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1. Project Context, Development Objectives and Design  

1.1 Context at Appraisal 

By late 2001, when the World Bank re-engaged in Afghanistan, more than two decades 

of conflict and political instability had resulted in severely damaged infrastructure, a 

degraded natural resource base, weakened public institutions, and fragmented political 

authority. A severe drought lasting from 1999 through 2002 further increased rural 

poverty and depleted assets. Both the conflict and the drought resulted in massive 

population displacements and disruption of livelihoods. 

In 2005, political transformation established under the Bonn Agreement
1
 formed the basis 

of state-building and development for the country. The challenges were particularly 

demanding in rural Afghanistan, home to nearly 80 percent of the population, where 

incidence of poverty was high, penetration of insurgency was growing, and opium 

production was booming. To address state building, local governance, and warlord 

culture, and to urgently provide basic infrastructure for irrigation, drinking water, 

electrification, rural roads and schools, the Government of Islamic Republic of 

Afghanistan (GoIRA) promoted massive outreach to rural communities through a 

National Solidarity Program (NSP), starting in 2003. The NSP was first piloted as a 

component under the World Bank-financed Emergency Community Empowerment and 

Public Works Project (ECEPWP) that was implemented from June 2002 to December 

2004.  

Following successful completion of the pilot and wider consultation with donors, 

facilitating partners (FPs), and other stakeholders, the GoIRA led the preparation of NSP 

I. The project design was based on the community-driven development (CDD) approach. 

NSP I was implemented from December 2003 to March 2007 and received funding from 

three International Development Association (IDA) grants (H072, H174 and H209), an 

Afghanistan Reconstruction Trust Fund (ARTF) grant (TF53939), and a Japanese Social 

Development Fund (JSDF) grant (TF54367). These five grants closed with a total 

disbursement of US$388 million. At closing, NSP I had covered 274 districts in all 34 

provinces of Afghanistan, established 16,502 elected Community Development Councils 

(CDCs) and financed 10,410 completed sub-projects. The Implementation Completion 

Report (ICR) for NSP I, prepared in October 2007, rated the outcomes of the project as 

satisfactory and the risk to development outcomes as substantial.  

Based on the satisfactory performance of NSP I and the experience and lessons-learned 

from its implementation, the GoIRA prepared NSP II to continue the program’s roll-out. 

The satisfactory performance and sustained strong ownership of NSP I were central 

factors in obtaining growing international/donor community support for NSP II.  

At appraisal, the GoIRA viewed NSP II as its main instrument for restoring and 

reconstructing the social and economic infrastructure of rural villages. In particular, NSP 

II was regarded as the key vehicle for delivering the benchmarks for the Agriculture and 

Rural Development pillar of the Interim-Afghanistan National Development Strategy (I-

ANDS), particularly in the areas of rural infrastructure and community development. The 

project covers all priority investments for rural infrastructure—such as, drinking water, 

                                                 
1
 Meeting in December 2001 to discuss mandate to govern Afghanistan by transitional government. 
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sanitation, small-scale irrigation, roads and structures, schools and village electrification. 

Furthermore, NSP was directly in line with the overall vision of the Islamic Republic of 

Afghanistan: “[T]o consolidate peace and stability through just, democratic processes and 

institutions, and to reduce poverty and achieve prosperity through broad based and 

equitable economic growth”.  

NSP II was fully aligned with the second pillar of the World Bank’s Interim Strategy 

Note (ISN) of April 2006, which focused on improving rural livelihoods and promoting 

growth of the rural economy.  

1.2 Original Project Development Objectives (PDO) and Key Indicators (as 

approved) 

The project development objectives were to scale up the program to "lay the foundations 

for strengthening of community level governance, and to support community-managed 

sub-projects that improve access of rural communities to social and productive 

infrastructure and services". 

Providing continued support to the 17,222 communities mobilized under NSP I and 

reaching out to an estimated additional 4,318 new villages, the NSP II aimed to: 

(i) establish a framework for village level consultative decision-making and 

representative local leadership as a basis for interaction within and between communities 

on the one hand, and with the administration and aid agencies on the other; (ii) implement 

social and economic productive activities addressing the basic village needs; and 

(iii) develop human capital and livelihood, which will improve household welfare.  

The key indicators of NSP II were:  

 Around 22,618 of CDCs established democratically across the country; 

 Economic Rate of Return (ERR) for community sub-projects of at least 15 

percent; 

 Evidence that operations and maintenance (O&M) is in place for completed sup-

projects and that the infrastructure services are used appropriately by the targeted 

communities for the purposes intended; 

 At least 60 percent of CDCs functioning to address critical development needs as 

identified by villagers; and 

 Evidence of an increased level of participation of women in the community 

decision making process.  

1.3  Revised PDO (as approved) and Key Indicators, and reasons/justification 

Not Applicable  

1.4 Main Beneficiaries 

The primary beneficiaries were rural villagers (both men and women), including the poor 

and the disabled who through a participatory planning process selected sub-projects that 

addressed their needs for local reconstruction and development. Empowerment through 

participatory planning and local reconstruction and development leading to improved 

livelihoods and access to services benefited both men and women. The major sub-

projects were for infrastructure, with some livelihood and human development 
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investments. The project also promoted equity and full inclusion of local ethnic/tribal 

minority groups; ensured that these groups were represented in the CDCs; and that their 

concerns were addressed. The secondary beneficiaries were staff of the Ministry of Rural 

Rehabilitation and Development (MRRD) and the FPs, in terms of training in financial 

management, procurement, technical skills, and accountability and transparency in the 

project implementation. 

1.5 Original Components (as approved)  

The original NSP II consisted of four components: (i) block grants for communities; (ii) 

community facilitation and sub-project preparation; (iii) capacity building of community 

development councils; and (iv) implementation and management support. The original 

total estimated cost of NSP II was US$525.7 million.  

Component 1: Block Grants for Communities (US$393.6 million). Provision of block 

grants to local communities to carry out sub-projects involving reconstruction and 

development activities through a facilitated participatory planning process. These 

activities would focus on community-based productive and social infrastructure such as 

irrigation works, roads, water supply facilities, micro-hydropower, and school buildings. 

Component 2: Community Facilitation and Sub-Project Preparation (US$37.5 

million). Supporting local communities through: (i) facilitation exercises to establish 

inclusive community institutions and identify local development needs and priorities; and 

(ii) assistance for preparing sub-project proposals 

Component 3: Capacity Building of Community Development Councils (US$55.7 

million). Strengthening the capacity of CDCs to implement sub-projects; and, building 

the capacity of members of local communities, through provision of training and 

technical advisory services in procurement, financial management and technical skills. 

Component 4: Implementation and Management Support (US$36.2 million). 
Capacity building and provision of implementation support to MRRD, through the 

provision of consultants’ services, equipment, operating costs and training in financial 

management, procurement and technical skills. 

1.6 Revised Components 

Not Applicable 

1.7 Other significant changes 

Additional Financing: The IDA supervision mission of November 2008 reviewed the 

overall program implementation progress, pending program activities and commitments, 

and re-assessed the NSP II financing requirements vis-à-vis the amounts of funding 

support secured. Compared to the original NSP II estimated costs of US$525.6 million 

when IDA Grant H261was approved, the revised program costs were estimated to be 

about US$704.3 million. The difference was mainly due to: (i) an increase of US$110 

million under the block grants component; (ii) an increase of US$61 million under the 

community facilitation and capacity building component; and (iii) an increase of US$10 

million under the program management component.  
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The original funding requirements for block grants to communities was found to be 

considerably underestimated due to: (a) the equity considerations, as well as demand of 

rural communities for a rapid rollout of the program; and (b) an increase in the average 

amount of block grant per community from US$26,000 to USS$32,800 as a direct result 

of increased number of households as displaced people returned to their villages.  

The cost increase for the community facilitation and capacity building component is 

attributable to: (i) greater community facilitation and capacity building efforts required 

than originally budgeted for; (ii) unpredictable and delayed release of funds from ARTF 

for NSP II precipitated by the actual flow of donor contributions paid into the ARTF, 

which slowed the pace of facilitation and sub-projects implementation; and (iii) the 

deteriorating security situation, which resulted in more frequent suspensions of program 

activities in high risk areas, hence increasing delivery costs.  

IDA Grant H 476 (SDR 50.9 million, US$ 75.0 million equivalent) was approved on 

May12, 2009, which together with additional financing from ARTF and bilateral donors 

closed the funding gap. The Table below shows the original NSP II cost estimate, the 

revised NSP II cost estimate as of November 208, and the actual costs of NSP II at 

project closure.  

Table 1: Project Costs by Component (US$ million) 

Component 

Original 

Cost 

Estimates 

Revised 

Cost 

Estimates 
Actual 

Costs 

A. Block grants       

NSP I communities 241.1 312.9   

NSP II communities 116.6 180.4   

District School Window 35.9 10.0   

Sub-total 393.6 503.3 566.69 
B. FP community facilitation & CDC capacity 

development       

NSP I communities 55.9 98.5   

NSP II communities 37.3 56.1   

Sub-total  93.2 154.6 107.99 

C. NSP management       

NSP/MRRD management 30.3 32.8   

NSP management Technical Assistance 5.9 13.6   

Sub-total 36.2 46.4 71.85 

D. Afghanistan Institute for Rural Development 2.6 0.0 0.0 

        

Total Costs 525.6 704.3 746.53 

The additional financing for NSP II was accompanied by an extension of the project 

implementation period by 18 months from March 31, 2010 to September 30, 2011. At the 

time of additional financing, IDA grant H261 was already fully disbursed and it closed on 

September 30, 2009 (original closing date). The closing date of ARTF Grant TF 90205 
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was extended to September 30, 2011. The additional financing and the extension of 

project implementation period are the key factors that enabled 44 % increase in block 

grants disbursement (US$566 million against the original estimate of US$393 million) 

and the number of sub-projects completed under NSP II more than doubled the original 

target ( 36,054 compared to 16,000).  

