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Introduction 
 

KABUL INFORMAL SETTLEMENTS (KIS) 
Over the past decade, Kabul has undergone significant and rapid population growth. The origins and 
reasons for migrating are numerous: improved economic opportunities, rural-urban migration, 
return of refugees and internal displacement have all led to large numbers of people arriving in 
Kabul. In this period, many have settled in ‘informal settlements’ on government and privately 
owned land, camps with minimal or no access to basic services, but within the city of Kabul 
nonetheless. Most of the people who have settled in the KIS are internally displaced, having either 
been displaced within Afghanistan or having returned from countries such as Pakistan. However, 
there are also those who have settled in Kabul in search of jobs, whether out of choice or because 
their traditional migration patterns have been interrupted. 

The KIS include a number of sites that were established more than ten years ago, while there are 
new camps constantly appearing following eviction or seasonal migration of the population. The size 
of the sites can range from some 6,000 individuals, while others have no more than four or five 
families.  The sites remain unrecognised and subject to ongoing evictions, with residents unable to 
establish anything that might constitute a permanent structure. Combined with this uncertainty 
surrounding housing are unpredictable household incomes: the vast majority of households in the 
KIS rely upon irregular daily labour or informal work for their incomes. The availability of daily labour 
decreases significantly during winter, leaving households with lower incomes at the same time as 
needing to spend additional money on household heating. 
 
This extreme vulnerability leaves households unable to fulfil their basic food or heating needs in 
winter, placing residents of the KIS at a higher risk of illness and death during the Kabul winter. 
 

KIS TASKFORCE 
 
The KIS taskforce was formed in 2010 as an operational coordination body to support winterization 
and spring flooding in the KIS. The taskforce is co-lead by OCHA and WHH, where OCHA acts as the 
functional chair but the group is driven by the NGOs, UNHCR and WFP, all whom operate in KIS. The 
taskforce is solely operational and focused on humanitarian assistance. Long term solutions are 
under the auspices of the Protection cluster and the IDP taskforce. 
 

BACKGROUND ON KIS WINTERIZATION 
 
In July 2013, the KIS taskforce initiated winter preparedness planning in the Kabul Informal 
Settlements (KIS). The winterization planning was in close coordination and partnership with MoRR, 
DoRR and ANDMA. To ensure harmonization and coordination of response, two key assessments 
were carried out in November:  joint needs assessment and joint verification exercise.  
 
The joint needs assessment took place from 4 to 7 November. Food, health and shelter/NFI needs 
were assessed in all KIS locations and covered approximately 20 per cent of the overall population. 
To complement the needs assessment, UNHCR and MoRR led a three-day joint verification exercise 
from 26 to 28 November.  
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More than 100 surveyors, data entry clerks and data analysts were involved in both assessments.  
Participant organizations included ACF, ADRA, CARE International, DRC, Islamic Relief, NRC, MoRR, 
Solidarités International, Terres des Hommes, UNHCR, WFP and WHH. 

From the findings of the needs assessments and based on previous years’ experience; fuel, food and 
key non-food items such as clothing, tarpaulin and blankets were prioritized. Cash pilots were also 
carried out in targeted sites by DRC, WHH and SI. A mapping of locations for each partner was 
conducted and distributions commenced in mid-December.  
 
Overall partnership and collaboration among the KIS taskforce members and key government 
departments such as MoRR and ANDMA remained strong throughout the response period.  
 

ASSISTANCE PROVIDED 
 
The table below provides an overview of the assistance provided over the 2013/2014 winter by a 
number of key partners. The assistance is broken down by the type of assistance provided per 
distribution.  

Organization  Items distributed 
No. of 
KIS sites 
assisted  

No. of 
families 
assisted 

WFP  
50 kg Wheat flour; 3.7 kg oil; 6 kg pulses; 0.5 kg salt; 
HEB (KIS; first round) 

22 KIS                                   
3,148  

WFP  
50 kg Wheat flour; 3.7 kg oil; 6 kg pulses; 0.5 kg salt; 
HEB (KIS and non- KIS sites; second round) 

45 KIS+ 7 
Non KIS 

                                 
6,035  

WFP  
50 kg Wheat flour; 3.7 kg oil; 6 kg pulses; 0.5 kg salt; 
HEB (KIS and non- KIS sites; third round) 

46 KIS+7 
Non KIS 

                                 
6,337  

SI Food vouchers  
4                                      

330  

SI Cash-for-food 
1                                        

46  

WHH 2 blankets/family  
27                                  

3,045  
WHH 

2 tarpaulins/family  
27 3,050  

WHH 
Cash distribution for fuel(1st Distribution) 

2                                      
101  

WHH 
Cash distribution for fuel (2nd Distribution) 

2 101  

WHH 
Heating equipment (bukhari) 

18                                  
2,016  

WHH Firewood (42 kg/family/month) /Coal 
84kg/family/month (1st Distribution) 

16                                  
1,963  

WHH Firewood (42 kg/family/month) /Coal 
84kg/family/month (2nd Distribution) 

16                                  
1,961  

WHH Firewood (42 kg/family/month) /Coal 
84kg/family/month ( 3rd distribution) 

16                                  
2,126  

WHH Firewood (42 kg/family/month) /Coal 
84kg/family/month (additional sites) 

3                                      
694  

WHH 
Winter clothing (2 blankets, 2 tarpaulins, children’s 
jacket, socks, shoes) 

8                                      
600  
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SI/ WHH 2 Blankets and tarpaulins/family (additional site) 
1                                      

