shining stars were identified among existing staff and that these staff can now be 

called upon with confidence in an emergency response within or outside of the country program (CP).  

 

The CP was able to pull a good number of staff from other sub-offices to the Swat response due to a 

high degree of flexibility at the end of funding cycles. When the response began, the CP was slightly 

overstaffed with one sub-office scheduled to close in the next six months. This flexibility enabled the CP 

to quickly establish the Swat office and staff the response. Project staff noted that these circumstances 

are rare and, in the absence of these staff numbers and flexibility, such a rapid scale up and response 

would not have possible.  

 

Despite these successes, staff operated without updated job descriptions or a clear organizational chart 

for approximately five weeks during the transition from the Mardan office to the Swat office. In 

addition, staff noted that internal recruitment processes resulted in delays in hiring some staff.  

 

Resource mobilization: CRS and partners were able to quickly mobilize resources for the response. 

However, at the time of the RTE, new more vulnerable areas of Swat became secure, but CRS did not 

have the funds to expand operations to those areas. 

 

III. Coordination  

 

Internal coordination: Internal coordination has been strong throughout the response, particularly at 

the field level through daily debrief sessions. The project team continues to work to overcome the 

challenges associated with having relevant staff located in different offices and the fact that expatriate 

staff members have not yet been allowed to travel to Swat due to security concerns.  The fairly 

extensive travel time is required for the entire project team to meet in Islamabad so the team is 

currently exploring options for holding more frequent meetings by phone or teleconference.  Staff 

reported that the management quality (MQ) and program quality (PQ) teams have worked together 

well, with MQ making clear efforts to support PQ. 

 

Cluster coordination: Early in the Swat response, project team members rotated in attending UN cluster 

meetings; however, roles and responsibilities associated with cluster coordination were not clearly 

defined. The CP missed several cluster coordination meetings in September which resulted in lost 

opportunities for Saudi and UN CAP funding. The CP is currently trying to regain access to these funds. 
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Project staff noted that it is difficult to attend all of the cluster meetings that occur frequently in 

Islamabad, Swat, and Peshawar. The team has recently appointed a coordination point person for 

Islamabad and, at the time of the RTE, was working to finalize the point person for the two other cluster 

locations. In addition, staff noted the importance of developing clear protocol for sharing notes and key 

action points from cluster meetings.  

 

Government coordination: CRS has had positive experiences with the Government throughout the 

response and has received quick approval for No Objection Certificates. Still, project staff noted that the 

coordination with the Government should be more active, instead of simply responsive. CRS has not, 

however, established effective coordination with the army in Swat which may become a necessity later 

in the response.  

 

Other NGOs: Some of the strongest coordination throughout the response has been with other INGOs, 

largely Oxfam, Mercy Corps, Save, and Acted (known with CRS as the G5 in this response). These 

organizations began meeting to discuss geographic coordination to ensure they avoided duplication.  

Each organization is distributing a total package equivalent to approximately US$200 and providing the 

same labor rates for cash for work activities to maintain comparable support in Swat. OFDA has actively 

encouraged coordination among these organizations (and at the cluster level, it should be noted) and 

has shared coverage maps and other resources among organizations.   

 

IV. Coverage  

Geographic coverage: Through discussions with other INGOs (see reference to G5 above), CRS 

established that they would work in four union councils (UCs). These four UCs were determined based 

on their level of security, need, and the amount of resources that CRS had available at the time of these 

discussions.  

CRS selected 4 UCs during the initial targeting stage; however, it is not clear if the strategy is to cover 

100% of these UCs. Through focus group discussions, non-beneficiaries stated that entire hamlets have 

been missed in the response. Further discussion is needed by the project team to determine if these 

missed hamlets will be covered before moving on to new geographic areas. Additionally, the project 

team should consider whether the areas that were initially insecure can now be included in the 

response.  

Community-level Targeting: CRS targeted communities that were vulnerable, did not face security 

threats, and were not already being served by other organizations.  