2. Key Factors Affecting Implementation and Outcomes  

2.1 Project Preparation, Design and Quality at Entry 

While the development objectives and program content of NSP II remained the same as 

those for NSP I, project design of NSPII introduced significant changes in the 

institutional/implementation arrangements aimed at strengthening the oversight function 

of MRRD, decentralizing program management to provincial level, reducing program 

delivery costs, and adopting an operational strategy for program’s roll-out to insecure 

areas of the country. These arrangements reinforced MRRD’s ownership and 

commitment as well as donor support, enabled the country-led project implementation in 

an extremely challenging operating environment, and contributed immensely to the 

project’s outcome.  

MRRD Oversight and Management Structure: For NSP I, MRRD was assisted by an 

internationally recruited OC, who carried out overall management of the program with an 

OC-led management structure. For NSP II, MRRD would take over from the OC and 

carry out core functions such as policy and strategy development and application, 

coordination with other ministries, external relations with donors, resource mobilization, 

and management of relations with FPs, as well as provide oversight for the program, 

including monitoring and evaluation.  

Except for the functions of financial management, block grant management and MIS 

which would be handled by an international Management Support Consultant (MSC), all 

remaining operational functions (including M&E, Human Resource Development, 

Procurement, General Administration, Public Communications, FP Management, and 

Technical Support) would be handled by national staff contracted directly by MRRD with 

limited technical assistance of international consultants.  

An inter-ministerial steering committee would guide the NSP II for the overall policy, 

strategic planning and management of the project; and for integration with other rural 

development programs. An external donor committee composed of the donors financing 

NSP II would monitor the program planning, implementation and development outcomes. 

The program would be managed by Management Units established at the central and 

provincial levels. At the field level, seven Regional Offices (ROs) support the provincial 

RRD offices in approving block grants, liaison with FPs, overseeing the procurement 

administration of subprojects and build local management capacities of the provincial 

staff through on-the-job training. Additionally, the Provincial RRD offices were to be 

responsible for overseeing the work of the FPs and for monitoring the outcome of the 

NSP: mobilization of the communities; formation o f the CDCs; and planning and 

implementation of subprojects. 

Management Support Consultant (MSC): MRRD would engage a Management Support 

Consultant to take responsibility for financial management, block grant management and 



6 

 

MIS. Given the capacity constraint, outsourcing these functions was considered essential 

to ensure accountability and transparency to donors and country stakeholders, and 

fiduciary compliance with World Bank’s fiduciary policies and procedures.  

Contracting with Facilitating Partners (FPs): FP contracts would change from time-

based to community-based lump-sum. The cost of facilitation would be defined per 

community, and payments would be linked to achievement of pre-defined quantitative 

milestones per community contracted. Even where single source selection (SSS) was 

used for FP procurement, the cost-ceiling for facilitation per community would be 

applied. These revisions enhanced the result-focus of FPs and contributed to reducing the 

program delivery cost.  

High Risk Area Strategy (HRAS): The deterioration of security presented (and continues 

to present) a number of dilemmas. The government has made a commitment to bring the 

NSP to all rural communities, and communities yet to start with the NSP are impatient. 

Precisely because NSP brings the state’s presence to rural Afghanistan, it becomes a 

target for attack and sabotage by anti-government elements and insurgency. The 

restricted accessibility due to deteriorating security poses many potential risks. These 

include: (i) inability to mobilize and train CDCs; (ii) inability to supervise fiduciary 

aspects of subprojects implementation and block grant disbursements and accounting; 

(iii) inability to carry out on-site sub-project supervision to ensure block grants are used 

for intended purposes; and (iv) risk to life to CDC members and FP and NSP field staff.  

To address these risks, a more flexible modus operandi for work in highly and/or 

extremely insecure areas was prepared and endorsed by MRRD, FPs and donors. 

Application of the high risk area strategy would be contingent upon: (i) communities are 

willing to receive the services of FPs; (ii) FP and the MRRD/ NSP staff are willing to 

travel to the areas; and (iii) independent and respected community members are willing to 

act as a proxy to monitor the use of block grants and status of sub-project 

implementation. The flexibilities allowed under the HRAS, include: (a) the ability for FPs 

to implement distance facilitation (e.g., community/CDC members may be trained at a 

safe location outside their community selected by an FP); (b) CDC elections may be 

conducted in ways that lower the visibility of the program and maintain community 

safety (e.g., by a show of hands or by door-to-door survey); (c) it is not mandatory for 

women to be part of the CDC; and (d) FPs are offered additional allowances to work in 

highly/extremely insecure areas in recognition of the need to make security arrangements. 

Project Risks Assessment: The assessment of project risks was candid. Overall inherent 

risk and the control risk were rated as high. The most critical risk identified during the 

appraisal of the original NSP II was decreasing security. The security risk was envisaged 

to be mitigated by implementing a HRAS. Other risks identified were: (i) fiscal 

affordability; (ii) elite capture of benefits; (iii) corruption; (iv) delays in block grant 

disbursement; (v) decreasing political support for NSP; (vi) decreasing security; and (vii) 

inequitable ethnic coverage. Some of these risks did indeed materialize and the mitigating 

measures prescribed in the Technical Annex helped reduce their negative impact on the 

project.  

More project risks were identified during the preparation of the additional financing. 

These included: (a) lack of proper O&M plans for sub-projects; (b) insufficient technical 
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support to communities from FPs during sub-project implementation; (c) long and harsh 

winters resulting in a short window for sub-project implementation; (d) non-compliance 

with environmental and social safeguards; (e) and low capacity for procurement and 

financial management. The mitigations measures implemented during project 

implementation were pertinent and effective to the extent that risks can be mitigated.  

2.2  Implementation 

Government Commitment and Donor Support: Throughout the project period 

government ownership and commitment remained strong, and donor support for the NSP 

was unprecedented. These two factors enabled a country-led project implementation and 

successful project outcome despite an extremely challenging operating environment.  

Factors outside the control of government  

Deteriorating security: The high security risks, particularly in the Eastern and Southern 

regions of the Afghanistan have influenced the outreach and coverage of the project. This 

made supervision and monitoring very challenging to the Bank and MRRD/NSP, 

respectively. Security continued to worsen over the project period as more provinces 

and/or districts previously considered safe became increasingly insecure. During the 

implementation period, NSP management recorded 19 deaths of FP staff and 

MRRD/NSP staff, 18 injuries, and 31 kidnappings. In addition, deteriorating security 

forced seven FPs to suspend their facilitation activities in 20 districts located in 

Badakshan, Helmand, Herat, Khost, Nuristan, Paktia and Wardak provinces. As a result, 

a total of 243 rural communities were affected. While there was still demand from the 

rural communities in high risk areas for support from NSP II, both the villagers and 

implementing (MRRD and FPs) staff were at risk from retribution by the insurgency.  

Inadequate engineering capacity: The limited supply of national qualified engineers 

continued to be a major constraint on MRRD’s recruitment of engineering staff for 

carrying out appraisal of sub-projects and their supervision and monitoring. Similarly, the 

FPs found it difficult to recruit and retain adequate number of qualified engineers to 

support CDCs in developing technically sound sub-project proposals, especially in 

remote areas. The problem was exacerbated by high demand for skilled and experienced 

engineers from other international agencies and contractors working on large 

infrastructure projects, which resulted in high turnover of both MRRD and FPs engineers 

during project period.  

Uneven performance of the FPs: At the beginning, NSP II contracted 21 qualified and 

experienced FPs that comprised mainly of international NGOs and UN-Habitat. With the 

desire to achieve national coverage the number of FPs contracted increased to 28. All of 

the new FPs were relatively small NGOs (and one private firm), which did not have 

adequate knowledge and experience with governance, capacity development, and CDD 

approaches. The experience of new FPs was primarily with relief and infrastructure 

related sub-projects development. The performance audit of the FPs indicated that the 

new FPs did not perform well in terms of work efficiency and quality at completion. 

Further, all FPs continued to face difficulties in attracting and retaining female social 

organizers in the proportions stipulated in the operational manual. This was one of the 

key factors that negatively impacted community mobilization and active participation of 

women in the NSP beyond the CDC elections. 
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Expanded and/or additional mandates: NSP II came under considerable pressure from 

donors to adapt and/or expand program content to accommodate several donor-led 

programs, including the Community Recovery and Intensification Program. The project 

supported 70 priority districts (located in 25 provinces) identified by the Afghanistan 

Peace and Reintegration Program (APRP). To meet the requirements of various donors, 

NSP II prepared regular reports using a standard format developed in close consultation 

with the APRP cell at MRRD and the APRP Joint Secretariat. Considerable time and 

effort was required of the NSP Management Unit to meet with these stakeholders, to 

explain NSP’s core objectives and implementation, and agree on how best to cooperate 

without comprising NSP II development objectives and outcomes. This impacted the 

implementation of core activities of the NSP II, by diverting valuable management and 

technical staff time.  

Factors subject to government control 

Delays in Disbursement of block grants: Unlike NSP I, NSP II did not face a shortage of 

donor funds. Nevertheless, the project did face intermittent liquidity problems, because of 

slow processing of Withdrawal Applications (WAs) by government (Finance Department 

of MRRD and Special Disbursement Unit (SDU) of the Ministry of Finance, MoF). 

Block grant transfers to communities were normally made through the provincial 

branches of Afghanistan’s central bank, Da Afghanistan Bank (DAB). The provincial 

DAB branches did not always have sufficient cash to make block grant payments to 

communities. About 10 percent of sub-projects were experiencing delays primarily due to 

late disbursement of block grants.  

Flow of funds was further complicated by the closure of financial transactions by the 

MoF a few weeks before the end of each fiscal year and the delayed approval and release 

of funds against the budget in the new fiscal year. Consequently, for the duration of the 

project, NSP II could not make payments from mid-February to mid-May.  