302  

ADRA 6 pairs of shoes; 4 quilts; 2 pcs tarpaulin/family  
21                                  

2,094  

ADRA 70 kg charcoal/family (2 months) 
21                                  

2,094  

DRC 150 kg Firewood/family/month  
10                                  

1,431  
DRC 

150 kg Firewood/family/month 
11                                  

1,464  
DRC 

2-month "cash-for-fuel" 
4                                      

242  

CARE International  Cold clothing package/family 1 
9                                      

991  
Johanniter 
International  

Children’s clothing/family (2 blankets, 2 children’s 
jackets, 2 pairs of socks, 2 caps) 

43  4,700 
families 
(9,400) 

Children 
under 5 
year of 

age)   

Islamic Relief 70 kg charcoal/family (2 months) 
23                                  

2,672  
 
The above table illustrates that although assistance was limited to key items identified in the joint 
needs assessment, variations in quantity and quality of assistance provided remained, particularly 
with regard to NFIs.  

Therefore, the Post Distribution Monitoring (PDM) assessment and more specifically the PDM report 
aims at analysing the effectiveness and appropriateness of assistance provided and address ways to 
improve overall support to the KIS population.  This is done by focusing on three key areas: 

I. Attempting to establish the criteria for standard KIS winter relief packages that cover 
(quantity and quality) and respond (relevance) to the needs of the beneficiaries.  
 

II. Gauging the impact of winter relief interventions within the KIS, so as to determine the right 
amount of support required from the humanitarian community so as to not encourage aid 
dependency whilst meeting basic humanitarian needs in line with the Do No Harm Principle.   
 

III. Exploring innovative ways to improve service provision with the ultimate aim of increasing 
accountability towards beneficiaries.   

The PDM report is structured in such a way that it will guide the reader through the general rational 
used to set up the PDM assessment, and is divided into three sections: 1. Methodology, which 

                                                           
1The CARE cold package contained the following:  
For children U5: Two pairs of socks, two warm hats, a sweater and a trouser, and two pair of rubber shoes. 
For children 6-12 years: Two pair of socks, twowarm hats, two pairs of gloves, two sweaters and two pairs of rubber shoes 
For adults: two sweaters, two pair of socks and two pairs of rubber shoes 
NFIs: Hygiene kit, 3 quilts, sanitary pads for women and one plastic sheet  
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outlines the approach used to collect the most appropriate data; 2. Summary of Results of the PDM 
are outlined and disaggregated in five sub-sections: 1- Quantity, 2- Quality, 3- Relevance, 4- Impact 
and 5-Coordination; and, 3. Conclusion, where key findings are presented and general 
recommendations for future actions are made.     

Methodology 
 
As a starting point for all actions leading to the KIS Task Force’s 2013/2014 winter relief response, 
the KIS Task Force members referred to the results from the 2012/2013 PDM report, as well as 
lessons learned from past experience.  These significantly contributed to providing secondary 
sources of data for establishing a baseline, as well as offering strategic guidance especially with 
regards to coordination.   

A joint needs assessment took place from 4 to 7 November 2013. Food, health and shelter/NFI 
needs were assessed in all KIS locations and covered approximately 20 per cent of the overall 
population in order to ensure the highest level of accuracy with regards to determining the 
authentic needs for winter support within the KIS.  The results not only helped define the scope of 
the overall response, i.e. matching service providers capacities with estimated needs in terms of 
coverage (ensuring there were no gaps or duplications in winter support for KIS inhabitants), but 
also provided the primary data used for the PDM baseline. 

From 2 to 4 March 2014, the KIS taskforce collected end-line data that tracks beneficiaries. That is, 
the respondents of the PDM assessments (approximately 700 individuals) were the same 
respondents for the Joint Needs Assessment carried out November.  The reason for employing this 
methodology is to collect the most reliable data possible by limiting the space for personal biases 
and different individual perceptions that may come about as result of interviewing different 
respondents from the same household. 

To minimize the distortions in perception, a few NGOs carried out distribution monitoring a couple 
of days after their respective distributions took place.  The data collected during the distribution 
monitoring is used as mid-line data to gauge the level of distortion in regards to timing of the PDM, 
whereby the greater the lapse of time between the distribution taking place and conducting the 
assessment, the more likely the potential distortions in respondents’ perception.   

Limitations - factors that may affect the results: 
 

 Human error is unfortunately a factor which can’t be eliminated.  Inevitably, there will be some PDM 
survey forms which have been filled out incorrectly by the surveyors for a variety of reasons: poor 
understanding of how to fill out the form, lack of training, translation or working language not 
optimum, personal bias, etc.  Furthermore, there are also unescapable problems with regards to data 
entry, such as the obvious typos to more serious mistakes like wrongly entering the data.  This margin 
of human error needs to be taken into account as it may have effects on the accuracy of the results.    

 
 As the PDM is a beneficiary lead survey, there will likely be an inherent bias in the respondents’ 

answers.  Respondents may be reluctant to criticize aid and provide honest/accurate answer as fear 
of not receiving further support in the coming years; or the opposite, the respondents may claim not 
to have received sufficient support so as to hopefully receive more external support in the following 
years.    
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Summary Results 
 
This section of the report aims at providing the summary of the results from the PDM assessment.  
Please note that a more in depth analysis of these results with comparison to the baseline and end-
line is presented in the conclusions section of the report.   

The PDM survey questionnaire was designed in such a way as to collect data regarding specific topics 
(1- Quantity, 2- Quality, 3- Relevance, 4- Impact, 5- Coordination and 6- Tracking) which feed into the 
three overall strategic goals of the PDM for the KIS TF outlined in the introduction section, rather 
than disaggregated by the type of items distributed (heating fuel, NFIs, winter clothes and cash).   

