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Executive Summary 

 

This document is the result of a series of consultative processes with regional and national, Food 

Security and Agriculture Cluster (FSAC) members; non cluster members operating food security 

and agriculture based responses to the drought; other stakeholders such as the Humanitarian 

Donor Group (HDG), Drought Coordination Cell (DCC), Early Warning Information Working Group 

(EWIWG), Early Recovery Network (ERN); and a review of secondary information. The exclusive 

objective of this exercise was to capture the lessons learned from the drought response in 

Afghanistan in 2011/12, specifically food security and agriculture based interventions, in order to 

inform future food security programming in the country. It must be noted that the exercise was not 

initiated to conduct evaluations of the projects implemented by partner agencies, but rather to 

examine what worked well, and the challenges faced, in collaboration with partner agencies. 

 

In order to achieve this objective, a taskforce was established comprising 11 agencies namely: 

ACTED, Afghan Aid, CRS, FAO, ICRC, IRC, OCHA, Oxfam GB, Save the Children International, 

Tearfund and WFP. The Response Analysis Support Team in Afghanistan (RASTA) led the 

exercise in collaboration with the FSAC. 

 

The exercise used the following methodology: design of specific Terms of Reference (ToR); 

development of the tools and questionnaires to used to collect information; rollout of the workshop 

agenda and process; conducting regional and national workshops in Mazar, Hirat and Kabul; 

consultation meetings with multiple stakeholders (e.g. HDG, DCC, and ERN); and review of 

secondary information.  

 

To achieve the primary objective of the lessons learned exercise, the following key areas were 

reviewed: a) assessment and analysis of the context, needs and targeting of interventions; b) 

response options analysis and appropriateness of response; c) early warning capacity; d) 

integration of the food security response with other sector responses; and e) coordination 

mechanisms at the regional and national, cluster, and government levels. 

 

It is expected that the results will, help guide the preparation of the 2013 Consolidated Appeal and 

guide ongoing response and mitigation programming in drought-affected areas. The lessons 

learned document will also work as a reference document for future food security and agriculture 

based emergency and early recovery programming in Afghanistan. 

 

The exercise did face some limitations. One of these was the inadequate representation of 

beneficiaries and community members due to time constraints. The review of secondary data (e.g. 

reports, case studies and real-time evaluations) did, however, provide some community views of 

the effectiveness of response. Another limitation was the reluctance of some agencies to share 

secondary data. However a good amount of secondary information was collected through 

consultation meetings with multiple stakeholders to compensate for this gap. 

 

The initial results of the exercise were presented to the national FSAC monthly meeting in July 

2012. FSAC partners are currently preparing a plan to implement the key recommendations of the 

lessons learned exercise in food security and agriculture programming and for enhanced 

management of drought response in the future.  
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Key Lessons Learned: 

 

 A harmonized tool for assessments is essential for a coordinated, timely and early response; a 

critical understanding of the tools amongst the humanitarian agencies is also essential; 

 

 A comprehensive contingency plan is key to facilitating an effective emergency response; 

 

 Consensus-based, accurate and timely early warning assessments which are communicated 

are crucial in order to achieve an effective and coordinated response; 

 

 A clear, updated and informative baseline on food security and livelihoods covering aspects 

such as household classification, livelihood patterns, models of economic development, 

income & expenditure sources and levels, vulnerability to shocks and stresses and coping 

mechanism of the populations in Afghanistan is required. This could play a vital role in 

exploring new avenues for reducing the impact of drought; the upcoming version of NRVA 

could facilitate lot to address the baseline information gap; 

 

 The quality of a response is closely linked to appropriate targeting. This is key to supporting 

the affected population is community-based targeting that could facilitate better results in 

ensuring targeting is appropriate, however, this needs to be triangulated/monitored to ensure 

the most vulnerable are targeted. 

 

 Shura/CDCs could play an effective role through participation in the response if their efforts 

are combined with Beneficiaries Selection Committee (BSC) and a proper facilitation process 

(highlighting selection, verification, and inputs distribution monitoring/ follow up etc) is ensured 

by the implementing agency; 

 

 Significant analysis of context (e.g. security, seasonality, market, flexibility) needs to be 

regularly conducted to determine the type of response and ensure better choices in 

programming intervention; 

 

 Cash and Food – both had a significant impact in the response to support the affected 

population, however, impact varied from context to context; 

 

 Cash seems to be a very useful response mechanism, however, it is sensitive and 

operationally high risk. Technical expertise and careful analysis of the local market are definite 

prerequisites; 

 

 An adequate understanding of community mechanisms could allow gender to be considered 

more and allow alternative ways for a better redistribution of aid and assistance to reach 

females,; 

 

 The capacity of counterparts, particularly ANDMA, MAIL, DAIL, PDMC, and DDMC, is a 

potential issue in ensuring an effective response. Capacity of these counterparts needs to 

continue to be strengthened, however, the involvement of ANDMA in the cluster approach was 

crucial in the response; 

 

 Drought is a recurring event in Afghanistan. A long term programmatic approach with focus on 

DRR is essential in addition to effective response mechanisms; 
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 International humanitarian standards should be used in any response as a guide. However, 

the use, and knowledge, of such standards needs to be improved in the context of 

Afghanistan to ensure their effective implementation; 

 

 Understanding the conceptual framework to integrate and link food security and agriculture 

based responses with Nutrition, WASH clusters and Early Recovery Network is a strong 

requirement in order to achieve greater impact; 

 

 Improved operational coordination with line ministries could facilitate quality and integrated 

response to support affected populations 

 

 Responding in a conflict setting is crucial. A coordinated effort is required to reach affected 

populations in insecure areas where access may be limited. 

Key Recommendations: 

 Review and update existing common and agreed assessment tools before disaster strikes;, 

engage local surveyors who are technically sound in conducting assessments. Establish a 

taskforce comprising multiple stakeholders at the provincial level for the assessment as a 

good entry point; 

 

 Follow up, and facilitate, more communication such as electronic media, community based 

early warning systems etc, for wider and prompt dissemination of early warning messages., 

Critical review needs to be done before disseminating early warning messages of slow onset 

emergency; 

 

 The FSAC should capture best practices on geographical and beneficiary targeting from 

implementing partners, whilst also giving more attention to the importance of community 

sensitization and mobilization; 

 

 Conduct risk analyses in insecure areas; prioritize vulnerable populations, particularly female 

headed households, and ensure gender mainstreaming, particularly gender-balanced 

targeting is integrated into any response; protection should also be considered and the ‘do no 

harm’ approach. 

 

 There should be an improved coordination mechanism with Early Recovery Network to 

facilitate strategic collaboration and a similar, level of collaboration with Nutrition and WASH 

clusters. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Overview of the context 

Since 2001, Afghanistan has faced recurrent natural disasters, particularly drought, floods and 

landslides, in addition to ongoing protracted conflict. These factors combined have increased the 

vulnerability of the local populations to food insecurity and thus compromised the lives and livelihoods 

of Afghans, resulting in increased hunger and poverty. The humanitarian community, in collaboration 

with the Government of Afghanistan, regularly responds to these recurrent natural disasters by 

providing support to the affected population and addressing the impact of these disasters.  