Increased pressure to rollout the project nationwide: High expectations and demands 

from un-served communities, together with the perceived need by the government to 

demonstrate its ability to deliver the program put enormous pressure on the project to 

accelerate the program roll-out, including into the high risk areas. The government’s 

desire to expand the program rapidly put the credibility of NSP and quality of sub-

projects at risk. As the program expanded, the capacity of FPs to facilitate 

implementation and NSP to supervise and monitor was overstretched, particularly by the 

need to cover remote and insecure areas.  

Factors subject to implementing agency control 

Delays in procurement of FP contracts: Due to weak procurement management capacity 

of the Procurement Department of the MRRD/NSP Management Unit, procurement 

management has remained a challenge throughout the NSP II period. For large value 

contracts, prior review by the Bank and approval by the government’s Special 

Procurement Committee (SPC) which is solely responsible for review and clearance of 

large value contracts, continued to take long time due to deficiencies in documentation 

and slow turnaround by SPC. Contracting of FPs for NSP II encountered delays; this 

impacted the overall implementation progress of NSP II.    
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Delayed payments to FPs: The FPs’ contracts with MRRD require that they receive 

payment within 60 days of submitting an invoice, provided that the milestone against 

which payment was requested has been achieved and verified. Delayed payments to FPs 

was a major issue raised by FPs at various meetings. Whereas MRRD/ NSP management 

made effort to streamline the payment verification and approval procedures, some FPs 

were concerned about payment delays especially with regards to work completed in less 

secure areas where MRRD/NSP staff refused and/or were unable to travel to verify the 

completion of contractual milestones. Delayed payments to FPs led to delays in 

implementing community sub-projects and financial distress for some FPs.  

Mid Term Review (MTR)  

The detailed MTR was carried out between April and July 2008. The MTR highlighted 

key issues that needed immediate attention, including: expediting delivery of block 

grants; improving quality of completed sub-projects; improving co-ordination amongst 

MRRD units supporting NSP implementation; and ensuring timely payments to FPs. To 

address these issues NSP II management team prepared an Action Plan and divided 

responsibilities for implementation to four different working groups i.e., financial 

management, FP management, capacity building and decentralization, and program 

planning and implementation. The MTR also recommended overcoming procedural 

impediments between NSP Finance Department and the Ministry of Finance.  

Quality Assessment of Lending Portfolio (QALP-2) 

The project was included in the QAG’s Quality Assessment of Lending Portfolio (QALP-

2) undertaken in 2010. The QALP-2 Panel assessed the Quality of Design, 

Implementation Progress and Quality of Bank Supervision of the NSP II project and its 

Additional Financing (AF) to be ‘Satisfactory’; and the Likelihood of Achieving 

Development Objectives to be ‘Likely’. The Panel noted that, despite the immensely 

difficult challenges of implementing a national program in dispersed geographic locations 

in a country facing ongoing conflict, NSP II was ahead of schedule in reaching targets 

and showed good prospects for meeting its over-arching and subsidiary PDOs.  

2.3 Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Design, Implementation and Utilization 

The M&E department of MRRD/NSP was responsible for coordinating all M&E 

activities, including overseeing data collection by the FPs; compilation by the provincial 

M&E staff; and analyzing and reporting regularly from headquarters in Kabul. NSP II 

had an M&E system that was linked to the web-based MIS, which generated regular and 

satisfactory project status reports, both in terms of quality and identification of issues on 

weekly, monthly and quarterly basis. The M&E, though, focused mainly on the input, 

processes, and output reporting, and less so on assessment of program outcomes. The 

assessment of critical issues, like the sustainability of sub-projects, O&M arrangements, 

audits of CDCs financial management, sustainability of livelihood sub-projects, and 

functioning and effectiveness of CDCs were not undertaken. 

Over the project period, the highly decentralized M&E system of NSP II improved 

significantly, with data compilation and input done at the provincial management units 

(PMUs), while analyses and reporting undertaken by the M&E department located at the 

central NSP Management Office (PMO) in Kabul. The project’s comprehensive M&E 
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system comprised seven elements: implementation monitoring, post-implementation 

monitoring, grievance handling, Community Participatory Monitoring (CPM), baseline 

survey, ex-post review, analytical studies, and independent impact evaluation studies. 

Throughout project implementation, FPs played a big role in data collection from the 

communities and reporting to PMUs.  

Under the CPM system, the local committees provided oversight of block grants 

utilization and sub-projects implementation to ensure quality and accountability. The 

M&E department also developed an FP input monitoring system, which allowed NSP to 

monitor the number of FP staff deployed at the provincial and district levels, as well as 

the training provided by FPs to CDCs. In addition to the periodic ‘Implementation 

Monitoring Reports’, ‘Post-Implementation Monitoring Reports’ were also produced to 

assess sustainability of sub-projects and governance capacity of CDCs, beyond sub-

project completion. The post-assessments were carried out twice on a random sample 

basis about three and six months after the sub-projects were completed. For monitoring in 

high risk areas, the M&E department recruited local monitors.  

To assess the impact of the project, an independent multi-year randomized impact 

evaluation was carried out by a team of Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) and 

Harvard University researchers, focusing on key institutional indicators of CDCs, 

including basic socio-economic data. The baseline survey was completed in September 

2007 and involved 500 villages in ten districts of Northern, Eastern, Central, and Western 

regions. The outcomes were periodically tracked by a series of household and focus 

group surveys administered in all the sampled villages at key stages of project 

implementation. The interim reports of the impact evaluation surveys are available online 

at the MIT website: http://web.mit.edu/cfotini/www/NSP-IE.  

A summary of the main findings from the reports is provided in Section 3.6. 

2.4  Safeguard and Fiduciary Compliance 

Environment and Social Safeguards Compliance 

The sub-projects financed were small-scale civil works, designed and implemented with 

due consideration of environmental and social issues, and created no significant negative 

environmental or social impact. Sub-projects that could potentially have negative impact 

were rejected and included in the negative list or prohibited projects. The project’s 

Environmental and Social Management Framework and the Environmental and Social 

Safeguards Manual that was prepared by MRRD’s Engineering Department contained 

check-lists on environmental impacts and corresponding mitigation measures for specific 

types of sub-projects; and forms for documenting how land was obtained for particular 

sub-projects. Although FPs were required to designate safeguards focal point officers 

with the overall responsibility of overseeing the use of environmental and social check-

lists during the selection, planning and implementation of sub-projects to minimize 

adverse impacts, only a few had them in place.  

Involuntary land acquisition under eminent domain was not an option in any sub-project, 

since local authorities do not have access to funds to purchase land or other assets if land 

acquisition were to be undertaken. The land was only obtained through either private 

voluntary donations; compensation paid by the community itself; or public land made 

http://web.mit.edu/cfotini/www/NSP-IE
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available by the government. The operational manual outlined systematic documentation 

and monitoring of land acquisition, including the voluntary nature of land donations and 

their subsequent community ownership status. However, the project MIS did not contain 

sufficient records on how access to land was obtained or how environmental impacts 

were managed. While no involuntary land acquisition was reported, land is nearly always 

subject to conflicting claims. Anecdotal evidence suggests that land was used for sub-

projects without fully resolving some land disputes. 

The project design ensured equitable inclusion in access to sub-project benefits through: 

(i) national coverage (all 34 provinces), which ensured that all the country’s different 

ethnic groups are reached; and (ii) secret ballot election of CDCs, which through 

provisions for local minority groups enhanced representation and voice of all sub-groups 

in the community. This social inclusion in the decision-making process and benefit 

sharing increased ownership of the program by the Afghan population. Most prominently, 

CDCs design aimed at equity in representation for women in the communities, so they for 

the first time would take part in village decision-making process. 

Fiduciary Compliance 

Financial Management  

Since IDA’s re-engagement with Afghanistan in 2002, with assistance of IDA and other 

donors, the government has made significant progress in establishing a functioning public 

financial management (PFM) system under the direction of Ministry of Finance, which 

has been the single, most crucial enabling factor for the implementation of government 

budget. The legal framework underpinning PFM (Public Finance and Expenditure 

Management Law and Public Procurement Law) has been established. Through a series 

of IDA grant operations, specialized international firms have been engaged and have 

been providing direct operational support to the Treasury of Ministry of Finance, the 

Afghanistan Reconstruction and Development Services (ARDS) for public sector 

procurement management, and the Control and Audit Office (CAO) for carrying out 

external audits for all IDA and ARTF funded operations in Afghanistan.   

The government-wide PFM systems, which are used for all IDA and ARTF projects, 

were assessed using the Public Expenditures and Financial Accountability (PEFA) Public 

Financial Management Performance Measurement Framework in 2005 and 2007. 

Afghanistan’s ratings against the PEFA indicators portray a public sector where public 

finances are, by and large, being used for their intended purposes as authorized by the 

budget; and the budget is processed with transparency and has contributed to aggregate 

fiscal discipline.   

Under the government-wide PFM system, management of the project grant accounts and 

processing of project payments are centralized at the Ministry of Finance (through the 

Special Disbursement Unit). At the project level, an international firm was employed by 

MRRD for financial management and block grant management. For disbursement of 

block grants, a Float Account was opened at Afghanistan’s central bank which received 

replenishment from the project grant accounts periodically. The project financial 

management systems, procedures and controls as implemented were generally adequate. 

There were no significant deviations from the Bank’s financial management policies. 
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Annual audited financial statements and audit report were submitted regularly; the 

auditor opinion was qualified for the first two years (SY 1386 & SY1387) and 

unqualified for the following two years (SY1388 & SY1389). MRRD has responded to 

the audit findings satisfactorily.  

One area of weakness in NSP II financial management pertains to the reconciliation of 

IDA/ARTF grant advances to the project Float Account for block grants and 

documentation of their utilization. This resulted from MRRD’s practice of using the 

project Float Account for funds provided by bilateral donors. MRRD has now 

discontinued the practice; the project Float Account for block grants under NSP III is 

now used for IDA administered grants only.  