Therefore, the PDM report mirrors the 5 of the 6 sub-sections used in the PDM survey.  

I. Quantity 
 
As the title suggests, the objective of this subsection is to find out whether the beneficiaries 
perceived that the quantity of items distributed by the service providers was sufficient to satisfy 
their basic needs to cope with winter conditions. 

Heating Fuel 
 

 

When asked whether or not the recipients 
perceived having received sufficient quantity of 
fuel from the service providers to cope with their 
winter needs, 45% of the respondents answered 
YES and 55% of the respondents answered NO. 
 
 

 

The subsequent questions were geared towards determining what were the effects of not receiving 
sufficient quantities of heating fuel; as well as, identifying the coping strategies employed by the 
beneficiaries to deal with the perceived deficiencies.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Quantity of Fuel received 
sufficient?

Yes No
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When asked what happened as result of not receiving sufficient quantities of heating fuel 42% of the 
respondents stated that they were forced to borrow money, 14% of the respondents opted for 
borrowing (in-kind) heating fuel; and 38% of the respondents turned towards alternative sources of 
heating fuel such as burning rubbish or manure.   

 

The vulnerability of KIS inhabitants is very much linked to the level of HH’s income.  It is estimated 
that the average HH income during the winter months for KIS inhabitants ranges anywhere between 
3,000 and 5,000 AFN per month (53 – 88 USD/month).   

Those respondents claiming they needed to borrow/spend money to purchase additional heating 
fuel to cover their needs during the winter stated that they required to spend on average 15,000 
AFN per HH of additional funds over the entire duration of the winter (5,000 AFN at the beginning of 
winter and 10,000 AFN during the second half of the winter).  The variation in the amount of 
spending within the first and second half of the winter can be attributed to various external factors 
such as the beneficiaries’ anticipation for a mild winter, as well as the beneficiaries’ expectation to 
receive support from other stakeholders.  

As mentioned above, the average HH income during winter months is anywhere between 3,000 and 
5,000 AFN per month.  If we consider that winter in Kabul has an average duration of 3 months 
(December, January, February) this would mean that the average HH income during the winter 
period is anywhere between 9,000 and 15,000 AFN.  Of those respondents claiming not to have 
received enough heating fuel, the average expenditure for their HH during the winter months is of 
15,000 AFN; this means that the totality of the HH income (even up to 3,000 AFN more) is used to 
cover heating fuel needs for the winter season. 

With regards to increasing the vulnerabilities of the beneficiaries as result of not receiving sufficient 
quantities of heating fuel, the respondents ranked the direct effects as result of the perceived lack of 
heating fuel: 

(1) They were cold 
(2) They suffered from health problems 
(3) They incurred debts 
(4) They had insufficient amounts of food  
(5) Other 

When asked whether the aid recipients gave away, exchanged or sold any fuel which was distributed 
during the winter, less than 2% of the respondents stated having given away any heating fuel, 1% 
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Effects of not receiving sufficient quantities of Heating Fuel
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stated that they have exchanged it for another commodity and 0% of the respondents stated having 
sold the heating fuel.  

NFIs 
 

 

When asked whether or not the recipients 
perceived having received sufficient quantity of 
NFIs from the service providers to cope with their 
winter needs, 51%of the respondents answered 
YES and an alarming 49%of the respondents 
answered NO. 
 
 

 
The respondents stating that they received insufficient quantity of items were then asked to state 
the required quantity needed so as to be able to properly cope with the winter conditions.  The 
average deficiencies per HH expressed by the respondents were as follows: 

Type of item Additional requirements 
Blankets 4 
Tarpaulin 1 
Clothes 4 
Shoes 4 

 
Basing itself on the results of the joint needs assessment carried out in November 2013, the KIS Task 
Force decided to provide complete coverage of beneficiaries as part of the 2013/2014 winter relief 
response.  Taking this into consideration, the respondents were explained that they had received all 
of the above mentioned items and were then asked to state why this was still perceived as not 
sufficient.  3% of the respondents stated they did not receive the items, 27% responded that the 
items were damaged or destroyed, 61% claimed that quantity provided did not cover their real 
needs and 7% stated that these items themselves did not match their needs.   

When asked if there was a need to spend their own money on purchasing the perceived deficiencies 
in NFIs, 41% of the respondents answered YES. The average expenditures per HH expressed by the 
respondents to cover the perceived gaps in NFIs were as follows: 

 

Type of item Additional expenditures 
Blankets 1,160 AFN 
Tarpaulin 0 
Clothes 775 AFN 
Shoes 430 AFN 
Total 2,365 AFN 

 

 

Quantity of NFIs received -
sufficient?

Yes No 
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With regard to increasing the vulnerabilities of the beneficiaries as result of their not receiving 
sufficient quantities of NFIs, the respondents ranked the direct effects as result of the perceived lack 
of NFIs: 

(1) They suffered from health problems 
(2) They were cold 
(3) They had money problems (incurred debts) 
(4) They had food problems (not sufficient food to eat) 
(5) Other 

 

II. Quality 
The second subsection of the PDM assessment survey aimed at collecting data regarding the quality 
of the distributed items to gauge beneficiaries’ perception of quality of the distributed items. This is 
not only to promote accountability to the beneficiaries, but also because if the beneficiaries are not 
satisfied with the quality of distributed items, they are more likely to sell or trade goods.  Reversely, 
we should also gauge the beneficiaries’ perception of adequacy, in that if we provide items which 
the beneficiary perceives as inadequate (quality is too high in regards to living standards and 
functionality) they may also sell or trade the item for cheaper goods and keep the savings.     