Household and Individual-Level Targeting: Household and individual-level targeting for each 

component was done through a community selection committee. The project team worked with 

community leaders to create a committee which was responsible for selecting the most vulnerable 

households as beneficiaries within general criteria that the project team established. Beneficiaries and 

non-beneficiaries reported that selection was generally fair, with few cases of bias cited. For example, 
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male non-beneficiaries complained that the targeting committee had focused only on a specific area in 

the village instead of finding the most vulnerable households throughout the village.  In general, 

communities stated that many more households were in need of support than had received support to 

date and that qualified households did not receive support because they were out of the community 

during registration. Other examples are noted below by type of support provided: 

Cash grants: The criteria for cash grants were that a household had its own kitchen and income 

and set of expenses to avoid multiple household members receiving grants. If a household had 

more than 8 members, they were entitled to receive two grants. In one community, male and 

female cash grant recipients reported that targeting was not done at the kitchen level and 

instead the committee distributed one grant to a home regardless of the number of families or 

household members. Female cash beneficiaries suggested that unmarried women receive 

separate cash grants because in many cases their families do not take good care of them.  

Assets vouchers: The asset vouchers were originally designed to benefit agricultural households, 

and the criteria reflected this intention. The criteria were that the household should have less 

than 5 acres of agricultural land (that they were cultivating without hired labor prior to the 

conflict) and less than 500 orchard trees. Beneficiaries did not report problems with the 

targeting but suggested that the strategy be revised so that households with 7 or more 

members receive two vouchers. Further criteria needs to be developed to include other 

livelihood groups.  

Cash for work: Beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries stated that cash for work opportunities were 

available for any laborer in the community. In one community, female non-beneficiaries said the 

committee involved their own people in the cash for work scheme. In general, the community 

noted that the labor opportunities were very few and that the benefit would be limited for 

households due to the short timeline.  

Findings from focus group discussions suggest that non-beneficiaries were largely unaware of the 

targeting criteria and that additional efforts are needed to increase the transparency of this process. The 

project was limited in its ability to publicly post targeting criteria due to security concerns resulting in a 

need to keep a low profile during implementation.  

Both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries said that the community targeting committee should be more 

inclusive to reduce bias by representing all types of households in the community. In addition, they 

suggested that the committee be formed at the hamlet level so that more local perspective and 

participation could be included. In order to increase women’s participation in the selection process, 

female beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries suggested that female project staff go door-to-door to 

receive input from women who are not able to formally participate in the committee. 

The use of community committees to determine the most vulnerable households increased participation 

in the process and correctly emphasized the local perspective; however, the project team has not 

consolidated input from the committees to create a working definition of vulnerability for the response.  
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The asset voucher component was originally conceived to support small farmers during the current 

agricultural season. However, due to the nature of the emergency, livelihoods that are traditionally 

considered to be stable, such as work in the Government sector, were halted much in the same way that 

small farmers lost livelihoods assets and opportunities.  Non-beneficiaries suggested that the project 

target all types of livelihoods affected by the conflict. During interviews and discussions, the project 

team seemed eager to address this as part of a larger review of their targeting strategy, particularly to 

include livestock owners and market actors in the voucher component.  

 

V. Connectedness and Sustainability 

 

Connectedness: The Swat response immediately followed the earlier response in Mardan which 

supported internally-displaced persons (IDPs) with non-food items, shelter and latrine/bathing spaces 

but the connectedness between two was limited. While both responses targeted the same population 

that had been affected by the conflict, the same individuals were not necessarily targeted in both. The 

Swat response did not limit its targeting to returnees (that had been in Mardan) but also targeted 

vulnerable community members who had stayed behind during the population displacement.  The type 

of interventions included in the Swat response was based on the initial needs assessment findings upon 

return of the IDPs and not on any assumptions about the type of support that individuals had already 

received as IDPs.  

 

Sustainability: The RTE was conducted too early in the response to determine its impact, let alone the 

potential sustainability of its impact. At the time of the final evaluation, the project team will determine 

the strength of the livelihoods that it supported through the response and if targeted households have 

successfully avoided detrimental coping strategies, such as migration for work, increased debt or 

distress asset sales which would undermine future livelihood security.  

 

Conclusions 

The Swat response was characterized by its flexible support package and quick cash grant distribution. 