There was an isolated case of misappropriation of Afs147,337,976 (US$3.2 million 

equivalent) by a Hawala dealer engaged by MRRD to deliver cash to communities in 

insecure areas of Paktika province. The government has made the refund. Since this 

incident, the use of Hawala dealers has stopped.   

Procurement 

For the first half of the NSP II period, MRRD encountered great difficulty in recruiting 

qualified procurement specialists to staff the NSP Procurement Department; project 

procurement was supported by procurement experts provided by the international firm, 

which was contracted by the government to support the Afghanistan Reconstruction and 

Development Services (ARDS) for public sector procurement management. During the 

second half of project implementation, a qualified and experienced national procurement 

specialist was recruited to head the NSP Procurement Department and a fully staffed 

procurement department was set up. Procurement management capacity was gradually 

built up with the Bank providing training. However, staff turn-over remained high as 

trained staff was tempted by more lucrative offers from within the government/donor 

community.  

Procurement delays in terms of elapsed time from initiation of procurement action to 

completion of contract award and/or contract amendment for contracts subject to the 

Bank’s prior review was an issue due to a combination of factors including lack of 

effective responses, deficiencies in evaluation reports, and slow turnaround of 

government’s Special Procurement Committee responsible for approval of large value 

contracts. There were no significant deviations or waivers from the Bank’s policies and 

procedures on procurement during the implementation of the project.  

2.5  Post-completion Operation/Next Phase 

A follow-up operation – the Third Emergency National Solidarity Project (NSP III) – 

with the IDA grant financing of SDR27.2 million (US$40 million equivalent) was 

approved by the Board on June 29, 2010. The NSP III is a five-year, US$1.5 billion 

program. Besides continuing the program’s roll-out to 16,000 un-served communities, 

NSP III will also provide repeater block grants to 12,000 communities that have fully 

used the first block grants received from NSP. Donor support for NSP III is strong; to 

date, ARTF has provided/ committed US$ 500 million for NSP III.  
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3.  Assessment of Outcomes  

3.1  Relevance of Objectives, Design and Implementation 

Relevance of Objectives: The project development objectives of empowering rural 

communities to plan and implement their development priorities and improving access to 

productive infrastructure and services continue to be highly relevant today, as 

Afghanistan enters a “transition period”. The Government views NSP as a critical vehicle 

for delivery of the Agriculture and Rural Development outcomes in the current ANDS, 

particularly in the areas of rural infrastructure and community development. Currently, 

NSP continues to play a pivotal role with regards to the delivery of rural infrastructure, 

empowerment of women and good governance, building on the social capital created 

under the second phase.  

The NSP II objectives are also closely aligned with the first and second pillars of the 

current Bank’s Interim Strategy Note (ISN) for Afghanistan, which was approved by the 

Board in April 2012. The two pillars of the new ISN focuses on, among others: (a) 

building the legitimacy and capacity of institutions by locking in the social capital and 

governance structures formed at the village level through NSP, which is seen as an 

essential element of rural stability; and (b) equitable service delivery by continuing and 

strengthening the Bank’s focus on institutions and programs like NSP and others, which 

can sustainably ensure equitable delivery of basic services for all Afghans. 

Relevance of Design and Implementation: The project design and implementation 

remain very relevant considering the current stage of Afghanistan’s development and 

post-conflict environment, characterized by huge demand for rural social and economic 

infrastructure. Under the existing circumstances, the most effective and sustainable 

means for delivering priority investments for rural infrastructure, such as drinking water, 

sanitation, small-scale irrigation, roads and structures, schools and village electrification 

is through local governance structures, like democratically elected CDCs.  

3.2  Achievement of Project Development Objectives 

Strengthening of community level governance: By end of NSP II, the cumulative 

program outreach was 23,180 rural communities, from which 22,513 CDCs were 

established through democratic secret ballot elections by men and women. Through 

elections, NSP II altered the structure of village governance, by inducing the transfer of 

authority from tribal elders to CDCs regarding the functions of local governance from. 

The CDCs did not takeover activities and/or authority of customary village leaders, such 

as headmen or religious leaders, but rather coexist with these traditional institutions. NSP 

II also stimulated participation in local governance, by increasing both the frequency of 

and attendance at meetings of the village assembly. Further, the NSP II increased 

significantly the participation of women in local governance and the responsiveness of 

village institutions to women’s needs. At closing of NSP II, it was estimated that more 

than 35 percent of all CDC representatives were women. Of these, around 40 percent 

confirmed their participation in the decision-making process. The participation of women 

represents an important transformation in the Afghanistan rural society where women 

were until recently largely absent from public fora.  
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Access of rural communities to social and productive infrastructure and services: The 

project was very successful in terms of improving access to social and productive rural 

infrastructure and services. Millions of people in rural communities benefited from 

infrastructure sub-projects, such as water and sanitation, small scale irrigation schemes, 

energy/power (solar and mini-hydropower), and transport (rural roads, culverts and 

bridges). In addition, rural communities benefited from the education, and livelihood and 

human capital development sub-projects.  

The number of beneficiaries in the most critical social and rural infrastructure sub-

projects is summarized in Table 2 below. 

Table 2: Access of rural communities to services 

Output/Outcome 

Original/Revised 

Target Achievement 

People in rural communities benefiting from water 

and sanitation sub-projects 
Around 7.8 million 8.05 million 

People in rural communities benefiting from 

irrigation sub-projects 
Around 5.6 million 5.84 million 

People in rural communities benefiting from 

energy and power sub-projects 
Around 5.0 million 4.27 million 

People in rural communities benefiting from 

transport sub-projects 
Around 3.2 million 10.59 million 

People benefiting from livelihood/Human Capital 

Development sub-projects  
At least 96,000 212,328 

3.3  Efficiency 

The weighted economic and financial analyses were performed using a sample of 84 sub-

projects comprising of 25 irrigation schemes; 25 water supply and sanitation (WATSAN) 

schemes; 24 transport sub-projects; and 10 power schemes. The weighted Economic Rate 

of Return (ERR) for sampled sub-projects was estimated to be 69.3 percent, while their 

weighted Financial Rate of Return (FRR) was over 100 percent. During appraisal, the 

project had envisaged an ERR of around 38 percent and NPV of US$1.19 billion, 

assuming that 30 percent of sub-projects across sectors would have failed because of poor 

design or conflicting situations in high risk areas. The post-implementation ERR and 

FRR reported above should be taken with caution because of the small sample size (84 

out of over 36,054 completed sub-projects) and sampling methodology used. Thus, 

extrapolating these results to the entire program may be misleading. Nevertheless, it is 

fair to infer that NSP II had a significant aggregate positive impact on the Afghanistan’s 

rural economy. A summary of weighted financial and economic analysis of sampled sub-

projects is presented in Table 3 below.  

Table 3: Financial and economic analysis of sample sub-projects 

Sub-project Sector 

Appraisal Estimation ICRR Estimation 

ERR % FRR % ERR % FRR% 

Water Supply 60.8% >100 65.1 >100 

Irrigation 38.5% >100 98.4 >100 

Transport 26.6% >100 36.7 >100 

Energy 26.3% >100 59.8 >100 

All sub-projects 38.2% >100 69.3 >100 
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Concern has been raised with regards to the size of the program “delivery costs” in 

relation to the value of block grants disbursed. At closing of NSP II, project costs were 

US$746.53 million. Out of this, US$566.69 million were spent on community block 

grants and US$179.84 million as delivery costs (including capacity building of CDCs and 

implementation support). Delivery costs were equivalent to about 24.1 percent of the 

project costs, compared to 33 percent recorded at the closing of NSP I. The 8.9 percent 

reduction in delivery costs represents gain in efficiency. This was achieved mainly due to 

the consolidation of capacity building activities and expansion of coverage under NSP II, 

which increased the amount of community block grants relative to the delivery costs. 

Three other factors need to be considered: (a) delays in disbursement of block grants may 

have contributed to increase in the actual delivery costs, because although the CDCs were 

set up and FPs were in place, work could not be done due to lack of funds; (b) the costs 

of FP contracts include the costs of delivering the governance output of NSP, namely 

elected CDCs with capacity to plan and manage local development activities; and (c) 

implementation of the HRAS increased the delivery costs in insecure areas from 

US$9,600 to US$10,100 (by about US$1,500 or approximately 15 percent) per 

community. Excluding the costs of delivering the governance outputs, the share of FP 

costs for delivering block grants came to approximately 18 percent. The capacity created 

at CDCs through facilitation would result in lower delivery costs of NSP and other 

government program using them for the foreseeable future. 

For all analyzed sectors, the NSP II has proved to be cost effective. Comparing average 

unit costs of tertiary roads built under NSP with the National Emergency Rural Access 

Project (NERAP), NSP was almost four times more cost effective: US$7,900 against 

US$35,000 per km (including road structures). The difference could easily be explained 

by the communities’ participation and involvement in the construction contracts and the 

implementation of works. Likewise, the average cost per kilowatt under the 2,282 on-

going and completed mini-hydropower sub-projects under the NSP II was about 

US$1,800, while preliminary estimates of installation costs of large commercial wind 

turbines in Afghanistan was in the range of US$1,750 to US$2,250 per kilowatt. These 

numbers confirm the Bank’s worldwide experience, which shows that the government 

costs of introducing a community based development and demand driven (CBD/CDD) 

approach are substantial, but the actual cost to the government for building social and 

economic infrastructure, have been significantly lower in CBD/CDD interventions, since 

communities bear a considerable part of the cost of the infrastructure delivery.  

3.4  Justification of Overall Outcome Rating 

Rating: Satisfactory 

Based on the assessment is Sections 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3, the overall outcome is rated 

Satisfactory.  