In 2011, Northern Afghanistan experienced a severe drought which affected 14 provinces; all areas in 
which there is a traditional high reliance on rain fed agriculture. The subsequent normal winter and 
spring precipitation between November 2010 and June 2011 caused substantial crop failures, resulted 
in the loss of livestock and livelihood assets, and pushed people into food insecurity. The lack of 
meteorological and hydrological water either completely or significantly reduced the output of rain 
dependent agriculture activities, such as rain-fed cultivation and livestock activities that rely on 
pasture. The lack of rain and loss of ground water resulted in a 17 percent reduction in 2011 cereal 
production. There were a number of factors, such as the combination of low agricultural productivity, 
reduced labor wages and income from agriculture and livestock, increased wheat prices and a dry 
summer with minimal economic activities that made this drought of particular concern to the 
humanitarian community.  
 
In addition to the poor wheat harvest and unusually low income earning opportunities, pastures were 
not regenerating as normal, resulting in diminished livestock health. According to the Emergency Food 
Security Assessment (EFSA phase I & II) conducted by the Food Security and Agriculture Cluster 
(FSAC) under the technical leadership of WFP, vulnerable heads of households were pushed into 
significant levels of food insecurity and started to adopt negative coping strategies such as selling off 
their assets and livestock, decreasing the quantity and quality of food consumed, spending savings to 
purchase food, incurring and increasing  debt and migrating in search of labor opportunities. The 
EFSA also indicated that a total of 2.86 million people were affected by the drought and required food 
assistance. To prevent the situation from deteriorating before the beginning of the winter and spring 
lean seasons, the humanitarian community responded, providing urgent relief, scaling up food 
assistance through a number of mechanisms targeting food insecurity. These interventions fall under 
the following broad categories: 
 

 General food distribution;  

 Voucher programming;  

 Cash transfers (conditional and unconditional);  

 Seeds, tools and fertilizer distribution; 

 Fodder distribution;  

 Income generating and livelihoods support 
 
Humanitarian agencies, including the Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan (GoIRA), 

have been trying to help the affected population to recover from the impact of the drought. The Food 

Security and Agriculture Cluster (FSAC) with the initial support from the Global Food Security Cluster 

(GFSC) Coordinator in October – November 2011 supported the Cluster members through 

coordination, collaboration and technical support for ensuring effective response.  

While the recovery was in progress, severe flooding largely as a result of severe winter and high 

precipitation in spring hit some areas of the drought-affected provinces. This has caused a significant 

setback for those affected households trying to stabilize their livelihoods and also further corroding 

food security. 
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1.2 Map of the Drought Affected Areas 
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1.3 Objective of the Lessons Learned Process  

The objective of the exercise was to capture the lessons learned from the drought response during 
2011 and 2012 in Afghanistan in order to inform future food security response to natural disasters.  

 
 
2 Scope and Methodology 
 
2.1 Scope and Limitations 
 
The lessons learned exercise examined the following key areas to establish key lessons learned and 
corresponding recommendations: 
 

 Assessment and analysis on the context, needs and targeting; 

 Early warning capacity; 

 Response options analysis and appropriateness of response; 

 Early warning capacity integration with other sector response; 

 Coordination mechanisms at regional and national cluster and government levels. 

 
The key lessons learned from the drought response will, amongst other things, guide the preparation 

of the 2013 CHAP. In addition, the outputs of this exercise will guide ongoing programming in drought-

affected areas of Afghanistan as well as interventions designed to alleviate the impact of drought in 

the future. The lessons learned document will also be a reference document for future food security 

and agriculture based emergency and early recovery programming in the country. 

The exercise did face some limitations. One of which was the inadequate representation of local 

community members and beneficiaries as they were not reached due to time constraints. The review 

of secondary information (e.g. reports, case studies and real-time evaluations) did, however, provide 

some community/beneficiary points of view about the relevant programmes. Another limitation was the 

reluctance of some agencies to share secondary information and data. A good amount of secondary 

information was collected through consultation meetings with multiple stakeholders to compensate for 

this gap. 

2.2 Methodology 

The Terms of Reference, workshop agenda, process and tools were drafted and shared with the 

FSAC members. A request was made to the FSAC members in that meeting to establish and 

participate in a taskforce to be formed to carry out the exercise. Upon establishing the taskforce which 

comprised eleven agencies, the following methodologies were adopted after discussion: 

 Review and finalise the draft ToR; design, develop and finalise national and regional workshop 

tools and questionnaires in consultation with the taskforce (English and Dari versions);  

 

 Prepare rollout workshop agenda; process guidelines (English and Dari version) and facilitate 

regional and national workshops in Mazar, Hirat and Kabul;  

 

 Conduct consultations with the Humanitarian Donor Group (HDG), MAIL representatives of 

the Drought Coordination Cell, Early Recovery Network (ERN) and Early warning Information 

Working Group (EWIWG); 

 

 Review secondary information; consolidate workshop products and present initial results in the 

FSAC monthly meeting in July. 

  



11 
 

 

2.3 Implementation Arrangements 

 
As stated earlier, a taskforce comprised of 11 agencies was formed to support the exercise. These 
agencies were: ACTED, Afghan Aid, CRS, FAO, ICRC, IRC, OCHA, Oxfam GB, Save the Children 
International, Tearfund WFP covering UN agencies, NGO representatives and the International 
Federation of the Red Cross/ Afghan Red Crescent Society  The taskforce was established by the 
FSAC after an expression of interest in the monthly FSAC meeting in May 2012.  
 
The Response Analysis Support Team in Afghanistan (RASTA), in collaboration with the FSAC team, 
took the lead role in carrying out the exercise.  

 
Other stakeholders, particularly the cash transfer project review consultant of ECHO who funded 
projects in the drought affected areas, were also contacted and consulted to exchange ideas on the 
exercise. 
  
 
3 Lessons Learned and Recommendations 

 

3.1 Assessment and analysis on the context, need and early warning capacity 

 

 A pre-designed harmonized tool for assessments is essential to start a coordinated, 

timely and early response  

An interesting debate amongst the humanitarian community on ‘drought and dryness’ ran for a 

significant period in order to develop common agreement on the drought issue. The major 

contributing factor to this debate was the lack of consensus and agreement on the way forward 

for an evidence-based climate and weather related data and information gathered by the Early 

Warning Information Working Group (EWIWG) . Different agencies described different things 

about the extent of the impact of the drought at household level through individual assessment 

which were not coherent and common and so caused dilemmas for international donors. Finally, 

an Emergency Food Security Assessment (EFSA) phase I & II was conducted at the Cluster level 

which resulted in an agreed upon situation analysis with the donor community. As a whole the 

impact of the response was reduced to some extent due to the delayed common assessment and 

lack of consolidated information. In order to avoid this in future, and to confirm the agreement of 

all stakeholders on the methodology of the tool it is important to have a pre-designed harmonized 

assessment tool (well understood amongst the humanitarian agencies) in place that accurately 

demonstrates needs and helps to start a coordinated, timely and early response, enabling 

agencies to have greater impact on the lives of the affected population through better designed, 

coordinated and interventions.  