 

 

The majority of respondents (77%) stated that 
they were satisfied with the quality of distributed 
items; 23%stated that they were not satisfied.    

 
When asked with which item the recipients were least satisfied in terms of quality, the respondents 
ranked the items in the following order (dissatisfaction): 

 
(1) Charcoal 
(2) Stone Coal 
(3) Shoes 
(4) Firewood 
(5) Clothes 
(6) Tarpaulins 
(7) Blankets 

This is a very interesting finding as it highlights the 
beneficiaries dissatisfaction for the item’s quality, not the 
dissatisfaction with the item as such.  These results may 
indicate that some types of heating fuel procured in 
Afghanistan (more specifically charcoal and coal) are 
perceived by the beneficiaries as being of poor quality.   

 
With regards to the NFIs (with the exception of winter clothes), taking into account those 
respondents not being satisfied with the quality, the following reasons can be attributed to the 
dissatisfaction:  

Satisfied with quality of 
distributed items

Yes No 
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59% of the respondents stated that 
the reason for their dissatisfaction was 
due to the poor quality of distributed 
items.  15% of the respondents 
claimed that the goods were damaged 
or destroyed.  16% of the respondents 
said that the distributed items did not 
function properly and/or did not serve 
the intended purpose. 1% of the 
respondents answered that they were 
not satisfied by the quality of the 
goods received because others 
received better quality items. 

 
With regards to the winter clothes, taking into account those respondents not being satisfied with 
the quality, the principle reasons for the dissatisfaction are as follows: 

 

49% of the respondents stated that 
the reason for their dissatisfaction was 
result of being provided with clothes 
that were the wrong sizes.  23% of the 
respondents claimed that the winter 
clothes did not keep them warm.4% of 
the respondents listed the fact that 
the winter clothes didn’t keep them 
dry as a reason for being dissatisfied 
by the quality of the distributed item. 
Only1% of the respondents answered 
that they were dissatisfied with the 
winter clothes because they were 
deemed as culturally inappropriate. 

 

III. Relevance 
This subsection aims to determine the beneficiaries’ level of satisfaction with the distributed items 
and to find out the reasons attributed to their dissatisfaction; i.e. to gauge the relevance of the 
distributed items. 

Heating Fuel 
The type of heating fuel distributed is determined on the type of shelter (tent vs. mud house), as 
well as the type of equipment (bukhari vs. sandeli) used to burn the fuel; for further information 
please refer to conclusions.   

The table below illustrates a comparison between 1- the type of heating fuel received during the 
distributions, 2- the preferred type fuel and 3- the type of fuel perceived by the respondents as 
being the most appropriate to their needs. 
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The results clearly point towards a general preference for firewood and its perceived 
appropriateness by the respondents; with charcoal ranking in a distant second.  As mentioned 
above, heating fuel is quite context specific and can be used only with the proper equipment; the 
large disparities between wood and charcoal can likely be correlated with the difference in living 
conditions, more specifically the percentage of shelter types (mud house vs. tent) and burning 
equipment (bukhari vs. sandeli) present within all of the KIS settlements.  

When asked the reason why they beneficiaries think that a specific type of heating fuel is most 
appropriate and preferred over the others, the respondents’ answers are quite interesting.  62% of 
the respondents stated that the reason why they preferred a specific type of heating fuel is due to 
the fact that it burns longer and keeps warmer.   However, as illustrated in the above graphs, the 
majority of beneficiaries preferred firewood over stone coal (a source of fuel with less heating 
potential and less longevity).  Some of the other reasons for preference of a specific type of heating 
fuel provided by the respondents were: easier to store (12%), familiar with how to use that 
particular heating fuel (12%), the respondents already have the proper equipment to burn the fuel 
(5%), the heating fuel has a higher market value (3%), the heating fuel is easily sellable or tradable 
(2%).    

A particularity with regards to heating fuel is that a person requires specific equipment to burn it.  
With regards to the respondents owning the proper equipment to burn the received heating fuel 
prior to the distributions of heating fuel 49% of the respondents stated that they already had the 
equipment and 51% stated that they did not have the proper equipment to burn the heating fuel.   

For those respondents saying that they already had the proper equipment to burn the heating fuel 
prior to the distributions, when asked what they did with the new equipment, 92% of the 
respondents stated they kept it. The remaining 8% traded, sold or gave away the newly acquired 
equipment.   

For those respondents saying they did not have nor receive the proper equipment to burn the 
heating fuel prior to distributions, when asked what was done, 46% of the respondents stated they 
bought the required equipment with their own funds, 43% stated they used another type of 

29

65

55

40

21
1818

4 6
12 10 101 1 0 8 1 2

RECEIVED PREFERRED MOST ADAPTED TO NEEDS

Relevance of Heating Fuel (%)

Firewood Charcoal Stone Coal Combo Other Gas Manure Rubbish



  

14 | P a g e  
 

equipment to burn the heating fuel and the remaining 11% either traded fuel or their existing 
burners to procure the appropriate equipment.    

As mentioned above, there are inherent safety and health risks associated with the burning of 
heating fuel.    36% of the respondents have specified that they have received instructions on how to 
use the heating fuel. Of these respondents 72% of them have received instruction from NGOs (58% 
verbally and 14% in the form of flyers with drawings).  The remaining 28% were informed by the 
camp leaders (25%) or by some other means (3%). It is important to note that 21% of the 
respondents stated they faced problems with the heating fuel which was distributed.  Of these 
respondents, 88% stated that they faced safety risks (31%) or health risks (57%) due to the burning 
of heating fuel.  The remaining 7% percent stated having insufficient knowledge on how to burn the 
fuel or some other reasons (4%).  