3.5 Overarching Themes, Other Outcomes and Impacts 

(a) Poverty Impacts, Gender Aspects, and Social Development 

Poverty Impact: Of the 3.8 million rural families that benefited from the NSP sub-

projects, around 1.8 million can be classified as hovering around or below the poverty 

line (about 36% of the population is below the poverty line). The improved access to 
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basic services like electricity, roads, water, and education is expected to generate positive 

impact on the rural livelihoods in the longer run and help reduce poverty. Data from 

M&E reports of NSP suggests that sub-projects implemented under the project did 

generate over 23 million labor days of direct temporary employment in rural communities. 

Further, the spillover effects of farm and non-farm employment and income generation 

opportunities created by the HCD activities in the rural communities will most likely 

contribute to increase in household incomes in the years ahead. In addition, benefits 

accruing from increased profit margins for wheat and horticulture crops farmers; reduced 

farming costs for smallholders; increased irrigation water supply; improved access and 

quality of drinking water; and freed women’s labor for income generating activities are 

already being realized in many rural communities. A detailed poverty impact assessment 

is yet to be carried out. This would provide data on the degree to which the project has 

contributed to poverty alleviation outcomes.  

Gender Aspects: With the introduction of CDCs, equal representation for women was 

actively promoted. On average, about 35 percent of CDC representatives are female. 

Traditionally, Afghan women had no formal public role and/or did not participate in the 

community decision making process. One of the major achievements of the project has 

been the increased and more meaningful role of women, including their representation in 

the CDCs and increased voice in the choices of community investments. In other words, 

NSP has empowered rural women. The extent of empowerment does vary and to date 

women appear to have only limited role in village leadership or decision-making process. 

Gender segregation in the CDCs formation was an option used to increase women 

participation in decision-making process. The all-female CDCs provided women with a 

forum to meet and discuss shared problems and issues, something they did not have 

previously. A key constraint in further increasing the representation and role of women in 

the CDCs has been the difficulties in recruiting female Afghan field staff. Overall, only 

about 13 percent of staff employed by FPs for NSP II was women. If only field social 

organizers and/or mobilizers are considered, the female staff amounted to 30 percent.  

Social Development: The project created a platform for inclusive decision-making 

process and benefit sharing at the village level. Through FPs facilitation, rural 

communities prioritized, planned and implemented their sub-projects. The benefits 

derived from the demand-driven sub-projects, such as drinking water, irrigation, transport 

and power are not gender-specific, since they accrue to households. In addition, the 

benefits generated by community sub-projects were equitably shared with minority ethnic 

and/or tribal groups. Finally, the local governance institutions (the CDCs) established 

under the project continued to co-exist with the traditional village level structures, such as 

ad hoc “Jirgas” and “Shuras”, as well as traditional irrigation management through 

“Mirabs”. While CDCs are focusing on governance and development work, the 

traditional leadership structures are for conflict resolutions and/or common resources 

management, such as irrigation water supply. 

(b) Institutional Change/Strengthening 

The project consolidated an institutionalized framework for inclusive consultative 

decision-making process at the village level as part of the local governance system. The 

capacity of democratically elected CDCs to plan and manage community sub-projects 

that address joint needs, including procurement and financial management was built 
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through facilitation. The project also provided an opportunity for women to participate in 

formal governance. The CDCs are increasingly being used by the Bank/ARTF, 

government and other donor-funded programs in Afghanistan. The Afghanistan Rural 

Enterprise Development Project (AREDP), the Horticulture and Livestock Project (HLP), 

the Emergency Irrigation Rehabilitation Project (EIRP), and On-Farm Water 

Management Project (OFWMP) are examples of programs using CDCs as their entry 

point. The Afghanistan Pension and Safety Net Project (APSNP) is using CDCs to 

identify beneficiaries. The decentralized environment of NSP II implementation has built 

the capacity of the MRRD provincial offices to appraise and approve community sub-

projects, train and provide technical support to the FP field staff, and monitor and 

evaluate project implementation. This has enhanced the institutional sustainability. The 

project also contributed towards transforming community institutions from ad hoc “Jirgas” 

and “Shura” (entirely male and dominated by tribal, religious, ex-commander and 

prominent people) to elected CDCs. However, the future of CDCs is under consideration 

by the government. 

(c) Other Unintended Outcomes and Impacts (positive or negative) 

At the start of NSP in 2003, the DAB had functioning branches in only a few provincial 

headquarters. The demand for banking services created by the CDCs and increasing 

volume of transactions generated by the block grant transfers led to the expansion of 

DAB to all 34 provincial centers. Further, the investments in rural infrastructure created 

huge demand for the construction materials and engineering services. In turn, this 

stimulated local economic growth by increasing trade and enhancing technical skills of 

rural population working in construction sites. Finally, the Government and donor 

agencies are taking advantage of project management capacity built at the MRRD/NSP to 

implement other national priorities, such as the Peace and Reintegration, through the 

Community Recovery and Intensification Program.  

3.6 Summary of Findings of Beneficiary Survey  

The first follow-up survey examined the impact of NSP on village governance; political 

attitudes, and social cohesion; access to infrastructure services/ utilities; and economic 

activities. The assessment concluded that sub-projects funded ordinarily took 18–24 

months to complete following initial stages of mobilization, which required 

approximately 6 months. The major findings of the first follow-up survey
2
 can be 

summarized as follow: 

(i) NSP II has induced change in village governance by creating functional 

village councils (VC) and transferring authority from the tribal elders to the 

councils. It has also improved villagers’ perceptions and interaction with the 

government, which was missing before the project.  

(ii) NSP II has resulted in improvements in villagers’ access to services and 

perceptions of well-being. There was no evidence to indicate that the program 

affected objective measures of economic welfare, such as levels of household 

income or consumption, primarily because most of the sub-projects were 

either not completed or fully functional at the time of first follow up survey.  

                                                 
2
 Further information and materials pertaining to assessment may be obtained from http://www.nsp-ie.org. 
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(iii) NSP II has increased engagement of women across a number of dimensions of 

community life, while also increasing respect for senior women in the village 

and making men more open to female participation in local governance. The 

NSP has increased availability of women support groups reducing extreme 

dissatisfaction among women.  

Detailed beneficiary survey results of NSP II are provided in Annex 5. 

4.  Assessment of Risk to Development Outcome  

Rating: Substantial 

The risks that achievement of the development outcomes will not be sustained are 

substantial. The main risks categories are: (a) deteriorating security situation; (b) 

institutional sustainability; and (c) sustainability of rural community infrastructure. 

(a) Deteriorating security situation 

The security risks have increased substantially over the project period. MRRD/NSP had 

attempted to mitigate these risks by implementing the HRAS. The HRAS focuses on 

delivering the NSP in insecure areas by underscoring community consent and 

maintaining community security, including where community members wish to 

participate in NSP, but face local insurgent opposition to doing so. Originally, it was 

envisaged that HRAS would be applied only in the four most insecure provinces (Zabul, 

Uruzgan, Helmand and Kandahar). The program assesses security and access in all areas 

of Afghanistan on a 6 monthly basis, according to custom-designed criteria; and ranks 

districts (and thus all communities within them) as Secure, Partially Insecure, Highly 

Insecure or Extremely Insecure. HRAS is then applied in communities that have been 

assessed as Partially Insecure, Highly Insecure or Extremely Insecure. With the continued 

deterioration in security, the Bank had agreed that HRAS be applied to areas outside the 

original four insecure provinces. To date, about 93 districts have been identified as high 

security risk areas. Further, the majority of the 3,844 communities that were carried over 

from NSP II to NSP II are in high risk areas. Extensive implementation of the HRAS is 

likely to significantly increase the delivery costs, as well as prevent the program from 

achieving its desired goal of national coverage. Implementation of HRAS may also 

constitute a reputational risk to NSP. 

(b) Institutional sustainability  

Sustainability of NSP as a program: MRRD/NSP managements are cognizant that the 

withdrawal of most international security forces by end of 2014 is most likely to be 

accompanied with a decline in international Official Development Assistance to 

Afghanistan. This decline will have important ramifications for sustainability of key 

government programs, including the flagship NSP III. Currently, NSP takes up nearly 20 

percent of overall national development budget. In the wake of decline of development 

assistance, affordability and sustainability issues will need to be addressed. It is doubtful 

that the government will be able to continue providing community block grants at the 

same level as it has been doing during the last eight years (entitlement of US$200 per 

family with a maximum of US$60,000 per community). Moreover, given the fact that the 

current domestic revenue levels are enough to finance only about 10 percent of the 

national budget, it is unlikely that the government will continue to use its own limited 
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resources to finance the NSP, in the wake of other pressing needs, such a security, health 

and education. The program is currently implemented by a workforce of about 800 

contract staff. It is unlikely that the government will afford the annual wage bill of nearly 

US$24.0 million. The available options would be to: (a) fully integrate the program staff 

into MRRD, although reduced remuneration may cause loss of NSP critical mass of key 

qualified and experienced staff and affect institutional memory; and (b) cease the use of 

FPs as intermediaries, so that the program is delivered entirely by government. This 

option is likely to compromise the quality of facilitation. Finally, there is a lack of clarity 

on whether there will be any subsequent phases of NSP beyond 2015 (closing date of 

NSP III), and if either the MRRD or the Independent Directorate of Local Governance 

(IDLG) would be the most appropriate institution to implement the program.  

Sustainability of CDCs as the lowest governance institution: At the closing of NSP II, 

cumulative number of communities contracted to FPs was 23,180, elected CDCs reached 

22,513, and the number of community sub-project completed were 46,464. The proposed 

repeater or second block grants under NSP III would cover only about 12,000 

communities of the 22,513 that have completed their sub-projects and fully disbursed 

their grants. Without the means to undertake the functions for which they were 

established, it is unlikely that the remaining CDCs will be sustainable. This is 

compounded by the fact that potential access to resources through other programs and 

projects is unevenly distributed across the country; and often other government and donor 

funded programs are not using CDCs to implement rural development projects. To 

address this risk, a letter signed by four Ministers
3
 and the Head of IDLG was sent to the 

President (initially in January 2011 and a follow up in October 2011), proposing the 

transition arrangements and sustainability of CDCs; and their links to sub-national 

governance structures. The policy committee proposed, among others, that: (a) CDCs be 

formally recognized as VCs; (b) all ministries should channel their community level 

development activities through the VCs; (c) Independent Electoral Commission (IEC) 

should prepare specific guidelines on how to conduct village level elections; (d) IDLG 

and MRRD should be responsible for capacity building of the new institutions related to 

Governance and Development, respectively; and (e) district level governance structures 

(District Development Assemblies, DDAs) and Afghanistan Social Outreach Program 

District Councils should be consolidated into one entity. However, until a Presidential 

decree to transform CDCs into VCs is issued, the future of CDCs as the most localized 

governance structures remains uncertain.  