The staggered response, with cash grants arriving before asset vouchers or cash for work activities, 

resulted in grants being used predominantly for household basic needs and vouchers for livelihood 

assets as planned. A major finding of the RTE is the lack of major issues or concerns about progress or 

implementation. For example, no cash for work participants reported problems with receiving payments 

and the voucher distribution and market days observed operated very smoothly. Instead the findings 

highlighted a strong partnership between CRS, LASOONA, and EPS and substantial response capacity 

among the staff in each organization.  

The RTE was unable to determine if the response is meeting the needs of the most vulnerable due to 

lack of a cohesive definition of vulnerability in the project context and gaps existing in the project’s 

targeting strategy.  It is too soon to know if the response will support households to restart livelihoods. 

The project’s M&E system will need to capture these achievements as they emerge.  
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Priority Recommendations  

These priority recommendations should be incorporated into the current Swat response. While 

additional recommendations were discussed with the project team during the analysis workshop, these 

were identified as critical for maintaining and improving the quality of the current response. Annex E 

provides specific action points and a timeline for each recommendation.  

1. Establish M&E system for the Swat Response. The M&E system for the response will include an 

M&E Plan template, monitoring forms, and plans for systematic analysis and use of data 

throughout the response.6 As part of developing the M&E system, the minimal monitoring data 

that have been collected on cash grants and asset vouchers should be analyzed and the results 

shared with the project team.  

The response’s M&E system will include a follow-up monitoring exercise to understand more 

about the process and impact of the asset voucher component. The follow-up exercise will 

include a review of monitoring data, limited qualitative data collection, and a staff reflection 

meeting to review the process of voucher distribution and understand if vouchers did, in fact, 

support households to restart their livelihood activities.  

2. Increase women’s participation in project implementation. The team determined that 

women’s involvement in project implementation is not yet adequate; however the precise steps 

for increasing women’s participation in the implementation of the response are not yet clear 

and will require further discussion with CRS and project staff. The project team will identify a 

female temporary duty (TDY) staff to lead these discussions and identify the clear way forward. 

The female staff member will need to have appropriate language skills to lead the effort and will 

liaise closely with Abby.   

3. Review of targeting strategy. The project team should review the targeting strategy to 

determine plans for geographic coverage of the targeted UCs, considering available resource 

and geographic coverage achieved to date. It is not yet clear whether the project will strive for 

100% coverage of targeted hamlets before beginning cash or voucher distribution in additional 

areas.   

The team should review assessment findings and existing project data to determine the relative 

vulnerability of different livelihood groups to ensure that the project is able to meet the needs 

of more vulnerable households. For example, the project could reconsider the number of 

household member required for the household to receive a second voucher. The targeting 

strategy should also be expanded to meet the needs of different livelihoods groups. Currently, 

market actors or livestock owners are not included in the asset vouchers component.  Clarity in 
                                                           
6
 Note that the project team had an existing plan to develop the M&E system at the time of the RTE. The RTE 

recommendations simply place further emphasis on the importance of the timely development of the M&E 

system.  
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the targeting strategy among the project team is a step towards increased transparency of 

targeting at the community level.  

Lastly, the review of the targeting strategy should determine whether or not all vouchers will be 

distributed during the current agricultural season. Preliminary discussions indicate that the 

vouchers will be effective for agricultural-based households if distributed by November 15th 

based on the wheat crop planting schedule. If the project is not able to distribute all vouchers to 

agricultural-based households by this date, it is not clear if voucher distribution should continue 

or be suspended until the next agricultural season.  

4. Increase flow of information within project team. The Islamabad-based point person for 

coordination for this response and the point person for coordination based in Swat should 

circulate meeting notes and action points from all coordination meetings and communication to 

the Swat management team. Further clarity is required on who the point person for 

coordination will for Peshawar meetings, but he or she will also participate in the regular 

exchange of information.  

In addition, the Swat-based project team members and the Islamabad-based project team 

members will start to hold monthly meetings. Every effort will be made to minimize the travel 

time required for these meetings, and some meetings may be held by teleconference.  

Lessons learned  

The RTE had limited time to foster discussions about lessons learned. Still several points emerged from 

staff interviews and discussions that are applicable to future responses. These are as follows: 

 Flexibility within the country program to quickly staff the response with persons with local 

knowledge and language skills enables quality programming. 

 Clearly established roles and responsibilities, particularly during times of transition, is a requisite 

for maintaining an effective response.  