NFIs 
The joint needs assessment carried out in November 2013 established the greatest needs for NFIs as 
being warm clothes (for children + adult) as approximately 70% of the respondents did not have 
sufficient clothes to keep themselves and their children warm during the upcoming winter months.  
Equally significant findings were identified with regards to a lack in tarpaulins; i.e. 75% of the 
respondents had 1 tarpaulin or less on hand.   

The figures below illustrate the beneficiaries’ perception of importance given to a particular NFI.  
The majority of respondents ranked blankets (39%) as being the most crucial item to have during the 
winter.  Tarpaulins (29%) was ranked second, with clothes ranking as third (22%) and finally shoes 
(10%) perceived as the least crucial item to receive to cope with winter needs.  

 

 

 

When asked to state the reason why a particular NFI helped them the most, 42% of the respondents 
answered that it kept the individuals warm, 40% pointed out the fact that the NFI protected their 
house during the winter, and the remaining 18% stated that they were unable to afford the NFI 
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relying on their own funds.  It is interesting to highlight that 0% of the respondents stated the fact 
that the items were easily sellable or easily tradable as a reason why the NFI is highly regarded.   

With regards to the modality of providing assistance - i.e., in-kind assistance or cash assistance -
when asked their preference, 82% of the respondents stated that they preferred receiving in-kind 
assistance rather than aid in form of cash (18%).When further questioned as to the reasons why 
they prefer each type of assistance, the respondents answered the following: 

 

 

 

 

In further reference to cash, when the respondents were questioned as to whether or not they sold 
NFIs and/or fuel received during the distributions, 2.4% of the respondents stated having sold some 
items received at some point during the winter distributions, while the remaining 97.6 % claimed 
they kept and/or used all items distribution for their intended purpose. 

 

IV. Impact 
This section of the PDM assessment survey is aimed to gauge the overall impact of the 2013/2014 
winter relief response, more specifically to justify the intervention.  Questions prompting the 
beneficiaries to hypothetically consider their situation had they not received external support during 
the winter were asked.      
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The below figures illustrate the respondents perception of what hypothetically would have occurred 
if they had not received external support from KIS Task Force members during the 2013/2014 winter 
response.  It is very interesting to note that 34% of the respondents believed in both cases that they 
would inevitably suffer from health issues if they did not receive NFIs or heating fuel during the 
winter.  Furthermore, approximately 57% of the respondents stated that their income (either due to 
increase of expenditure or incurring debt) would be significantly affected.  

 

 
When asked what happened as the direct result of receiving assistance (heating fuel and NFIs) during 
the winter, the majority of respondents stated that a primary result of receiving support was that 
they were able to stay warm.  As a secondary result, the respondents stated that they were able to 
spend money on something else.  Below, please find the ranking in terms of points, listing on what 
the respondents spent their money:   

(1) Food 
(2) Health 
(3) Repaying debt 
(4) Shelter 
(5) Education 

The beneficiaries were questioned as to how much money (expenditures) they would have 
hypothetically had to make if they did not receive external assistant during the winter. The average 
expenditures per HH expressed by the respondents to cover their total perceived needs in terms 
heating fuel and NFIs during the winter amounted to 21,000 AFN (13,000 AFN for fuel and 8,000 
AFN for NFIs). 

V. Tracking 
As previously highlighted in the report, the winter 2013/2014 PDM survey was designed to interview 
the same respondents prior to the distribution during the Joints Needs Assessment (JNA) carried out 
in November 2013, as those respondents for the PDM survey carried out in March 2014 after the 
distribution.   
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The purpose of employing such a methodology is to increase the accuracy of the data collected and 
to be able to verify the degree of accuracy in the respondents’ answers.    

The table below outlines the answers provided by the respondents during both the JNA and PDM. It 
also details the quantity of items that the respondents should have received during the winter 
distributions.    

Respondent Items JNA Distribution PDM 
AM 008 Blankets 3 4 4 

Winter clothes 0 2 1 
Shoes N/A 6 0 
Tarpaulin 0 2 2 
Income 1,200 AFN net 0 I don’t know 

BD 009 Blankets 2 2 4 
Winter clothes 0 2 10 
Shoes N/A 0 8 
Tarpaulin 0 2 2 
Income 4,400 AFN net 0 5,000 AFN 

pdo(1)002 Blankets 5 2 4 
Winter clothes 0 2 8 
Shoes N/A 0 5 
Tarpaulin 0 2 3 
Income 0 AFN net 0 3,000 AFN 

BKh009 Blankets 4 4 4 
Winter clothes 0 2 2 
Shoes N/A 6 6 
Tarpaulin 1 2 2 
Income 3,000 AFN net 0 1,000 AFN 

NKB005 Blankets 3 2 2 
Winter clothes 0 2 2 
Shoes N/A 0 0 
Tarpaulin 0 2 2 
Income 1,600 AFN net 0 3,500 AFN 
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Conclusions 
 

Analysis of key findings 
 

I. HEATING FUEL 
The heating fuel packages distributed during the 2012/2013 winter relief response in the KIS 
consisted of the following: 

(1) Firewood – monthly ration of 150 Kg 
(2) Charcoal – monthly ration of 30 Kg 

Results of the 2012/2013 PDM indicate that 78% of the respondents found the above mentioned 
quantities of heating fuel to be acceptable.   

The joint needs assessment carried out prior to the distributions indicated that the beneficiaries’ 
preference for heating fuel was the following (in descending order): 1- firewood, 2- charcoal, 3- 
rubbish, 4- stone coal, 5- gas, 6- other. 