 

 Comprehensive contingency plan is key to facilitate effective emergency response  

A comprehensive contingency 

plan involving all stakeholders 

particularly government that 

includes, but is not limited to: 

hazards and vulnerability 

mapping, risk analysis, review of 

coping mechanisms, identification 

of response options and planning 

could play a key role when a 

disaster strikes. Plans existed in 

some areas such as northern 
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region where drought regularly occurs, however, various humanitarian agencies felt there was a 

need in other areas such as northeast, western and central highland region. Inadequate 

preparedness to respond to the drought resulted in a need for additional work during the response 

phase. Although it is difficult to predict the onset and severity of different hazards, particularly 

chronic or slow onset emergencies such as drought, it is important to prepare for various potential 

hazards that might strike in a specific region. In addition, a sound mechanism for using such plan 

to inform response is also crucial. Thus it is important for comprehensive contingency plans 

covering multiple hazards along with operational mechanisms to be developed at local, provincial 

and national levels in order to reduce the impact of disasters.  

 

 Consensus-based, accurate and timely early warning assessments are crucial in order 

to achieve an effective and coordinated response:  

The Early Warning Information Working Group (EWIWG) did provide early warning information to 

the humanitarian community regarding the untimely and inadequate fall precipitation, the early 

melting of the winter snow and inadequate spring precipitation; all warning signs of a potential 

slow onset crisis for the international humanitarian community. Some humanitarian donors 

expressed the view that the early warning messages helped them decide their programme 

objectives and financial contributions related to the drought response. The impact of early warning 

messages was reduced by a lack of consensus amongst various agencies and donors on the key 

messages. Some required additional evidence such as a common assessment at the household 

level to determine what the impact of the crisis and vulnerability of local populations would be if in 

fact drought did strike. In the consultation meeting with the Humanitarian Donor Group (HDG) it 

was indicated that the Early Warning System (EWS) could contribute to their financial decision-

making process if it was adequately supported by other rigorous evidence, credible information 

and joint assessments in order to forecast the potential extent of the emergency and the resources 

needed by agencies to respond effectively. 

 

 A clear, updated and informative baseline on food security and livelihoods is essential 

in the context in Afghanistan:  

Whilst responding to the drought, and also the chronic food insecurity context, there is a common 

agreement by the major stakeholders (e.g. donors, researchers, policy makers, decision makers 

and implementers) that Afghanistan requires a solid baseline with regards to the food security and 

livelihoods situation covering various aspects such as household classification, livelihood pattern, 

economic development, income & expenditure sources & levels, vulnerability to shocks & stresses 

and coping mechanism of the populations. This information should be clear, informative and 

regularly updated in order to support the country with micro and macro level programming on food 

security and agricultural livelihoods. This could also play a vital role in exploring new avenues of 

programming and innovative ways to reduce the impact of drought and other potential disasters.  

 

The 2011/12 National Risk Vulnerability Assessment (NRVA) report in Afghanistan will be 

released in early 2013 to serve as national baseline for food security in Afghanistan. In addition, 

the IPC map and analysis, rapid food security assessments and monitoring of food security 

situation will be key tools to overcome the information gap. A NGO Consortium (Solidarities 

International, ACF, PIN, Medair) plans to conduct an in-depth assessment, possibly Household 

Economic Analysis (HEA), with support from ECHO, which could be useful to fill the technical 

information gap with regard to livelihoods baseline. This could also be an important avenue for 

FSAC to investigate and explore how the FSAC could add value to this exercise from a technical 

and coordination perspective. 
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3.1.1 Recommendations on the assessment and analysis on the context and need and early 

warning capacity 

 

 Review and update the common and agreed assessment tool before disaster strikes 

 A multi-agency Rapid Assessment Form (RAF) developed in early 2012 at inter-cluster level, is 

based on an IOM form, to be used immediately in the wake of the disaster for initial assessment. 

The FSAC has facilitated a standard harmonized rapid food security assessment tool for the 

Cluster which is now operational. The harmonized food security assessment tools are designed 

with the view to assess the food security and livelihood situation of the affected populations after 

first phase of the response. However, all the tools need to be updated as necessary in order to 

remain relevant and useful in the specific context to both assess and monitor the situation. This 

tool should always be ready to use in the event of a disaster, and sufficient people trained on how 

to use the tool to collect quality information. In order to execute the assessment tool and to ensure 

quality output engagement of local and technically sound surveyors in the assessment process 

has been recommended . The establishment of a taskforce at provincial level comprising technical 

and managerial people working with government and non-governmental agencies is also 

recommended under the collaboration of regional FSAC to ensure greater participation in and 

ownership of the assessment.  

 

 Facilitate more communication tools for the dissemination of early warning messages  

 

Currently the main communication means used for the dissemination of early warning messages 

are the sharing of updates in the EWIWG and FSAC monthly meetings, publishing newsletters 

and exchanging e-mails. These methods are useful but do not reach a wide enough audience.  

For the wider and more timely dissemination of early warning messages the FSAC needs to 

investigate more appropriate means of communication such as electronic media that could provide 

quick and wider coverage from the grass-roots level upwards to district, province and national 

level. TV and radio could be the most appropriate choices as information would be available in 

communities with high illiteracy levels. However the challenge remains that early warning 

messages need to be disseminated after review under the leadership of EWIWG, where 

government involvement is required, as it is not always advisable to disseminate the messages in 

slow onset emergency. The dissemination of messages needs to be done in an unbiased way and 

the FSAC needs to consider this while planning. The early warning messages also need to be 

effectively disseminated to donors. 

 

3.2 Targeting and Responses 

 

 The quality of a response is closely linked to appropriate targeting and timeliness of 

response. These are key to effectively supporting the affected population: Effective and 

appropriate targeting along with timely support are the keys in any emergency response. The 

quality of a response is closely linked with appropriate targeting. The issue of targeting and 

process of beneficiary selection and identification was repeatedly mentioned by various 

stakeholders throughout the lessons learned exercise. It is evident that almost all agencies 

have their own targeting criteria and mechanisms, which are more or less common and to 

some extent participatory. Despite having a set of criteria and identification mechanism in 

place, appropriate targeting remained a big challenge that, at times, undermined the impact of 

the various responses. Community based targeting coupled with strong monitoring of the 

targeting process and assistance delivery could ensure that most vulnerable are reached. A 

specific taskforce can be tasked with this responsibility. On the other hand, there were some 
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areas in need that remained unaddressed and without assistance, so the area and 

geographical targeting and coverage requires special attention, particularly in a context like 

Afghanistan where there are many remote communities and insecure areas that cannot be 

reached easily by humanitarian agencies. As mentioned in the findings of assessment section, 

the timeliness of response was delayed due to the delay in making a response decision at 

national level. However the timeliness of response at operational/community level varied due 

to geographical location and contextual background. All those factors have contributed to 

reduce the impact of the response to some extent, however, these are the issues need to be 

looked at in any future response. 