 Strong coordination at all levels, while time-consuming, is a necessary part of the response and 

key action points from these interactions should be communicated to the team immediately.  

 Additional time and insight are required to ensure adequate participation by women and a point 

person to lead this component should be identified early in the response.  

 Strong local partners with good relationships in target communities increase the quality of the 

response.  

 

Annexes: 

Annex A. List of Persons Interviewed  

Annex B. Terms of Reference for Real Time Evaluation 

Annex C. Data Collection Tools 

Annex D. Methodology for the Reflection Workshop   
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Annex A. List of Persons Interviewed 

CRS 

Abby Johnson 

Niek de Goeij  

Loretta Ishida 

Noah Zahrobsky 

Fazal Mabood 

Fahad Khan 

Shah Saud 

Mustafa Haider 

Zubair Khan 

Nasrullah Khan 

 

EPS 

Arshad Karim (PM) 

 

Lasoona 

Amir Abbass (PM) 

 

Oxfam 

Amjad Ali (Team Leader) 

 

ACTED 

Muhammad Aftab (Team Leader) 
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Annex B. Terms of Reference for Real time Evaluation 

October 2009  

1. Introduction 
CRS launched a response in September, 2009 to support the return of at least 3,000 persons7 displaced 

from Swat Valley. CRS partnered with local organizations LASOONA and EPS to provide cash grants, 

vouchers for livelihood assets, and cash for work activities to restart livelihood activities for returnees. 

2. Purpose of the Real Time Evaluation 
CRS is committed to assessing and improving the quality of its humanitarian programs. As a contribution 

to meet this commitment, and to create space for the emergency response team to “step back” from its 

work, CRS has begun to make use of “real time evaluations” (RTE).  

The overall purpose of this RTE is to enable the response team to learn from implementing the program 

to date and to make improvements so that the program is effective in meeting the needs of disaster 

affected people. In addition, the RTE will capture emerging lessons both for the country program and 

future emergency responses. Taking place in the first phase of a response requires a very flexible 

approach from the RTE team to fit in with the demands and challenges facing the country team(s), 

partners and the affected population. 

3. Objectives  
1. To review the response against established criteria and recommend immediate changes to the 

program.   
2. To promote a learning approach within CRS and its partners.  
3. To identify good practices.  
4. To identify persistent weaknesses for organizational learning and recommend how they can be 

addressed.  
5. To review coordination between CRS and its partners.  
 
4. Methodology 

The evaluation will collect the minimal data required to reflect upon project progress and 

accomplishments and identify good practices. Project staff will collect primarily qualitative data in target 

communities which will be discussed during debriefs at the end of each day. The evaluation will 

culminate in a participatory analysis and reflection session with the project team. In summary, the RTE 

methodology will include: 

- interviews with CRS and partner staff members; 
- focus group discussions with project beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries; 
- key informant interviews / case studies with project beneficiaries and local merchants;  
- observations in targeted communities; and 
- a participatory analysis and reflection session with the project team.  

                                                           
7
 The initial grant supports 3,000 families; CRS anticipates serving up to 6,000 families as per the current funding 

situation 
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Data collection and interpretation will center around standard OECD/DAC evaluation criteria8 of 

appropriateness and relevance; effectiveness; connectedness and sustainability; coverage; and 

coordination. Under each criterion, specific evaluation questions have been drafted for the project 

context. The draft evaluation questions are as follows and may be revised during the initial team 

meeting in Islamabad on October 23rd:  

Appropriateness and relevance  

- Was the needs assessment sufficient to identify needs and inform the response? 
- To what extent were targeted household involved in the needs assessment and design of the 

response? 
- Was the combination of responses appropriate for the project goal and objectives? 
- Which intervention was most appropriate? Which was least? 
- Were the needs of women sufficiently met through project activities and procedures? 
- Was the timing appropriate for each of the project activities? 
- How well were the Sphere standards met  
- To what extent were targeted household involved in project implementation and monitoring? 
- How have the needs of the target population changed since the original project design? How has 

the project met these needs? 
 

Effectiveness 

- Was the project able to meet its planned outputs on time? Why or why not? 
- How well did procurement and logistics plans support timely project implementation? 
- To what degree has the monitoring system been useful in tracking progress and informing 

project decision making? 
- How well did staffing structure and capacity support project implementation? 