The target group for the 2013/2014 winter relief response was KIS inhabitants; a non-homogenous 
target group with diverse particularities varying on the site (population size, ethnic origins, shelter 
type, proximity to markets, etc.) which are often considered as one entity.  Taking into consideration 
these particularities, as well as some inherent constraints such as pre-defined heating fuel packages, 
numerous meetings were held amongst the service providers to determine the most suitable 
approach for the provision of heating fuel within the KIS for the 2013/2014 winter relief 
intervention.  Assessments carried out by KIS Task Force members indicated that specific types of 
heating fuel were more suitable for certain contexts than others; more specifically, that firewood 
was more appropriate for KIS inhabitants living in mud houses, and charcoal more appropriate for 
those KIS inhabitants living in tents.  This is primarily due to the equipment used to burn the fuel and 
the insulation properties of the shelter. The bukhari, traditional heater used to burn firewood gives 
off lots of energy (heat) however that heat needs to be harnessed which is only possible if there are 
wall providing insulation (mud or brick walls).  Tents, having canvas or plastic sheet wall with very 
little insulation properties are more adapted to the sandeli (traditional heater used to burn 
charcoal), which heats a space under a blanket and individuals place themselves under the blanket 
to stay warm.  The KIS Task Force members thus decided coverage of KIS  sites according to the type 
of heating fuel packages and the type of shelter present in a particular KIS site.   

Some KIS Task Force members attempted to explore innovative methods to improve the service 
provision of heating fuel.  More specifically, WHH and DRC piloted cash-based assistance (cash for 
fuel) using different methods: direct cash and mobile cash transfers.  Furthermore, WHH introduced 
a hybrid heating fuel package (firewood + coal) coupled with the burning equipment, which was 
intended to be a very robust package with a greater heating capacity and longevity.    

The heating fuel packages distributed during the 2013/2014 winter relief response in the KIS 
consisted of the following: 

(1) Firewood – monthly ration of 150 Kg 
(2) Charcoal – monthly ration of 35 Kg 
(3) Combination of Firewood and stone coal package – monthly ration of 42 Kg firewood / 84 

Kg of stone coal 
(4) Cash-based assistance – 4,400 DRC, and 6,000+ mobile phone WHH 
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In the 2013/2014 PDM survey, the respondents’ dissatisfaction can be attributed in majority to the 
quantity of items received rather than the actual quality or relevance of the items; more specifically 
45% of the respondents state being dissatisfied with the quantity of items received versus 13% of 
which were dissatisfied with the quality.   Very similar results were collected during the distribution 
monitoring, where 40% of the respondents stated being dissatisfied with regards to the quantity of 
the items received versus 10% being dissatisfied with the quality of the goods received. 

The table below highlights those camps with a high degree of dissatisfaction in regards to the 
quantity of heating fuel received during the 2013/2014 KIS winter relief response. 

Site Type of fuel 
received 

Quantity 
received 

Type of 
shelter 

Level of 
satisfaction 

Behind police station Cash - direct  4,400 AFN  80% dissatisfied 
Bukhar Khana Charcoal  

 
105 Kg  65% dissatisfied 

Charahi Qamber (2) charcoal 
 

105 kg  100% dissatisfied 

In front of Tajwar 
Sultana 

Firewood  
Stone coal  
Bukhari 
 

126 Kg  
252 Kg  
1 

 70% dissatisfied 

Sarake Do Karte Naw Charcoal  
 

105 Kg  100% dissatisfied 

Tape Qasaba Charcoal 70 Kg  65% dissatisfied 
Behind new parliament Cash – mobile 

transfer 
6,000 AFN 
+ mobile phone 

 60% dissatisfied 

 
It is interesting to see that the dissatisfaction with regards to the quantity is not limited to one type 
of heating fuel package, nor to a specific KIS site. Whether it was cash (either direct or mobile cash 
transfer), the hybrid package (firewood + stone coal), charcoal or firewood2. However, please note 
that the five following camps with very high dissatisfaction rates, above 90%, were provided with 
charcoal: Sarake Do Karte Naw (100%), Charahi Qamber 2 (100%), Charahi Lab (95%), Kabul Nindari 
(93%) and Shahrak-Aria (90%). 

II. NFIs 
The NFI cold packages and kits distributed during the 2012/2013 winter relief response in the KIS 
consisted, in a nutshell, of the following: 
 

(1) Children’s winter clothes 
(2) Adult winter clothes 
(3) Tarpaulins 
(4) Blankets 
(5) Shoes 
(6) Jerry cans 
(7) Cooking sets 

 

                                                           
2Puli Company site received monthly rations of 150 Kg of firewood; of the 19 respondents, only 8 stated that 
they were satisfied with the quantity of heating fuel received; the remaining 11 were dissatisfied.   
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The results from the 2012/2013 PDM indicate that 84% of the respondents stated that the quantity 
of NFIs distributed was acceptable.  

Results from the joint needs assessment carried out in November 2013 indicated that the greatest 
needs in terms of NFIs, ranked in priority, were the following: 1- winter clothes (for children’s and 
adults) with approximately 70% of the families with insufficient clothes to keep any child or any 
adult warm during the winter, 2- tarpaulins with approximately 75% of the families with less than 1 
tarpaulin, 3- blankets with 13% of families with less than 2 blankets on hand, 4- jerry cans, 5- cooking 
pots, 6- soap and 7- mattresses.   

This situation drastically changes in the winter 2013/2014, as the PDM survey results indicate that 
55% of the respondents stated that they were dissatisfied with the quantity of NFIs distributed.  
With regards to the quality of the NFIs distributed during the winter of 2013/2014, only 10% of the 
respondents stated that they were dissatisfied with the quality of the items. 