 

 Participation of Shuras/CDCs in the response could play an effective role if a proper 

facilitation process is ensured by implementing agencies  

 

It is an essential feature of any successful emergency 

response, that activities must be implemented in a 

consultative, participative and inter-active manner in 

order that beneficiaries and the wider community can 

express their ideas and influence projects accordingly. 

This ensures transparency and accountability in the 

programme. In the context of Afghanistan, Shuras and 

CDCs who are an acknowledged authority in the 

community are key to doing this. However, Shuras and 

CDCs need to be guided and supported by the 

respective project staff in order to make sure that they 

are acting in the interest of the wider community and 

not just in their own interest. The evidence in the 

current response suggested that the participation of 

Shuras and CDCs was significant, however, there was a lack of process facilitation and 

continued follow-up/monitoring which resulted in some inappropriate beneficiary targeting and 

improper distribution of assistance in some cases. Better results in the programme 

interventions would result from combined efforts of Shuras and CDCs, Beneficiaries Selection 

Committee (BSC), other stakeholders and if a proper facilitation process (highlighting 

beneficiary selection, verification and also inputs distribution monitoring/follow up etc) is 

ensured by the implementing agency. A high level community sensitization is also an integral 

part of this process. However, the involvement of Shura/CDC should be limited only to those 

communities where agencies are implementing projects. In a conflict context, it is important to 

ensure the participation of surrounding communities, so that they can understand the reason 

why the other people were not selected for the projects. 

 

 Significant analysis of context (e.g. security, seasonality, market, flexibility) is required 

to determine the type of response and ensure better choices in programming 

intervention  

This is an important lesson that was drawn from discussions held with regional stakeholders 

and also with the Humanitarian Donor Group (HDG). In some cases, agencies were found to 

have distributed seeds to drought-affected households for farming without analyzing 

seasonality. When the spring flood season began, these planted seeds were washed away.  

Similarly, in some cases the cash and food distribution centers were far from the communities 

due to insecurity and therefore a portion of the cash, intended for purchasing emergency food 

items and covering basic needs, was sometimes used by beneficiaries to cover travel 

expenses to receive the cash. In some places, people were reluctant to accept the aid 

because of high transportation cost from the distribution points to their home. Affected people 

in some remote areas were not even reached due to insecurity and remoteness.  
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Another consideration is the quantity of assistance; most agencies targeted households based 

on an average size of 7, rather than calculating the quantity of assistance based on the actual 

number of members in the household, which can vary greatly in the context of Afghanistan 

due to many families living in the same household. 

 

 Cash and Food – both had a significant impact in the response to support the affected 

population however impact varied from context to context 

Cash and direct food assistance were the 

most essential and important interventions 

with regards to improving the food security 

situation of drought-affected households. 

However, the application of those 

interventions depends on the context. 

During the first phase of the response, 

food programming was preferred due to 

the unavailability of food in the local 

market, disruption of local markets and 

displacement of the population. As soon as 

the situation improved (food is available, 

markets are functional, there are no significant price increases of daily commodities observed 

etc) cash was a better way to support the affected population by increasing their purchasing 

power and giving more choice to beneficiaries about how to use the assistance. 

 

 Cash seems to be a very useful response mechanism however there are challenges and 

high risks involved, particularly in insecure 

areas  

Cash provides a range of options to the affected 

population; decision-making authority, utilization 

choice, restoration of livelihoods, rebuilding 

community assets etc. However, technical 

expertise and careful analysis of markets are 

essential prerequisites in order for cash transfer 

interventions to be implemented properly. Post 

distribution monitoring is an essential element of 

any programme to understand how the recipients 

are using the cash received. Cash Learning 

Partnership (CaLP) has rolled-out a technical 

capacity building plan in Afghanistan; this could 

be a useful platform for implementing partners 

and FSAC to facilitate more discussions on best 

practice, capacity building and planning of cash 

based interventions. 

 

 An adequate understanding of community mechanisms could allow gender to be 

considered more and allow alternative ways for assistance to reach females 

Throughout the exercise it has been evident that gender mainstreaming is a major gap across 

all programming; this is an important area to examine. A better understanding of gender 

issues is important for future interventions as well as to ensure programmes reach the female 

headed households effectively. In addition, a better understanding of the community 

mechanisms in distributing inputs also helps to ensure that the humanitarian interventions are 

helping the vulnerable population, rather than harming. During the exercise, regional 
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workshop participants pointed out that once humanitarian aid is distributed by the 

humanitarian agency then the community redistributes the aid among themselves according to 

their own arrangement. This seems to be local culture, and fits with inbuilt societal structures. 

However, more research is needed to properly understand the informal and formal social 

safety nets that are in place in local communities. This needs to be considered in future 

interventions. 

 

 Capacity of counterparts, particularly MAIL, ANDMA, DAIL, PDMC, and DDMC is an 

issue, which needs to be strengthened  

The success of a response significantly depends on the capacity of the government 

counterparts. The size and difficulty of MAIL response made coordination essential in the 

blanket coverage in the 2011-12 drought response. During the response there was adequate 

involvement of MAIL, ANDMA, DAIL, PDMC and DDMC, however, their capacity with regards 

to management, coordination, collaboration and technical leadership of the response are yet 

to be strengthened to ensure improved food security responses in future.  

 

 Drought is a recurring event in Afghanistan; a long term programmatic approach with 

focus on DRR is essential in addition 

to any immediate response  

Afghanistan has been facing the impact of 

drought for decades; it is a cyclical 

phenomenon. Protracted conflict, high 

food prices and limited sustainability of 

traditional livelihoods have already 

impoverished large sections of the 

population. Agencies that operate in 

drought-prone areas need to be prepared 

to mitigate as well as respond to drought.  

A long term programmatic approach with 

special focus on DRR at policy, programme and operational levels that includes 

preparedness, mitigation and early warning could play an important role in ensuring that 

preparedness and mitigation measures are in place in order to minimize the risk and impact of 

future drought emergencies. Humanitarian donors need to ensure that they provide support 

for DRR/early recovery activities in emergency/short term interventions and that these 

programmes are better linked with long term programmes for more advanced protection, 

mitigation, early warning and community capacity to manage and respond to disasters. In 

addition, FSAC could play an important role to strengthen the capacity of the Cluster members 

on DRR through presentation of basic elements and best practices. 

 

 

 Roll out of strategies to link from emergency to recovery and longer term development 

has been instrumental to address the multiple hazards, impacts and vulnerabilities 

faced by local communities  

While the drought response and recovery efforts were ongoing, spring flash floods affected 

many previously drought-affected areas, damaging the recovery efforts of the affected 

population supported by humanitarian agencies and Government of the Islamic Republic of 

Afghanistan (GoIRA). So, humanitarian agencies have had to adapt their approach, and are 

now, in many places, supporting affected populations to recover from the impact of flooding. 