 

Connectedness and sustainability 

- To what degree has the project design provided the foundation for long-term and sustainable 
improvements towards the project goals and objectives? 

 

Coverage 

- Were the targeting criteria and methodology appropriate (community level and household / 
individual level)?  

 

Coordination 

                                                           
8
 As presented in the ALNAP Real Time Evaluation Guide (2009) 
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- To what extent have project efforts been coordinated with the government?  
- To what extent have project efforts been coordinated with other organizations? 
- What was the level of coordination between CRS and partner organizations?  

 

5. Work plan and timeline  

 

Activity  Timeline  

Draft methodology and tools developed  October 14th  

Data collection team identified  October 16th  

Evaluation team meeting  
- Methodology and tools finalized 
- Data collection team trained on tools 

October 22rd  

Data collection  
- CRS and partner staff interviews 
- FGDs 
- Key informant interviews / case studies 
- Observation 

October 26th-28th  

Participatory Analysis and Reflection Session  October 29th  

Draft report submitted To be determined 

Final report submitted (to be no more than 15 pages) To be determined 
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Annex C. Data Collection Tools  

Cash Grant Beneficiary FGD Guide 

1. What were your needs upon returning to your community? 

 

2. How have these needs changed since you returned?  

a. Why have they changed? 

 

3. During the design stage, did you share ideas with CRS/partner? 

a. Did you participate in the design in any other way? 

b. Who in your community has participated in designing and implementing the project? 

c. How can we improve community participation in the project? 

 

4. What did you purchase with the cash?  

a. Why these items? 

b. Where there other items you would have liked to purchase but could not?  

c. If so, what were these? 

d. Why could you not purchase them? 

 

5. Did you face any problems in receiving your cash?  

a. If so, what were these problems? 

b. Have these problems been resolved? 

 

6. Have you been able to restart your livelihoods? 

a. If so, how did you do this? 

b. If not, why not? 

 

7. What were the targeting criteria for receiving assistance from CRS/partner? 

a. Were these criteria good? Why or why not? 

b. Did everyone receive assistance that should have? Why or why not? 

c. Did some people receive assistance that shouldn’t have? Why or why not? 

 

8. Are there any groups or individuals in your community that have not had their needs met? 

a. Which group or individuals? 

b. Why? 

 

9. Did you give CRS/partner any feedback about the project? Why or why not? 

a. If so, how did you give this feedback? 

b. If so, what feedback did you give? 
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10. What are your suggestions for another project like this in the future? 

Asset Voucher Beneficiary FGD Guide 

1. What were your needs upon returning to your community? 

 

2. How have these needs changed since you returned?  

a. Why have they changed? 

 

3. During the design stage, did you share ideas with CRS/partner? 

a. Did you participate in the design in any other way? 

b. Who in your community has participated in designing and implementing the project? 

c. How can we improve community participation in the project? 

 

4. What did you purchase with your asset voucher? 

a. Why these items? 

b. Are you fully satisfied with the items you received? Why or why not? 

c. Where there other items you wanted to purchase but could not? If so, what were these 

items? 

d. Why could you not purchase them? 

 

5. What did you purchase with the cash grant you received from the project? 

a. Why these items? 

 

6. Which type of assistance has been most useful to you? Why? 

 

7. Which type of assistance has been least useful? Why? 

 

8. Did you receive project assistance in time? Why or why not? 

 

9. What were the targeting criteria for receiving assistance from CRS/partner? 

a. Were these criteria good? Why or why not? 

b. Did everyone receive assistance that should have? Why or why not? 

c. Did some people receive assistance that shouldn’t have? Why or why not? 

 

10. Did you face any problems in redeeming your voucher? 

a. If so, what were these problems? 

b. Have these problems been resolved? 

 

11. Are there any groups or individuals in your community that have not had their needs met? 

a. Which group or individuals? 
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b. Why? 

 

12. Have you been able to restart your livelihoods? 

a. If so, how did you do this? 

b. If not, why not? 

 

13. Are your livelihood activities any different now than before migration? 

a. If so, how are they different? Please be in the specific.  

b. Why have you changed them?  