The table below highlights those camps with a high degree of dissatisfaction in regards to the 
quantity of NFIs received during the 2013/2014 KIS winter relief response. 
 

Site Type of NFIs 
received 

Quantity 
received 

Type of 
shelter 

Level of 
satisfaction 

Parwane Do (3) Blankets 
Tarpaulins 
Children winter 
clothes kits (J) 

2 
2 
2 

 82% dissatisfied 

Sarake Do ProjeTaimani Blankets 
Tarpaulins 
Children winter 
clothes kits (J) 

2 
2 
2 

 82% dissatisfied 

Ghaibi Baba Blankets 
Tarpaulins 
Winter clothing 
package (CARE) 

2 
2 
6 
 

 92% dissatisfied 

In front of Tajwar 
Sultana 

Blankets 
Tarpaulins 
Winter clothing 
package (CARE) 

2 
2 
6 
 

 55% dissatisfied 

Sarake Do Karte Naw Quilts 
Tarpaulins 
Shoes 
Children winter 
clothes kits (J) 
 

4 
2 
6 
2 

 82% dissatisfied 

Tamir Mili Bus Blankets 
Tarpaulins 
Children winter 
clothes kits (J) 
 

2 
2 
2 

 73% dissatisfied 

Behind new parliament Blankets 
Tarpaulins 
Winter clothing 
package (CARE) 

2 
2 
6 

 55% dissatisfied 
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The respondents living in 7 KIS sites listed in the table above expressed a dissatisfaction greater than 
55% regarding the quantity of NFIs distributed during the KIS 2013/2014 winter relief response.  It is 
important to highlight that all HHs in these KIS sites received a minimum of 2 tarpaulins, 2 blankets 
and 2 winter clothes packages.  Furthermore, it should be noted that many HHs already possessed 
some blankets and tarpaulins prior to the 2013/2014 winter distributions. 
 
As mentioned in the summary of results, when the respondents stating that they received 
insufficient quantity of items were then asked to state the required quantity needed so as to be able 
to properly cope with the winter conditions, the average deficiencies per HH expressed by the 
respondents were as follows: 
 

Type of item Additional requirements 
Blankets 4 
Tarpaulin 1 
Clothes 4 
Shoes 4 

 
These results suggest one of the following: 

a) The respondents did not receive the correct intended amount of items 
b) The goods are damaged and destroyed (thus useless to the beneficiary) 
c) The quantity of goods distributed are truly insufficient to cover their needs (thus service 

providers do not have a clear picture of what the real needs are). 
 
Please note that there is the risk that respondents may be reluctant to provide honest/accurate 
answers, claiming not having received sufficient support so as to hopefully receive more external 
support in the following years (strategy). 
 

III. IMPACT 
The general state of vulnerability of KIS inhabitants depends on many factors (land 
ownership/security of tenure, access to basic services, access to economic opportunities, etc.) which 
are also closely interrelated to HH’s financial situation.  The vast majority of KIS inhabitants live 
under the line of poverty.  Furthermore, they are often caught in both poverty and debt traps as 
they are unable to fully repay their debts due to low levels of capital and earnings, thus reinforcing 
and perpetuating the poverty cycle.  

To gauge the impact of the 2013/2014 winter relief response, it is necessary to take a closer look at 
income, debt and expenditures. The following two tables present an average HH’s financial situation 
following the winter (3 months) as per the answers provided by the respondents in the 2013/2014 
PDM survey. 

Average HH financial situation with winter distributions (3 months) 
Income Debt Expenditures on NFI + Fuel Balance 

11,000 AFN 5,500 AFN 2,300 AFN + 15,000 AFN -11,800 AFN 
 

Average HH financial situation without winter distributions (3 months) 
Income Debt Expenditures on NFI + Fuel Balance 

11,000 AFN 5,500 AFN 21,000 AFN -15,500 AFN 
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These figures suggest that, without taking into account other expenditures such as food, health, 
repaying debt, education, etc. and even with external support, the average respondent is incurring a 
debt greater than 10,000 AFN during the winter period (3 months).  Furthermore, as per the results 
of the 2012/2013 PDM, as well as the joint needs assessment carried out in November 2013, the 
average KIS HHs classify their regular expenditures (importance) in the following order: 

(1) Food 
(2) Health 
(3) Debt repayment 
(4) Shelter 
(5) Education  
(6) Water  
(7) Other 

Should the beneficiaries not receive external support through the distribution of relief items during 
the winter, this would have a direct effect on the level of expenditures on food stuff and health.  By 
providing aid, beneficiaries have larger capacity to mitigate food insecurity and health risks.    
Furthermore, approximately 8% of the respondents state that they would be forced to migrate if 
they did not receive any external support during the winter, in the form of heating fuel or NFI 
distributions. Service providers along with the GoA should look into durable solutions for preventing 
further internal displacement, as this issue evidently further exacerbates vulnerabilities and brings 
about protection issues.   

Cash-based assistance vs. In-kind assistance? 
 
Cash-based assistance has very attractive benefits – enables the beneficiaries to prioritize their 
needs, promote financial management amongst the beneficiaries, helps the beneficiaries cover 
unexpected costs – are just some of many.  However, for the time being, this type of assistance is 
not yet perceived by the respondents as the best means to provide assistance. 