The floods contingency plans developed by the FSAC have been used to inform the 

humanitarian agencies with ongoing drought response projects of the impending risk to 

agriculture recovery. This gives a clear indication that there is a need to link from emergency 

to recovery and longer term development is important. More mitigation (structural and non 
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structural community based programming) and preparedness (awareness and capacity 

building) efforts needs to be included into emergency response and beyond that to focus on 

the resilience and protection with next likely disasters. Good collaboration with clear strategic 

action points between the FSAC and Early Recovery Network could play an effective role in 

this regard. 

 

 International humanitarian standards should be used in any response as a guide. 

However the use, and knowledge, of such standards needs to be improved in the 

context of Afghanistan to ensure their effective implementation  

Sphere, HAP, and LEGS are the international humanitarian standards for responding to an 

emergency and should be adhered to by all humanitarian agencies with necessary 

adjustments required in the specific country context. The use of these international guidelines 

in the ongoing drought response was very limited; in most cases it was a noticeable gap, 

which meant humanitarian agencies were determining the quantity of deliverable inputs 

themselves, leading to a lack of consistency of response and conflicts among the affected 

population. The programme quality standard was also not well understood due to the limited 

use of HAP and LEGS. To address this, staff capacity building events (such as basic 

humanitarian training/Sphere, HAP and LEGS) of multiple agencies is needed to ensure 

implementers are fully aware of these globally accepted humanitarian standards.  

 

 Responding in a conflict setting is crucial  

Responding to an emergency is the fundamental requirement of the humanitarian charter; 

however, it becomes even more crucial when the country context remains in a protracted 

conflict-affected situation, with continuous threats to the lives and livelihoods of the local 

population, as well as humanitarian actors. Planning according to the versatility of the context 

is very important for the population in an insecure area. A coordinated effort could contribute 

significantly to respond to humanitarian needs in insecure areas. This refers to remote 

management mechanisms which require strong relationships built on trust as well as good 

communication and triangulation of information. Alternative ways of getting humanitarian 

assistance to insecure areas need to be investigated, ensuring a balance between providing 

assistance and managing risks of both beneficiaries and implementing agencies. 

 

3.2.1 Recommendations on targeting and response 

 

 FSAC will capture best practices on targeting: Since targeting seemed a major challenge 

in the ongoing drought response, the FSAC needs to lead on investigating why this was the 

case and capturing best practices related to this. Community Based Targeting (CBT) could be 

a potential option in this context, which should encompass: standard criteria, stakeholder 

analysis and engagement, wider community consultation to list potential beneficiaries, 

verification and adjustment of inclusion/exclusion error, and preparation of a final list for 

registration. The FSAC needs to review the ongoing practices on targeting mechanisms used 

by implementing partners, and develop standard guidelines including a set of criteria for 

targeting especially the most vulnerable population.   

 

 Conduct response options analysis: In order to choose better programming options , 

response options analysis needs to be conducted at FSAC level to inform the humanitarian 

community, donors and implementing partners and Government of the Islamic Republic of 

Afghanistan (GoIRA) about programming to address the ongoing and future needs of the 

affected populations. The CAP/CHAP could be the best avenue to explore this. A 

recommendation made to Response Analysis Support Team in Afghanistan (RASTA) is for 
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RATSA and FSAC to collaborate on this issue and facilitate response options analysis for 

CHAP 2013. 

 

 Conduct risk analyses in insecure areas: While designing a response it is important to 

conduct sound security analyses in the proposed working areas. The lessons from the 

regional workshops suggest that distributing inputs into ‘no access’ areas is an unaddressed 

gap. The FSAC needs to investigate potential lessons from other conflict and drought-affected 

countries such as Somalia on mechanisms especially remote management mechanisms, to 

share with the Cluster members that can be adapted to address this gap in order to reach 

populations in the most insecure areas, particularly as these populations are likely to be 

among the mostly vulnerable.  

 

 Prioritize vulnerable populations’ especially female headed households: In designing 

and targeting programmes priority needs to be given to the vulnerable sections of the 

population, particularly female headed households. Identification needs to be incorporated in 

the initial assessment tool and early warning mechanism. The FSAC needs to play an 

advocacy role in prioritizing vulnerable female headed households in the programming of 

implementing partners and also the MRRD, for the inclusion into the social safety net 

programming. 

 

 Gender mainstreaming particularly gender balanced targeting needs to be ensured in 

the response: Gender mainstreaming particularly in the targeting and supporting the women, 

and most vulnerable female headed households in the response was a gap identified in the 

Kabul workshop, and the FSAC and implementing partners need to focus on this. Gender 

issues need to be incorporated into all stages of response in future and gender balanced 

targeting needs to be ensured. A recommendation has been made to the FSAC to collaborate 

with the GenCap Adviser to organize and facilitate a workshop on gender mainstreaming into 

food security and agriculture interventions for the implementing partners. Similarly gender 

framework analysis in food security and agriculture programming has been recommended in 

order to better understand the current scenario. 

 

 

3.3 Integration and Coordination 

 

 Involvement of ANDMA and other government stakeholders in the cluster approach and 

emergency preparedness activities has been crucial and can add additional value from 

the beginning of a response. Provincial stakeholder (such as ANDMA, DAIL, PDMC, DDMC 

etc) engagement has been crucial in the emergency response from the very beginning. This 

could help to ensure a well-coordinated and harmonized response. In particular, the role of 

ANDMA has been extremely important as they are the sole agency acting on behalf of the 

central government in dealing with rapid onset emergency at provincial and national level. 

Therefore they need to be involved more actively in the Cluster system and emergency 

preparedness efforts in order that they are aware, prepared and can contribute to strategic 

and operational planning and implementation. The presence of Clusters in the early phase of 

a response, particularly at the regional level, is necessary for better coordination and 

developing a common approach to the response. 

 

 Understanding the conceptual framework to integrate and link food security and 

agriculture based responses with Nutrition, WASH and Early Recovery Clusters is a 

strong requirement: Food security and agriculture interventions are closely linked with 

WASH, Nutrition and Early Recovery clusters. The lessons learned exercise consulted all the 
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Cluster and network leads to develop an understanding as to how the inter-cluster based 

interventions facilitated linkages to benefit the affected population. However, it has been 

understood that a clear understanding and action on the conceptual frameworks to link the 

sectoral responses are the essential requirements to ensure the integration. 

 

 National level coordination has been appreciated, however operational coordination 

needs more effort: National level coordination for the drought response was really 

appreciated by the stakeholders in order that they were ‘on the same page’, minimizing 

overlaps, sharing ideas and exchanging thoughts. However, the consultation meeting with the 

DCC and the FSAC members highlighted the need of inter-ministry level coordination as the 

response should be supported and coordinated by the various line ministries such as MAIL, 

MRRD, and MoPH. Frequent and effective coordination, particularly the meeting with 

humanitarian community and DCC and MAIL, on drought responses is vital for developing well 

coordinated and integrated responses that could support affected populations better in the 

longer term. While the national level coordination is much appreciated, this needs to be done 

at an operational level as well to ensure that the operations of the response are effectively 

done. The review of key aspects of operational coordination could also be a useful link to 

improve emergency response as a whole. Establish and operate Emergency Preparedness 

Working Group could be an avenue for this if Early Recovery Network is not fully operational.  