(c) Sustainability of rural community infrastructure 

The main sustainability risks of the community infrastructure or sub-projects stem from: 

(a) inadequate engineering support to CDCs for sub-projects design, implementation and 

supervision, which result in substandard quality; (b) weak local contractors capacity to 

execute civil works; (c) use of inappropriate technologies, such as diesel generators and 

water pumps; and (d) inadequate O&M plans and/or lack of their implementation. 

Cumulatively, the NSP I and II have supported about 46,464 community sub-projects, 

worth about US$864.93 million spread across all 34 provinces of Afghanistan. So far, the 

                                                 
3
 Ministries of Finance; Rural Rehabilitation and Development; Agriculture, Irrigation and Livestock; and 

Head of Governance Cluster. 
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current and future annual costs of O&M for community sub-projects are not known. 

MRRD/NSP is about to commission an O&M study as part of transition and 

sustainability preparedness. Currently, “user fees” are levied on sub-projects that derive 

largely private benefit like irrigation schemes, drinking water supply and power sub-

projects to finance their O&M costs. Traditionally, the payment of user fees is not strictly 

enforced, resulting in O&M budget shortfalls. With regards to other public infrastructures, 

such as transport, health centers and schools, the relevant sector ministries were expected 

to absorb the O&M costs, as agreed under the Memoranda of Understanding signed 

between the MRRD and these ministries. Unfortunately, this is not the case, at least for 

the time being, partly because they are not planned for and/or provided under their annual 

budget allocations. Therefore, it is not clear how community level sub-projects financed 

under the program will be maintained in the future.  

5.  Assessment of Bank and Borrower Performance  

5.1  Bank Performance  

(a)  Bank Performance in Ensuring Quality at Entry 

Rating: Satisfactory 

The Bank performance in ensuring project quality at entry is rated Satisfactory, based on 

the assessment provided under Section 2.1. The Satisfactory rating is confirmed by 

QALP-2 findings. At appraisal, the institutional, technical, financial, economic, fiduciary 

and safeguards aspects, and results monitoring were well addressed. The risks assessment 

was candid and mitigation measures were appropriate. Consistent with the inherent high 

security risks, a High Risk Strategy for implementation and supervision in insecure areas 

was included in the project design.  

(b)  Quality of Supervision  

Rating: Satisfactory 

Overall, the Bank carried out its supervision functions in a satisfactory manner, especially 

considering the very complex and difficult country conditions. The Kabul-based task 

team comprises a good mix of international and local staff, with backstopping of 

Headquarters (HQ) staff and consultants to ensure fresh perspective and specific 

expertise, as needed. The task team was pro-active and endeavored to respond to the 

various issues in a timely and constructive manner. The team was also very effective in 

preparing, carrying out and following up on the comprehensive mid-term evaluation, 

including continued follow up to the agreed Strategic Action Plan. The Bank skills mix 

and field presence (from Kabul) was adequate. The Bank team gave adequate attention to 

addressing sustainability issues, particularly through increased attention to the role and 

strengthening of the CDCs. Throughout the project period, the Bank team maintained 

productive engagement with MRRD, MoF, donor community, facilitating partners and 

other stakeholders to address their concerns and develop shared solutions to respond to 

the changing operating environment.  
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(c)  Justification of Rating for Overall Bank Performance 

Rating: Satisfactory  

Based on the ratings for project quality at entry and project supervision, overall Bank 

performance was Satisfactory.  

5.2  Borrower Performance 

(a)  Government Performance 

Rating: Satisfactory 

The government’s performance is rated Satisfactory. During the preparation phase, 

GoIRA was a strong champion of the project and provided guidance on objectives, 

components and feedback to the Bank Task Teams. Similarly, during its implementation 

the government’s played a key role in resolving issues related to the disbursement of 

community block grants through the DAB. However, there were shortcomings pertaining 

to the speed of processing withdrawal applications for the replenishment of Designated 

Accounts (DAs) and Float Accounts (FAs); delayed release of project budget for the new 

fiscal year; and slow turnaround by the SPC on approval of large contracts.  

(b)  Implementing Agency or Agencies Performance 

Rating: Satisfactory 

The performance of MRRD as the implementing agency for NSP II is rated Satisfactory. 

The ministry played a pivotal and effective role during the design phase, particularly in 

terms of the pro-active leadership and coordination of various stakeholders – donor 

agencies, FPs and the various government departments. Throughout the project 

implementation period, MRRD had consistently demonstrated commitment to and 

ownership of the project and had strengthened its capacity for project management and 

oversight, as evidenced by: (i) timely budget forecasting and resources mobilization; (ii) 

continuous consultation with FPs to address facilitation bottlenecks; and (iii) established 

strong M&E system linked to MIS and capable of generating information needed to 

inform policy, strategic and technical decisions. While the MRRD is commended for 

delivering a project of this magnitude, it was not able to timely address financial 

management issues, particularly those related to internal control, such as refunds of 

ineligible expenditures, acquittal of overdue personal and operational advances, and 

reconciliation of the block grants and operational accounts.  

(c)  Justification of Rating for Overall Borrower Performance 

Rating: Satisfactory 

The Borrower’s performance is rated Satisfactory, because there has been strong 

commitment to and ownership of the project, particularly by the MRRD, which also 

improved its capacity in areas critical to project implementation, such as procurement and 

financial management. The government took pro-active measures to resolve critical 

issues, such as flow of funds to the float and CDC accounts. The project achieved and/or 

exceeded most of its planned development outcomes.  
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6.  Lessons Learned  

A number of key lessons learned from NSP II implementation which are now part of the 

NSP III design are outlined below:  

(a) Streamlining and strengthening the program management structure: The 

program implementation performance was significantly enhanced by strategic 

phasing out the regional offices, moving a number of trained key technical staff 

from the PMO in Kabul (especially from the Engineering Department) to PMUs, 

and transferring the authority to approve sub-projects to PMUs. This strategy 

reduced the time taken to approve sub-projects, improved their quality at entry, 

as well as the monitoring of FPs during implementation and post-completion. 

The transformation of project management structure from one that was run 

entirely by expatriates to the current, which is managed and implemented by 

Afghans, reduced costs and enhances the future sustainability of the program. 

(b) Ensuring sustainability of sub-projects: This could only be ensured through 

improved rural infrastructure technical design and implementation quality; and 

continued operation and maintenance of completed sub-projects by 

communities. Progress has been made in ensuring the technical quality of sub-

projects financed under NSP II, through capacity building and technical training 

provided to NSP and FP field staff. However, NSP has always suffered from a 

lack of engineers in Afghanistan and competition among donors/NGOs for the 

limited number of existing qualified engineers. This is a problem that would 

remain for the foreseeable future, as the nation continues to build its engineering 

capacity. 

(c) Ensuring institutional sustainability of the elected CDCs: Unless different 

line ministries and donor-funded programs use CDCs both as an entry-point and 

vehicle for implementing village level development activities, they are unlikely 

to remain effective beyond the period that the community grants are provided. 

Experience shows that CDCs that had completed their sub-projects and fully 

utilized first block grants remained dormant until other government or donor-

funded projects were approved. The linkages between CDCs and sub-national 

governance structures (DDAs/Afghanistan Social Outreach Programs) need to 

be streamlined to increase local representation, participation in planning and 

resource allocation, and enable smooth fiscal transfers in the future. 

(d) Program implementation in insecure areas: NSP II rolled out to communities 

in the high and extremely insecure areas of the country. During the project 

period, the general security situation in the country continued to deteriorate, and 

the number of communities where the project activities were suspended 

increased. The implementation of the HRAS, which was prepared in close 

consultation with FPs operating in insecure areas, the Bank and other donors, 

provided more flexibility in project implementation, such as sub-contracting to 

local NGOs or using a ‘distance model’ that involves greater reliance on 

community members for implementation. 

(e) Role of Facilitating Partners: FPs have been critical to the successful 

implementation of NSP II and continue to play a major role in the delivery of 
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NSP III. The third phase should strive to maximize their value added and 

strengthen their result focus, through FP input monitoring and contract 

management. In addition, the program would benefit from increasing the 

number and quality of training provided to FPs on NSP processes, including 

elections, community development planning and gender mainstreaming to 

ensure that equally high technical support is provided to CDCs.  

(f) Program implementation cycle: The sub-project implementation period was 

reduced to two years in an attempt to reduce project costs, but CDCs were 

unable to complete their infrastructure projects and fully utilize their block 

grants within the set timeframe; and quality of CDCs and infrastructure suffered. 

Therefore, it was evident that the program required a minimum of three-year 

cycle to ensure quality facilitation and sub-project implementation. 

(g) Enhancing women’s effective involvement in the program: External 

evaluations and studies have shown that NSP has empowered rural women. 

Specifically, they show that NSP II increased the participation of women, 

including their effective representation in the CDCs; and voice in the choice of 

community investments. The program M&E reports, however, show that the 

extent to which women are involved varies greatly throughout the country, due 

to the emphasis on women’s inclusion by FPs and cultural practices in different 

geographic areas. To enhance the effective involvement of women in the 

program, NSP III needs to deploy additional measures, such as assessing 

community maturity (including assessment of women participation in decision 

making), collecting gender disaggregated data, training in gender awareness, 

and designating gender focal points at PMO and FP offices. 