 

14. Did you give CRS/partner any feedback about the project? Why or why not? 

a. If so, how did you give this feedback? 

b. If so, what feedback did you give? 

 

15. What are your suggestions for another project like this in the future? 

Cash for Work Beneficiary Tool 

1. What were your needs upon returning to your community? 

 

2. How have these needs changed since you returned?  

a. Why have they changed? 

 

3. During the Cash for work planning stage, did you share ideas with CRS/partner? 

a. Did you participate in the design in any other way? 

b. Who in your community has participated in selecting the CFW activities? 

c. How can we improve community participation in the project? 

 

4. What assistance have you received from the project? 

a. Which type of assistance has been most useful to you? Why? 

b. Which type of assistance has been least useful? Why? 

c. Did you receive this assistance in time? Why or why not? 

 

5. How will your community benefit from the cash for work infrastructure? 

a. Who will benefit most in the community? 

b. Who will benefit least in the community? 

 

6. What were the targeting criteria for receiving assistance from CRS/partner? 

a. Were these criteria good? Why or why not? 

b. Did everyone receive assistance that should have? Why or why not? 

c. Did some people receive assistance that shouldn’t have? Why or why not? 
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7. Did you face any problem in receiving your cash for work payment? 

a. If so, what were these problems? 

b. Have these problems been resolved? 

 

8. Have you been able to restart your livelihoods? 

a. If so, how did you do this? 

b. If not, why not? 

 

9. Did you give CRS/partner any feedback about the project? Why or why not? 

a. If so, how did you give this feedback? 

b. If so, what feedback did you give? 

 

10. What are your suggestions for another project like this in the future? 

 

Non-beneficiary FGD Guide  

 

1. During the design stage, did you share ideas with CRS/partner? 

a. Did you participate in the design in any other way? 

b. Who in your community has been involved in designing and implementing the project? 

c. How can we improve community participation in the project? 

 

2. What were the targeting criteria for receiving cash grants from CRS/partner? 

a. Were these criteria good? Why or why not? 

b. Did everyone receive assistance that should have? Why or why not? 

c. Did some people receive assistance that shouldn’t have? Why or why not? 

 

3. What were the targeting criteria for receiving asset vouchers from CRS/partner? 

a. Were these criteria good? Why or why not? 

b. Did everyone receive assistance that should have? Why or why not? 

c. Did some people receive assistance that shouldn’t have? Why or why not? 

 

4. What were the targeting criteria for participating in cash for work activities with CRS/partner? 

a. Were these criteria good? Why or why not? 

b. Did everyone receive assistance that should have? Why or why not? 

c. Did some people receive assistance that shouldn’t have? Why or why not? 

 

5. Are there any groups or individuals in your community that have not had their needs met? 

a. Which group or individuals? 

b. Why? 
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6. Have you been able to restart your livelihoods? 

a. If so, how did you do this? 

b. If not, why not? 

 

7. How were the cash for work projects chosen? 

a. Who will benefit the most from these? 

b. How will your household benefit? 

 

8. Did you give CRS/partner any feedback about the project? Why or why not? 

a. If so, how did you give this feedback? 

b. If so, what feedback did you give? 
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Outlines for Observation – RTE 

I. Distribution of vouchers 

 Yes No  Notes: 

1. Were there any delays in the 

distribution of the vouchers? If so, 

please describe 

   

2. Ask 3 beneficiaries how long they waited for the 

voucher….. 

 

a. Beneficiary 1             

b. Beneficiary 2   

c. Beneficiary 3    

3. Is there a visible place or clear way 

that beneficiaries or non-

beneficiaries can give feedback to 

the staff? If so, how? 

   

4. Are beneficiaries giving any 

feedback to the staff? If so, what? 

   

5. Are non-beneficiaries giving any 

feedback to the staff? If so, what? 

   

6. What is going well about the 

distribution? 

   

7. What is not going well about the 

distribution? 

   

 

II. Redemption of vouchers 

 Yes No  Notes: 

1. Were there any delays in the 

redemption of the vouchers? If so, 

please describe 

   

2. Ask 3 beneficiaries how long they waited to 

redeem their voucher….. 