 

3.3.1 Recommendations on integration and coordination 

 Establishment of FSAC in highland areas: Central highlands (Daykundi, Bamiyan Ghor and  

Badakshan provinces were very much affected by the drought in 2011.  Humanitarian 

agencies responding with food security and agriculture based interventions, lacked the 

presence of a Cluster or other coordination platform.  This combined with a large number of 

actors, particularly in Badakhshan and Bamiyan, meant those making interventions faced 

challenges with coordination, resulting in inadequate sharing of ideas and views and also 

creating gaps in coverage and on common agreement of response related contextual issues. 

Recommendations have been made to look at the feasibility of creating a platform for 

coordination if a regional FSAC is not planned. 

 

 Coordination and collaboration with Early Recovery Network: The Early Recovery 

Network (ERN) has rolled-out an early recovery strategy which is currently awaiting approval 

from the Humanitarian Country Team (HCT). Strong collaboration and coordination through 

specific action based planning have been recommended with ERN to translate the strategy 

into action. This will address issues from a recovery and longer term perspective rather than 

only focusing on response. Similar models need to be explored with WASH, Nutrition and 

Protection Clusters for strengthening collaboration efforts.  
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4 Conclusion 

Afghanistan has been facing cyclical droughts consistently for a number of decades. The trend, 

frequency and intensity have increased, posing potential threats to the lives and livelihoods of 

affected communities. The ongoing drought response is not yet complete. The Government of the 

Islamic Republic of Afghanistan and development agencies operating in that environment need to 

keep this issue on the agenda while they are designing longer term programmes. As drought has 

four main cycles (alarm, alert, emergency and recovery), it is very important to address this issue 

through an integrated DRR approach, which requires a long term initiative. This needs to be done 

at policy, programme and operational levels. In addition, a set of key actions such as updating of 

common food security assessment tool, conducting livelihoods and food security baseline survey, 

investigating and exploring  best practices on targeting, gender mainstreaming and improved 

understanding on the conceptual framework for the integration of sectoral responses (nutrition, 

WASH, protection) need to be implemented in order for improved responses. 

 

 

4 Annexure 

 

4.1 ToR of the lessons learning exercise 

 

4.2 Workshop schedule (national and regional) and process guideline 

 

4.3 Key questions for the workshop (group activity) 

 

4.4 Key questions for HDG meeting 

 

4.5 Group activity tool 

 

4.6 Taskforce members list 
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Annex I: Terms of Reference (ToR) for Lessons Learning Exercise on  
Drought Response in Afghanistan 

 
Introduction:  
 
Afghanistan is a drought prone country. Since 2000 the country has experienced droughts affecting 
large number of people in many provinces. In 2011 Northern Afghanistan experienced a severe 
drought which affected 14 provinces. The subsequent crop failure, livestock losses and loss of 
livelihood left an estimated 2.8 million people food insecure. 
 
In response to the drought a number of international and national agencies have been implementing 
food security programmes to assist affected populations. These have been were coordinated through 
the Afghanistan Food Security and Agriculture Cluster (FSAC). The programmes fall in to the following 
broad categories:  
 

 general food distribution,  

 voucher programming,  

 cash transfers (conditional and unconditional),  

 seeds, tools and fertilizer distribution and  

 fodder distribution  

 income generating and livelihoods support/ work 
 
To find out (together with the FSAC members) what has been working well amongst the above 
mentioned programmes, a lesson learning documentation has been planned, which will be carried out 
by the taskforce formed by the FSAC. In order to establish the taskforce a total of 11 agencies (10 
have already confirmed their interests: WFP, ACTED, AfghanAid, Tear fund, Oxfam GB, CRS, IRC, 
Save the Children International, UNOCHA and FAO; and one is in progress: IFRC/ ICRC) will be 
selected based on own interest and experience to support the exercise at national and sub-national 
level, whilst Response Analysis Support Team in Afghanistan (RASTA) in collaboration with FSAC 
team will facilitate the lead role to carry out the exercise. The taskforce will be supported by the 
RASTA and will also work in collaboration with the Response Analysis Technical Working Group 
(RATWG).  
 
Currently a consultant is working to draw the drought response lessons learned for a consortium 
comprising with 5 NGOs with support from ECHO. The work of that consultant will complement to this 
exercise, and therefore the consultant will also be communicated and consulted in various steps of 
this lessons learning exercise; 
 

Scope of Work:  
 
The lessons learning exercise will focus on the following key areas: 
 

 assessment and analysis on the context, needs and targeting 

 response options analysis and appropriateness of responses 

 early warning capacity 

 coordination mechanism at regional, national level cluster and government level 

 integration with other sector responses 

 
The results will amongst other things help guide the preparation of the 2013 CAP. In addition, the 
outputs of this exercise will guide ongoing programming in drought affected areas as well as 
interventions designed to alleviate the impact of droughts in the future. It is expected that the lessons 
learning document will also work as reference document for future food security and agriculture based 
emergency/ early recovery programming in the country.  
 
Objective:  
 
To capture the lessons learned from the Drought Response 2011 in Afghanistan in order to inform 
food security programming.  
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Expected outputs: 
 

 Briefing sessions to RATWG/ FSAC- plan, tools, process/ methodology etc:; 
 

 First result presentation to FSAC and government stakeholders- key lessons and 
recommendations; 

 

 Draft report;   
 

 Final report; 
 

Methodology:  
 
FSAC team with support from the taskforce members will facilitate 2 regional workshops in (Mazar and 
Herat) with the respective regional FSAC members in order to capitalize the lessons from their 
experience on the Drought response. The daylong workshop in each region will focus on the 
participatory learning approach through sharing positive and negative experience including best 
practices. Each workshop will consider the representation of local government representatives at 
village level to explore variety of lessons from multi dimensional aspect.  A clear guideline/ checklist/ 
programme schedule and questionnaires with clear content and objective for the workshops will be 
developed and agreed by the taskforce prior to the facilitation. 
 
The national level consultative workshop will also be facilitated with FSAC cluster agencies 
(humanitarian actors, donor communities and government stakeholders), other cluster such as WASH 
Nutrition and Protection clusters, GenCap Adviser, and the RATWG to draw positive and negative 
lessons from assessment to implementation level.  
 
To ensure the effective participation of respective agencies at regional level, FSAC will list the names 
and activities of humanitarian agencies implemented drought response programmes in 2011-12, and 
communicate them if possible individually for sharing their experience and learning. 
 
Special consultative meetings will also be conducted with various stakeholders (potential outgoing 
humanitarian personnel, humanitarian donor group etc) at Kabul level to consolidate their views on the 
drought response. In addition, secondary data/ information/ report (mainly lessons learned docs, 
review/ evaluation reports etc) of various agencies will also be reviewed for capturing lessons at 
community level since this exercise didn’t consider any event to consult direct recipient of drought 
response interventions due to time constraint.   