7.  Comments on Issues Raised by Borrower/Implementing Agencies/Partners  

(a)  Borrower/implementing agencies 

The Bank and MRRD’s generally agree on the assessment of overall outcomes of the 

project, risks to development outcomes, and the Bank and Borrower performance.  

However, MRRD has raised two pertinent issues that are worth noting:  

(i) With regard to the rating for Overall Outcomes, MRRD believes that the results as 

shown very clearly in the various sections of this ICR and summarized in Annex 2 

merited a rating of “Highly Satisfactory” rather than “Satisfactory”. MRRD 

reiterates that most of the NSP II key performance indicators were exceeded and 

that this assertion is supported by the findings of the first independent impact 

evaluation survey, as well as other external studies.  

(ii) MRRD is disappointed that the findings from the second follow up survey of the 

NSP II Impact Evaluation were not available for inclusion in the ICR. A report for 

this evaluation, which MRRD believes would have strengthened its argument that 

implementation and outcomes of NSP II were “Highly Satisfactory”, is yet to be 

published by the independent MIT/Harvard research team.  
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(b)  Co-financiers 

The European Union (EU) concurs with the Bank’s assessment that NSP II was a 

successful programmatic and local institutional development initiative. Like the Bank, the 

EU notes that although NSP II was affected by multiple challenges, it has undeniably 

delivered productive infrastructure, and created the potential for more open participatory 

mechanisms. However, the EU thinks that the program needs to critically review its 

achievements in order to lay the foundations for a new phase, whereby the program and 

local institutions/CDCs created will further contribute to state building and improved 

service delivery.  

Furthermore, the EU believes that empowering rural communities to plan and implement 

their development priorities has probably been the biggest achievement, but the process 

of locking in the social capital and governance structures formed at the village level still 

needs to be continued and strengthened. Given the huge demand for rural social and 

economic infrastructure and the low delivery capacity of the central government, the 

dualistic relationship between program and institution building, needs to simultaneously 

be visionary on the future role of CDC/VC and conservative on the achievements attained. 

Finally, comments from the EU and the Japanese Embassy reinforce the points made by 

the Bank in the ICR regarding the need to rigorously assess the impact of NSP II on 

poverty reduction; governance beyond sub-projects planning and implementation; and 

sustainability of the program, CDCs as local institutions, and rural social and economic 

infrastructure.  EU recommends that these critical issues should be viewed within the 

broader context of a coherent sub-national governance structure; the ongoing 

decentralization efforts; and the transition period and beyond 2014. 

(c) Other partners and stakeholders 

The UN-Habitat, as one of the leading FPs, thinks that NSP II focused more on 

strengthening community level governance and supporting community-managed rural 

infrastructure development to improve access; and less on developing linkages between 

CDCs and the district and provincial levels governance structures. The linkages between 

the program and other line ministries were also very weak. These horizontal and vertical 

linkages are necessary for NSP as a national program.  

UN-Habitat also believes that there is little awareness of NSP objectives and 

achievements amongst key stakeholders, such as the academic and research institutions, 

parliamentarians and religious leaders.  To close this knowledge gap, the FP recommends 

that the program should endeavor to create awareness through advocacy initiatives, 

coupled with research and publications, to highlight its impact to wider audience and 

influence decision-making process for further scaling-up of NSP.  
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Annex 1 

Project Costs and Financing 

(a)  Project Cost by Component (in US$ million equivalent) 

Components 

 
Revised

4 
Estimate 

(US$ million) 

Actual
5
 

Estimate 

(US$ million) 

% Age Change 

from Revised 

Appraisal 

Block Grants  503.3 566.69 12.6% 

Community Facilitation & Sub-project 

Preparation 154.6 107.99 -30.2% 
CDC Capacity Development  

Implementation & Management Support    46.4 71.85  54.8% 

    

Total Cost     704.3 746.53  6.0% 

 

  

                                                 
4
 Estimates revised during the additional financing of NSP II and include IDA-H2610, IDA-H4760, ARTF 

TF90205, JSDF TF92433, JSDF TF92435 and bilateral donors funding. 
5
 Actual expenditures from the IDA-H2610, IDA-H4760, ARTF TF90205, JSDF TF92433, JSDF TF92435 

and bilateral donors funding as of September 30, 2011.  
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(b)  Project Financing 

Source of Funds 
Revised 
Estimate 

(US$ million) 

Actual Estimate 
(US$ million) 

% Age 

Change 

from 

Appraisal 

 Borrower 0.00 0.00  0.0% 

    

A.  Joint Co-financing    

 IDA Grant
6 195.00 203.93  4.6% 

ARTF Grant 244.30 449.19 83.9% 

JSDF Grants 30.00 10.16 -66.2% 

Sub-total co-financing  469.30 663.29  41.3% 

    

B. Bilateral Parallel Co-financing    

Italy   27.93  

New Zealand   1.06  

France  11.27  

Denmark   38.88  

Czech   0.78  

Swiss  2.32  

Netherland  0.86  

Cyprus  0.14  

Sub-total bilateral financing 130.00 83.24 -36.0% 

    

Other sources of funding 105.00 0.00  

    

Total project financing 704.30 746.53 5.9% 

 

 

  

                                                 
6
 Includes original IDA Grant (H2610) and Additional Financing (H4760). 
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Annex 2 

Outputs by Component 

Outputs 

NSP I 

outputs 

March 31, 

2007 

NSP II 

outputs by 

September 

30, 2011 

Cumulative 

Outputs by 

September 

30, 2011 

A. Block grants for communities 
Number of sub-projects completed 10,410 36,054 46,464 
Block Grant disbursement (US$ million) 289.24 560.77 864.93 

 % age of communities contributing at least 10% 

of sub-project costs  
       100%         100%        100%  

Number of beneficiary families 2,122,710 1,711,835 3,834,545 

Labor days created from NSP sub-projects 14,418,036 24,500,000 38,918,036 

B. Community facilitation and capacity building 
Number of villages with elected Community 

Development Councils (CDCs) 
     16,502       6,011      22,513  

Number of CDCs with Community Development 

Plans (CDPs) 
     16,263       6,193      22,456  

Number of sub-projects approved and financed by 

project 
     22,458       28,570      51,028  

Number of districts covered 279 361 361 

Number of FPs contracted 24 28 28 

 %age of sampled NSP sub-projects that are 

functional one year after completion   N/A  
 70% of 

sampled 

sub-projects  

 70% of 

sampled sub-

projects  

Community members trained in procurement, 

Financial Management and O&M  
    472,234      305,000     740,521  

C. Project management  

Facilitating Partner staff trained 4,418 2,500 6,918 

Financial Management Agent in place N/A 1 1 

MRRD staff trained 950 
  

Assessment of FPs carried out  1 1 2 

External impact evaluation 1 1 1 
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Annex 3  

Economic and Financial Analysis 

Summary of Estimated Results 

Description 

At Appraisal At Completion 
Financial Economic Financial Economic 

US$ million 
Project Benefits 2,577.1 1,855.6 1,844 1,424 
Project Costs  670.1  670.1  232  232 
Net Present Value 1,908.0 1,186.5 1,612 1,192 
Internal Rate of Return (%)   93.7   38.2 >100 69.3 

I. Background 

The NSP II allowed scaling-up GoIRA’s flagship development program as a key vehicle 

in the delivery of the benchmarks for the I-ANDS Agriculture and Rural Development 

Program, in the areas of rural infrastructure and community development. Total 

cumulative cost of NSP I and II reached to US$1.18 billion at NSP II closing, including 

US$864.93million of community block grants, which represents about 73 percent of the 

total costs. Through a systematic strategic facilitation and planning process the rural 

communities elected their CDCs and; applying a Community-driven Development 

(CDD) approach, NSP I and II selected about 51,053 sub-projects that covered most of 

the areas of priority investments for rural development: transport structures to better 

connect rural villages to their surrounding region, rehabilitation of small-scale irrigation 

systems, access to drinking water and sanitation, power generation and construction of 

schools and health facilities. The total NSP II expenditures by component are shown in 

Table 1 below. 

Table 1: NSP II - Total expenditure by component (US$ million) 

  
Actual total 

Expenditure Percentage 

Capacity building of community development councils 107.99 14.5% 

Community block grants 566.69 75.9% 

Implementation support  71.85 9.6% 

Total  746.53 100.0% 

By September 30, 2011, NSP II had spent more than US$746.53 million disbursing 

US$566.69 million in block grants (about 75.9 percent). Capacity building and delivery 

costs were reduced to 24.1 percent of total costs. By the closing date of NSP II, 

cumulative communities contracted to FPs reached 23,180; approved and financed sub-

projects were about 51,053, of which 46,464 had been completed; and a total of 19,334 

CDCs had fully utilized their block grants. The created CDC and the selection and 

implementation of sub-projects are successfully changing the structure of village 

governance, and in particular, the involvement of women in community affairs. The 

project’s outcome also include: (i) a nation-wide established framework for a village 

level consultative decision making and representative local leadership enhancing 
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interaction within and between communities, and with the central administration and aid 

agencies; (ii) a local level reconstruction, development, and capacity building process 

(human and social capital) leading to poverty reduction; and (iii) an improved public 

service provision system improving the economic situation of two thirds of Afghan rural 

villages. 

II. Methodology 

This Impact Evaluation (IE) at NSP II completion aimed to determine if the program is 

generating sufficient benefits to justify the investments involved. It requires analyzing if 

(i) the investments are resulting in poverty alleviation (financial analysis measuring its 

impact on family income and/or on costs spent by the poor communities in accessing to 

basic services); and (ii) the investments have a positive net social impact from the 

Afghan’s economy perspective. The same methodology for the analysis as the one used 

for justifying the project during appraisal was followed.  