 

a. Beneficiary 1             

b. Beneficiary 2   

c. Beneficiary 3    

3. Is there a visible place or clear way 

that beneficiaries or non-

beneficiaries can give feedback to 

the staff? If so, how? 
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4. Are beneficiaries giving any 

feedback to the staff? If so, what? 

   

5. Are non-beneficiaries giving any 

feedback to the staff? If so, what? 

   

6. Are beneficiaries able to purchase 

the items they want with their 

vouchers? 

   

7. What is going well about the 

redemption? 

   

8. What is not going well about the 

redemption? 
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Case Study  

1. How many household members do you have?  

2. What were your livelihood activities before the conflict? 

3. Have you earned any income since returning? 

a. If so, how did you earn this income? 

4. What were your immediate needs following the conflict / returning after the conflict? 

a. How have these changed since returning? 

b. Why have they changed? 

5. What kinds of assistance have you received since returning?  

a. What assistance that you received was of most use to you? Why? 

b. What assistance that you received was of least use to you? Why?  

6. If you received a cash grant, what did you purchase? Why? 

7. If you received an asset voucher, what did you purchase with your voucher? Why? 

8. Have you restarted your livelihoods since returning? 

a. If so, are your livelihoods activities any different now than before?   

i. If so, how are they different?  

ii. If so, why are they different? 

b. If not, why have you not restarted your livelihoods activities? 

9. What are you future plans for rebuilding or improving your livelihood situation? 

a. What will help this to happen as soon as possible?  

Key informant interview with market vendors 

1. What items do you sell? 

2. What was your role in the voucher project?  

3. What were the steps you went through to participate in the voucher project (ie. receive 

vouchers from community member, redeem vouchers for cash with CRS/partner)? 
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4. What steps were most problematic for you? why? 

5. What part of the project worked the best? Why? 

6. What suggestions do you have for improving the project in the future? 

CRS / Partner Staff Interview Tool  

Appropriateness 

1. How were community needs determined initially?  

2. To what degree are these needs met with the current response? 

a. First, consider each component of the response individually 

b. Next, consider the mix of all components in the response 

3. How were women’s needs taken into account with this response? 

4. Are there any groups or individuals that have not had their needs met? Who? Why? 

5. How did the community participate in the initial needs assessment? 

a. And in the design of the response? 

b. And during project implementation? 

c. How can participation be improved overall? 

6. What kind of a market assessment was done prior to the cash grant distribution? 

a. Please describe how the assessment was conducted. 

b. Please describe what information was gathered during the assessment.  

7. What kind of a market assessment was done prior to the voucher distribution?  

a. Please describe how the assessment was conducted. 

b. Please describe what information was gathered during the assessment.  

8. Which components of the response are most appropriate for the community? Why? 

9. Which components are least appropriate and why?  

10. How were Sphere standards used in designing the project? Which were used? 

a. In implementing the project? Which were used? 

Effectiveness  

11. Were the project outputs met on time? If not all were met, which were met and which were 

not? Why? 

12. In making arrangements for the cash grants… 

a. What were the challenges? 

b. How were these challenges overcome? 

c. What were the successes  

13. In making arrangements for the asset vouchers…  

a. What were the challenges? 

b. How were these challenges overcome? 

c. What were the successes 
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14. In making arrangements for the Cash for Work activities… 

a. What were the challenges? 

b. How were these challenges overcome? 

c. What were the successes 

15. To what degree has the M&E system been useful for project decision-making?  

a. Can you please site specific examples of how data have informed decisions? 

b. How did the community participate in the M&E system? 

16. Is the M&E system capturing changing community needs? 

a. If so, how? 

17. Was the staffing structure appropriate for this response? Why or why not? 

18. Were any methods established for the community to be able to provide feedback? If so, please 

describe these.  

a. Were these effective? Why or why not? 

19. How well did our resource mobilization and processes enable us to respond? 

Connectedness / sustainability  

20. To what degree is this response building on earlier IDP response efforts? 

21. How has this response addressed underlying issues and priority needs in these communities? 

22. What are the future plans and strategies planned for this response? 

Coverage 

23. How were the criteria determined for geographic targeting?  

a. Were these appropriate for the project target group? 

24. How were the household-level criteria determined for the cash grant component? 

a. Were these appropriate for meeting the greatest need? 

25. How were the household-level criteria determined for the voucher component? 

a. Were these appropriate for meeting the greatest need? 