 
Timeframe:  
 
An estimated time frame of 6 to 8 weeks is proposed for the completion of the scheduled work. In 
order to inform the 2013 CAP (if HCT decides to have it), the work should be completed by 8

th
 of 

August 2012.  

 
Management:  
 
The taskforce will be managed by the FSAC coordination unit / team and cluster leads, whilst RASTA 
will provide pro-active leadership to this exercise, and FSAC will facilitate administrative arrangements 
(communication, organizing meetings, workshops, invitation, logistics etc). 

 
Reporting:  
 
FSAC will be responsible for the preparation of the lessons learned report in collaboration with the 
taskforce. The report and the presentation should be made and submitted in English. If required a Dari 
version of presentation should be prepared in collaboration with the support from FSAC contracted 
Translator. There is no exact limit for the length of the report; however, it would be appreciated to keep 
it within reasonable size with clear and simple language. The report should demonstrate ECHO 
visibility along with FSAC, whilst taskforce agencies visibility will also be reflected there. The final 
report will be published as deemed necessary. 



23 
 

 
 
Agreed work plan: 

 

Action Timeline: by Responsibility 

Finalization of ToR and work plan 11
th
 June Hamza, Mofizur 

Preparation of workshop schedule,  guideline and 
questionnaires 

14
th
 June Taskforce  

Collection and review of secondary information 30
th
 June Hamza, Bashir 

Regional workshop in Mazar 3
rd

 July Taskforce  

Briefing to FSAC meeting  27
th
 June Hamza,  Mofizur 

Regional workshop in Heart  9
th
 July Taskforce  

National workshop in Kabul 9
th
 July Taskforce  

Meeting with HDG 15
th
 July Taskforce  

Consultation meeting with outgoing humanitarian 
personnel 

10-15
th
 July Taskforce  

Consolidation of lessons learned from various 
events 

10
th
 July Taskforce  

Sharing of lessons to Taskforce members 12
th
 July Hamza, Mofizur, Bashir 

Presentation of first result to FSAC members 18
th
 July Hamza, Mofizur, Bashir 

Draft report 25
th
July 

FSAC with support from the 
taskforce 

Final report  8
th
 August Mofizur   
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Annex II: Drought Response Lessons Learning Workshop 

Programme Schedule for national and regional workshop 

Objective: To draw the key lessons learned from the Drought Response 2011-12 

Participants:  

 Humanitarian agencies involved in drought response, other clusters, ANDMA representative 

and government stakeholders in Kabul and regional FSAC members, other provincial 

stakeholders and humanitarian agencies participated in the drought response for the regional 

workshops; 

Time Topic Method Facilitated by 

09:00-09:25 
Introduction, workshop objective, methodology 
etc; 

ppt presentation Mofizur  

09:25-09:40 Group formation, task distribution ppt presentation Sediqullah  

09:40-10:00 Tea break 

10:00-11:45 
 
 

Group 1: 

 Assessment analysis on the context 
and needs; 

 Early warning capacity; 

Group 
discussion 

Group 
Facilitator 

Group 2:  

 Response options analysis and 
appropriateness of responses 

Group   
discussion 

Group 
Facilitator  

Group 3:  

 Integration with other sectors 
responses; 

Group 
discussion 

Group 
Facilitator  

Group 4: 

 Coordination mechanisms (cluster: 
regional, government level) 

Group 
discussion 

Group 
Facilitator 

11:45-12:30 
 

 Group work presentation, Q&A and 
Discussion: Group 1 

ppt/ Flip chart 
presentation 

Group 
Facilitator 

12:30-13:30 Lunch and Prayer 

13:30-14:15 
 

 Group work presentation, Q&A and 
Discussion: Group 2 

ppt/ Flip chart 
presentation 

Group 
Facilitator 

14:15-15:00 
 Group work presentation, Q&A and 

Discussion: Group 3 (work tea will be 
served during the presentation) 

Flip chart 
presentation 

Group 
Facilitator 

15:00-15:45 
 Group work presentation, Q&A and 

Discussion: Group 4 

ppt/ Flip chart 
presentation 

Group 
Facilitator 

15:45-16:00         Closing  
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Annex III: Drought Response Lessons Learning Workshop 

Key questions:  

Guidance notes: A total of 17 key questions have been identified for the group discussions to draw 

the lessons. These are basic questions; however the answer of those questions will gather/ 

consolidate the common experience of participants on the drought response, which will be feed into 

column b under tool for group activity sheet. Based on that the columns c-f will be filled through 

discussions; the result of that discussions (column c-f) will lead to draw the lessons and 

recommendations (column g-h); This means all the columns of the tools are interlinked, the answer of 

the questions will raise and respond many related/ follow up questions and issues (that’s why the 

related/ linked/ follow up questions have not been considered in the key questions below). However, 

the participants need to have a close look on the tool for group activity sheet before going to the detail 

questions; 

Section 1:  Assessment and analysis on the context and needs (informed by gender 

perspective) including targeting of vulnerable women, girls, boys and men: 

Q 1: Has a common or individual needs assessment and analysis been carried out informed by a gender 

perspective? If yes, what were they? Who conducted them? Was sex and age disaggregated information 
collected? Were women included in assessment processes? Was it used for planning the response? 

 
Q 2: What targeting criteria were used to select male and female beneficiaries? Did the humanitarian 
agencies successfully target the most vulnerable populations?  

 

Please list significant lessons (at least three positive and negative) learned from this section: assessment, 

analysis and targeting of beneficiaries and geographical areas (link with the tool for group activity 

column- g); 

Section 2: Early Warning Capacity: 

Q 1: Was there any early warning system is place? If so what were they? What were the messages the 
community received? What communication medium was used i.e. tv, posters, CDCs meetings?  Did the 

early warning system consider appropriate strategies and different medium to target women, girls, boys 

and men? 
 

Q 2: Did donors allocate funding based on initial early warning information? Did agencies take early 

action? 
 

Q 3: How did early warning systems help to minimize the risk? 
 

Please list significant lessons (at least three positive and negative) learned from this section: current 

early warning capacity and practice (link with the tool for group activity column- g); Section 3:  

Section 3: Response options analysis and appropriateness of responses: 

Q 1: How timely and successful (reduce negative coping strategies, prevent further migration and 
displacement) was the delivery of humanitarian response; 

 

Q 2: What were the main interventions used by agencies and government to respond to the drought (e.g. 

cash transfer, food distribution, seeds+ tools distribution etc)? Did the response meet the differential needs 

of male and females? 
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Q 3: What critical factors (e.g., security events, infrastructure, procedures, access, enabling funding 
environment, etc.) help explain why the response was or was not delivered in an adequate and timely 

manner?  
 

Q 4: How were the humanitarian response mechanisms identified? Was there any response options 

analysis process in place?  

 
Q 5: How well did the humanitarian response integrate gender considerations (participation of women and 

girls, collection and use of sex and age disaggregated data,  how food is distributed and allocated, 
nutrition status of women, girls, boys and men, cultural issues that may limit or control access of food to 

women and men in the household) in the humanitarian response? 