82% of the respondents expressed their preference for in-kind assistance.  The main reasons 
attributed to the preference are: 

i. Logistics – the respondents perceive that it is much easier and more convenient to have the 
required items delivered near their homes, than to have to travel, purchase and transport 
the items back (less hassle).  

ii. The distributed items are used for their intended purpose – respondents perceive that to a 
certain degree, the distribution of relief items instead of cash ensures that family will receive 
and use the intended items distributed for their intended purpose and stay warm (in that it 
might be a hassle to sell, whereas cash can be used for whatever purpose). 

iii. Economy of scale – service providers are buying the items in bulk; thus they are able to buy 
the relief items at a fairly low price.  Beneficiaries on the other hand, are buying individually 
or in small quantities (small economy of scale); thus, for the same amount of goods as 
distributed by the service providers, they are paying a higher price.  The respondents thus 
perceive that, with in-kind distributions, they will receive more of one item than they would 
if they had to purchase it on their own.  
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The distribution monitoring survey results indicate that up to 12% of the respondents exchanged or 
sold the items distributed during the 2013/2014 winter response.  This is not reflected in the result 
of the 2013/2014 PDM carried out a few months later; the results of the 2013/2014 PDM survey 
indicate that 2.4% of the respondents stated having sold some distributed items at some point 
during the winter.    

Recommendations 
 
Introduction of standards for KIS winter relief packages – Packages with appropriate quantities and 
qualities and relevant items should to be established prior to the following KIS winter relief 
response.  With regards to the quantity of items to be distributed, the total amount should cover 
real needs (a delicate balance between beneficiaries’ perceptions and those of the service providers 
with regards to real needs).  Concerning quality of good provided, service providers are accountable 
to the beneficiaries and have a moral obligation to provide high quality items to the beneficiaries.  
The respondents in the 2013/2014 stating that they were dissatisfied with the quality of items 
distributed claimed that the items were: of poor quality, damaged or destroyed prior to receiving, 
not functioning properly or did not serve for their intended purpose.  Moreover, with regards to the 
clothes distributions, the dissatisfied respondents stated that they received the wrong size clothes 
and/or that the clothes did not keep them warm and/or dry.   

Standards for Heating Fuel Packages: 
 
This package should be blanket coverage of the KIS sites and is based on a monthly ration per 
household.  The suggested heating fuel package consist of:  
 

(1) 200 kg of firewood  
(2) 20 kg of kindle 
(3) 2 bottles of fire starter (blue lighting fluid) 

 
Rationale: Heating fuel is the most important (not including food) and most costly commodity to 
help beneficiaries cope with the harsh winter conditions.  Furthermore, it is a consumable item 
which is ultimately entirely consumed by the end of the winter period and is rarely sold (used for 
intended purpose).  
 
Standards for NFI Packages: 
 
A voucher system for NFIs should be put into place.   
 High quality items can be stored in a designated area (depot or supplier). 
 Vouchers should be provided with cash for transportation to and from the depot.  

Please note, all KIS inhabitants received NFIs in 2013/2014:  
 Non-consumable items – therefore these items should still be with beneficiaries next winter. 
 Distribution of vouchers based on site vulnerability to avoid creating aid dependency. 
 Avoid problems with wrong sizes or wrong items if beneficiaries go to warehouse to be sized 

at the same time they receive the items. 
 Innovation – promote open-mindedness from beneficiaries to move towards new ways to 

provide aid such as cash distributions. 
 
 
Pre-intervention coordination – Involved stakeholders, principally service providers and donors, 
should be provided with all necessary information regarding the most appropriate KIS winter relief 
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packages prior to the 2014/2015 winter relief response call for funding; i.e. donors should be made 
aware of what pre-defined standards (type and quantity of goods) are most appropriate for the 
winter distributions and ensure that the NGOs receiving the funding will abide to these standards.  
This will not only improve the coordination amongst different actors, will equally help ensure a more 
relevant cluster wide response which is accountable to the beneficiaries.    

Information sharing amongst service providers  – Once standards for relief packages are established 
and commonly accepted by the KIS Task Force members, it would be advisable for service providers 
to share information regarding suppliers and create a supplier catalogue so that KIS Task Force 
members know which suppliers provide the best quality goods at the cheapest price and which 
suppliers are blacklisted.   

Relevant winter relief packages – The relevancy of a winter relief package should take into 
consideration the principle of do no harm which explores the unforeseen impacts of the aid.  It has 
become clear that in most cases the preferred and most culturally appropriate heating fuel package 
for the KIS should consist primarily of firewood, however this has short and long-term environmental 
impacts (deforestation being the most obvious).  Moreover, there are often health and safety risks 
inherent to the burning of heating fuel, thus awareness should be raised so as to avoid any type of 
risk stemming from the burning of heating fuel.  Furthermore, cash-based assistance may further 
exacerbate vulnerabilities amongst beneficiaries as exclusion may occur based on gender or specific 
characteristics of vulnerable groups.  

Beneficiary selection + durable solutions – Once again, the do no harm principle weighs quite 
significantly in this regard.  The KIS Task Force members realize that there is a risk of creating aid 
dependency when intervening for many years in a chronic emergency situation like the KIS.  
However, the KIS inhabitants are undoubtedly a very vulnerable target group and without external 
support during the winter months the KIS inhabitants do not have sufficient coping capacity to deal 
independently with the harsh winter conditions.  A first step to break the aid dependency cycle is to 
provide relief assistance based on vulnerability and/or restrict distributions to absolute essentials.  
This option must evidently be further explored as it is likely to be a very complicated endeavour, 
especially as it will be difficult to differentiate the level of vulnerability amongst inhabitants, all 
having already pre-existing high levels of vulnerability, and to justify providing some items to some 
beneficiaries and not to others.  More importantly, it would be very interesting to explore 
possibilities for finding more durable solutions for the KIS population as part of the action plan for 
the IDP policy.   
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