26. How were the individual-level criteria determine for the CFW component? 

a. Where these appropriate for meeting the greatest need? 

27.  Did any problems arise during the targeting process? If so, what were these problems?How 

were these problems addressed? 

28. Was there as strategy to go back to villages that were not secure during the initial targeting 

phase?  

a. If so, what is this strategy? 

29. Was the decision to target more groups with cash grants than asset vouchers appropriate?  

a. What were the effects of this?  

 

Coordination 

30. What were the successes with internal coordination? 

31. What were the gaps with internal coordination? 
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32. Was coordination between MQ and PQ effective and efficient?  

a. If so, why? 

b. If not, why not? 

33. What has been the level of CRS coordination in the clusters? 

a. Has this been effective and sufficient? 

b. How has the response taken decisions by the clusters into account? 

34. Thinking about internal coordination, coordination with government, coordination with clusters, 

coordination with other organizations, what were the greatest gaps in coordination? 

35. How well was duplication avoided? 

36. Was there adequate information sharing about security? 

 

General 

37. What have been the greatest challenges faced during project implementation? 

38. What have been the greatest successes? 

39. What would you do differently if you were to start again? Why? 

40. How could CRS/partner organization have been better prepared for this? 

41. What have you personally learned from this response? 

42. Is there anything else that is important to share that we have not yet covered? 

43. What would you most like to learn from the RTE? 
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Annex D. Methodology for Reflection Workshop  

The methodology for the reflection workshop for the Swat RTE in Pakistan in outlined below and was 

found to be successful in engaging participants and generating quality outputs. Workshop participants 

included male and female staff from the two partner organizations, the CRS HoP, and the Swat response 

team. It is important to note that the workshop was cut from one full day to just under ¾ day due to 

curfew travel times.  In order to follow this methodology, the RTE team should allow for a full day 

workshop.  

 The workshop began with a brief overview of ‘what is an RTE’ and of the standard evaluation criteria 

used in the RTE (appropriateness/relevance, effectiveness, coverage, coordination, and 

connectedness/ sustainability). Together, participants brainstormed the types of issues that would 

fall under each of the criteria. We reviewed the Sphere Common Standards and discussed which 

Common Standard fell under each of the evaluation criteria. In several cases, the Common 

Standards fell under more than one of the criteria. We posted one matrix on the wall for each of the 

criteria with the matching Sphere standards for reference. In the matrices, there were several rows 

with the key issues related the criteria. There were two columns, one for ‘what went well’ and one 

for ‘what didn’t go well’.  (45 min) 

 The evaluation team gave a quick presentation of the methods used in the RTE for those not familiar 

with what groups and tools were included (15 min) 

 The next step was for each of the participants to read through the preliminary findings document 

(including FGD, key informant interview, case study and observation data as well as some data from 

staff interviews) and post up what they thought was most relevant for ‘what went well’ and ‘what 

didn’t go well’ under on the matrices each criteria.  As part of this, participants also added their own 

perceptions and input.  In addition, there were two exercises for participants on flip charts: 1) to 

rate how well CRS/partners coordinated with different organizations and government bodies and 2) 

to rank how well we met the needs of different types of beneficiaries (i.e., men, women, and more 

vulnerable households) on a scale from 1 to 5. (Approx time 1-1.5 hours) 

 After this was complete, we broke into five small groups with one group assigned to each of the 

evaluation criteria. The group was responsible for synthesizing all of the findings for ‘what went 

well’ and ‘what didn’t go well’ and producing a draft list of recommendations for their assigned 

criteria.  Each group presented their findings to the group with minimal time allowed for discussion 

after each presentation (Approx time 1.5-2 hours) 

 The planned next step was to review the recommendations generated by the groups and create a 

list of action points which could be immediately addressed in the RTE, complete with persons 

responsible and a timeline. We ran out of time however for this step in the workshop due to curfew 

times for travel. This was completed the following day with a smaller project team and circulated to 

the larger group for comment and finalization.  

 We also did not have time during the workshop to identify the general lessons learned and 

recommendations for future responses (i.e., those that could not be incorporated into the on-going 



29 

 

Swat response). Instead this was drafted by the team leader in the report and circulated for 

comments.  

 