 
Q 6: What was  humanitarian actor’s level of commitment and compliance to national standards as well as 

international standards (SPHERE- minimum standard for disaster response, LEGS-livestock emergency 
guidelines standard, HAP- humanitarian accountability principle- 2007)?  

 

Please list significant lessons (at least three positive and negative) learned from this section: response 

options analysis/ appropriateness of responses (link with the tool for group activity column- g); 

 

Section 4: Integration with other sector responses: 

 
Q1: How adequately were political, economic, security and gender dimensions of the country and regional 
context considered in assessments, planning and provision of assistance, protection and transitions to early 

recovery efforts? 
 
Q 2: How effectively were the emergency food security and livelihoods interventions connected/linked with 

Nutrition, WASH, Protection etc activities and clusters to achieve common and linked objectives? 
 

Please list significant lessons (at least three positive and negative) learned from this section: integration 

of emergency food security and livelihoods interventions with other sectoral responses (WASH, 

nutrition, protection etc (link with the tool for group activity column- g) ; 

 

Section 5 Cluster and Government level coordination mechanisms: 

Q 1: In what ways, if any, has the cluster approach led to a more strategic response in terms of predictable 

leadership, partnership, cohesiveness and accountability? 

 
Q 2: How effective has inter-cluster coordination been, particularly in terms of cross cutting issues such as 
gender, DRR, Protection and Early Recovery)? 

 
Q 3: How effectively has the humanitarian community coordinated the response with the Government (at 
national, provincial, district and CDC level)? 

 
Q 4: In what ways, if any, has the government’ and non government capacity to respond to the needs of its 

women and men been strengthened? 

 
Please list significant lessons (at least three positive and negative) learned from this section: 

coordination mechanisms (cluster and government- all levels) responses (link with the tool for group 

activity column- g); 

 

END 
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Annex IV: DROUGHT RESPONSE LESSONS LEARNING EXERCISE IN 

AFGHANISTAN 

 

KEY QUESTIONS TO BE DISCUSSED WITH HUMANITARIAN DONOR GROUP MEETING: 

1. EARLY WARNING AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT: Early warning of the drought were being issued 

as far back as October 2010, yet the response of donors was not forthcoming. Could you please 

indicate the reasons why early warning messages were not acted upon and what, in the future would 

be the factors that would encourage you to respond to early warning?  

2. RESPONSE ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE CHOICE: The two major interventions in the drought 

response were food distributions and cash distributions. What role did you play in promoting these 

interventions?  What types of interventions did you support ant why? Were you satisfied that the 

choice of intervention has been informed by a good analysis of need and capacity to respond. In 

retrospect, would you have been interested / supportive of a broader range of interventions (perhaps 

including Disaster Risk Reduction interventions to reduce the impact of subsequent droughts? ). If so 

why and if not why not? Was there any particular constraint to fund through CAP? 

3. DONOR PERCEPTIOSN OF IMPACT OF DROUGHT RESPONSE AND KEY LESSONS: Looking 

back, how do you rate the quality of the food security and agriculture drought response in terms of 

saving lives and livelihoods of affected populations? Can you provide three positive lessons and three 

negative lessons from the whole drought response (include needs assessment, response planning, 

coordination with government, funding,  quality of Monitoring and Evaluation)? If you had to pick one 

thing to change for response to the next emergency in Afghanistan, what would it be?   

MEETING FACILITATION PROCESS: 

1 Welcome and introduction 

2 Clarify objective of the meeting 

3  Briefing on the lessons learning process 

4 Discussion on the key questions 
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Annex V: Tool for group activity in lessons learning workshop: this template will be used in all sections as follows: 

Section 1: Assessment and analysis on the context and needs (incl targeting with gender perspective) 

Que
stion
- (a) 

Answer (bullet form)- (b) 
What went well (in 

bullet form)-(c) 

Why went well/ 
Success factor (in 

bullet form)-(d) 

What didn’t go 
well (in bullet 

form)-(e) 

Key reason for 
shortfall (in 

bullet form)-(f) 

Lesson 
(statement)-(g) 

Recommendation 
(specific in bullet 

form)-(h) 

Q 1               

Q 2        

Section 2: Early Warning Capacity 
Q 1        

Q 2        

Q 3        

Section 3: Response options/ appropriateness of responses 
Q 1        

Q 2        

Q3         

Q 4        

Q5        

Q6        

Section 4: Integration with other clusters interventions 

Q 1        

Q 2        

Section 5: Cluster and Government level coordination mechanism 
Q1        

Q2        

Q3        

Q4        
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Annex VI: List of Taskforce Members 

 

  

S.No Name Organization Title Phone # Email add 

1 Abdirizak Ahmed ICRC Deputy Coordinator 0707 347 846 Kab_ecosec@icrc.org 

2 Agnes Mungatia  Oxfam GB EFSL Coordinator 0793 53 94 27 AMungatia@oxfam.org.uk  

3 Amanullah Asil UNWFP Program Officer  0799 662 098 amanullah.asil@wfp.org  

4 CT. Chidambaram ACTED Head of Program 0798 49]9 223 ct.chidambaram@acted.org  

5 Emma Conlan UNWFP  WFP focal point 0797 662 232 Emma.Conlan@wfp.org  

6 
Eng. Sediqullah 
Rahmati 

UNFAO National FS Response Analyst 0799 40 67 38 sediqullah.rahmati@fao.org  

7 Farooq Azam Save the Children Chief of Party Livelihoods/Food 0799 05 44 10 Faruque.azam@savethechildren.org  

8 Hamza UNFAO Program Officer  0795 53 73 63  amir.hamza@fao.org  

9 Jenny Weatherall Save the Children Program Officer  0791 71 17 58 jennifer.weatherall@savethechildren.org  

10 Jessica Bowers UNOCHA Sr HAO 0793 00 11 03 bowers@un.org  

11 M. Mofizur Rahman UNFAO Senior FS Response Analyst 0790 846 173  mofizur.rahman@fao.org  

12 Mannu Pereira Tear Fund Area Coordinator 0707 87 99 11 dmt-kandahar-ac@tearfund.org  

13 Nicholas Hutchings Afghanaid Deputy Director  0799 314 635  nhutchings@afghanaid.org.uk  

14 Paula Fitzgerald IFRC Program Coordinator 0700 085 392  paula.fitzgerald@ifrc.org  

15 Sam Duerden IRC HAP Coordinator 0793 40 08 07 sam.duerden@rescue.org  

16 Sherwood Delphine CRS  Head of Programme  - Delphine.Sherwood@crs.org  

17 Sara Khan UNHCR Protection Officer (SURG) 0791 99 01 62 KHANSAR@unhcr.org  

18 Daniel Tyler NRC Protection &Advocacy Advisor 0700 03 04 36 daniel.tyler@afg.nrc.no  

19 
Mohammad Parvez 
Jalili 

IRC 
Deputy Humanitarian 
Coordinator 

0793 16 04 72 Mohammad.Jalili@rescue.org  
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