Estimates of the situation before the project, and how it has changed at closing, were 

obtained from a sample of 84 sub-projects selected from NSP II communities using recall 

through participatory group techniques (focus groups and participatory appraisal)
7
. The 

designed quick survey focused mainly on the collection of information that could be 

counted and quantified (farm production, transport patterns, access to and use of public 

services, time and costs spent in procuring potable water, energy inputs, and so forth). 

Semi-structured focus group interviews were held with groups of about 8–15 self selected 

participants in each sampled community. Sessions explored, among other things, if the 

priority needs of the community before the sub-project (SP) implementation were met, 

the specific benefits being attained, and the impact the SP had in their livelihoods.  

Structured key informant interviews with community leaders, members of the CDCs and 

direct beneficiaries provided the required information using an open-ended questionnaire. 

Respondents were asked to recall their earlier situation with respect to cultivated areas, 

production parameters, products sold and prices; time and costs involved in procuring 

water or energy sources, its availability and uses; travel and/or products transport time, 

etc., for both before and after the sub-projects. Beneficiaries also provided estimates of 

the volume and quality of water used for household needs, illness frequencies and 

average treatment costs and working days lost. 

NSP II financed block grant schemes included sub-projects that were initially mobilized 

under NSP I, and others that the BGs’ financing were later taken over by the follow-up 

NSP III. From a list of 10,083 block grant sub-projects mobilized, financed and 

completed under NSP II (Table 2), it appears that irrigation, WATSAN, and transport 

sectors’ schemes were the most frequently demanded and financed type of investments. 

About 25 percent of the number of sub-projects falls on each of the three sectors. Power 

                                                 
7
 A randomized impact evaluation of NSP-II as multi-year study is being carried out to quantify changes - 

across indicators such as economic activity, agricultural production, access to infrastructure and services, 

and structures and perceptions of local governance - in 250 treatment communities mobilized by NSP II, 

and comparing these changes to those observed in 250 similar control villages not participating in NSP. A 

baseline survey was done in summer 2007; and a first follow-up survey in summer-autumn 2009. The 

second follow-up surveys undertaken during summer - autumn 2011; and the third and fourth surveys are 

planned for summer – autumn 2013 and 15, respectively. A report of the second survey will not be ready 

until June 2012. Hence, it could not be used for this ICR IE.  
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schemes followed in importance with 10 percent of the financed sub-projects. These four 

sectors accumulated 85 percent of the total number of sub-projects. 

Table 2: NSP II Financed sub-projects summary by sector 

Sector 

No. of 

Subprojects 

Financed 

Total 

Budget 

(USD) 

Amount 

Disbursed 

(USD) 

Beneficiaries 

Average 

Cost (USD) 

Direct (No. 

of 

Families) 

Indirect 

(Population) 

Irrigation 2,505 50,498 48,918 487,825 2,629,795 19,528 

Transport 2,434 49,813 49,291 475,461 2,461,719 20,251 

Water Supply 

& Sanitation 

2,489 41,247 40,405 491,249 2,656,840 16,233 

Power 971 26,517 26,417 180,892 933,471 27,206 

Education 980 3,462 3,446 198,868 1,014,339 3,516 

Rural 

Development 

519 9,765 9,630 105,777 565,551 18,555 

Livelihood 179 1,332 1,322 31,875 176,268 7,385 

Health 6 58 58 1,516 9,949 9,667 

Total 10,083 182,692 179,487 1,973,463 10,447,932 15,293 

 

Table 2 additionally points to the aforementioned four sectors that concentrated 92 

percent of the block grant funds disbursed under NSP II, with irrigation and transport 

sub-projects, each using 27 percent of disbursed funds; WATSAN with 23 percent; and 

the power generation sub-projects 15 percent.  

Based on these numbers, a sample including only these four sectors was selected to 

represent all NSP II. The sample included 84 schemes, following the same proportion of 

sub-projects per sector: (i) 25 irrigation schemes; (ii) 25 WATSAN schemes; (iii) 24 

transport sub-projects; and (iv) 10 power schemes. The sample was selected from those 

sub-projects completed in 2008 to allow for adequate time of operation to consolidate 

results. Field visits were done in two phases: (i) in June 2011, 18 irrigation sub-projects 

were surveyed; and (ii) in January 2012, when only 54 of the 66 selected sub-projects 

could be covered due to security reasons, or heavy snow not allowing to reach to some of 

the targeted villages. Irrigation schemes were the most difficult to assess due to their 

complexity and diversity in crops and livestock activities, production costs, yields, prices, 

cropping seasons, on-farm product use and consumption, sales, etc., which made data 

collection and processing more difficult.  

FARMOD
8
 software was used to build the two scenarios for the sampled communities: 

without NSP II and with NSP II. The incremental benefits were deducted from the 

difference between both scenarios. Results are presented at four different levels, and from 

two complementary perspectives. The four levels are: (i) at the beneficiary level, in the 

case of irrigation schemes; (ii) at community level, for all schemes; (iii) at each of the 

four main investment sectors; and (iv) at the overall project level. From the financial 

                                                 
8
 FARMOD was developed under the leadership of the World Bank with the cooperation of FAO and IFAD 

and is used for economic and financial evaluation of agricultural development projects. 
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perspective the analysis shows the poverty reduction impact without considering the costs 

of facilitation, block grant and project management. The economic perspective measures 

the project results for the country’s economy, including capacity building and delivery 

costs, which as well as for the block grants costs are not bared by the beneficiaries. 

Benefits from enhanced governance and from human and social capital strengthening - 

which included building the platform for other projects to step in to induce further 

development - were not quantified as an NSP II impact.  

III. The Project Results 

The ERR for the NSP II was estimated at closing at 69.3 percent and the Net 

Present Value (NPV) at US$1,192 millions. For the Emergence Project Paper (EPP), 

the ERR was estimated at 38.2 percent and the NPV at US$1.186 million, assuming that 

30 percent of the sub-projects across sectors would fail because of poor design or 

growing conflicting situations in high risk areas. For this new assessment, all FPs 

working in the field were asked to estimate the failure rate of the different type of sub-

projects in their intervention areas, assuming as failures those sub-projects reaching less 

than 50 percent of their expected results. Based on their responses, the failure rate was 

estimated for this analysis at 7.1 percent (5 percent for transport and irrigation schemes, 

and 10 percent for WATSAN and power generation sub-projects). In both evaluations no 

value was assigned to the strengthened governance in Afghanistan, which is the most 

important impact of the program. Also, the benefits being generated by the follow-up 

projects implemented through the NSP’s created CDCs were not valued.  

As in the EPP analysis, the Financial Analysis shows that most beneficiaries are 

obtaining significant financial results. It is expressed both by the overall program’s 

financial rate of return of more than 100 percent; and by the family income increments on 

irrigation sub-projects and/or on cost savings in their daily lives in other sub-projects. 

Villages mobilized under the NSP facilitation approach regularly select the types of sub-

projects for meeting their most urgent felt needs aiming to opening the worst bottlenecks 

for improving their livelihoods. Hence, it is not surprising that these demand driven SP 

investments end up showing such high returns as in many other countries with similar 

CDD approaches.  

The results per investment sector are presented in Table 3, which shows the weighted 

average ERR for each of the four sector groups of sub-projects. Results are based on the 

outcome and impact being attained by the 84 sampled sub-projects. Most input and 

product economic prices were assumed to be equivalent to their market prices. As in the 

appraisal economic analysis, a conversion factor of 0.7 was applied for labor costs, given 

the underemployment levels in rural Afghanistan areas. All prices were assumed to 

remain constant in real terms throughout the life of the project. Considering that the 

sample is representative of all NSP II, the project would be having a highly significant 

impact for the Afghanistan economy. All project costs were considered in the analysis, 

including: (i) actual block grant disbursements; (ii) community contributions in cash or 

labor; and (iii) the NSP II overheads introduced as a percentage of the block grant 

amounts (FPs and other delivery costs, represented an amount 32 percent over the block 

grants amount, as in Table 1). 
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Table 3: Project Economic and Financial Results 

Sub-project Sector EPP Estimation ICRR Estimation 
 ERR % FRR % ERR % FRR% 

Water Supply 60.8% >100 65.1 >100 
Irrigation 38.5% >100 98.4 >100 
Transport 26.6% >100 36.7 >100 
Energy 26.3% >100 59.8 >100 
All sub-projects 38.2% >100 69.3 >100 

The high ERRs are in line with similar projects in other countries. The CDCs develop 

their Community Development Plans (CDPs) with the participation of their communities 

selecting the sub-projects that are most needed. Unsatisfied basic needs are then covered, 

and the most adapted economic activities are developed. Benefits include: (i) the supply 

of safe water reducing the required time to convey water for each family, releasing labor 

time for more productive activities, as well as cost savings from reduced water borne 

diseases; (ii) the rehabilitation and improvement of damaged irrigation structures 

increases water availability for irrigation, allowing for higher agriculture and livestock 

production; (iii) the rural roads and connecting structures enhance access to isolated 

villages facilitating marketing of their products; (iv) the electricity new sources reduce 

the cost of gas or fuel consumption, and allow households to acquire new devices to 

enhance livelihood activities, as well as home appliances and mobile phones; and (v) 

school buildings create education opportunities for kids and adults, where over 70 percent 

of the population is illiterate.  

Transport sub-projects: Twenty two schemes from the transport sector were analyzed. 

They involve road gravelling, culverts, bridges and retaining walls aiming to improve the 

connection of the requesting CDCs to main roads, markets and other service centers. 

Table 4 presents the average financial results of the 22 transport sector schemes included 

in the sample. 

Table 4: Transport Sector sub-projects 

Economic budget (aggregated) 

Without 

Project With Project 

1 to 15 1 2 3 4 to 15 

Main Production 
     Agricultural Products Sold to Other 

Communities 186 186 414 704 704 

Production Cost 
     Investment 
     Purchased inputs 
     Transport sector BG - 2,464 - - - 

Counterpart Funds - 312 - - - 

FPs Facilitation Costs - 131 131 65 - 

MRRD Management Costs - 131 196 131 - 

Sub-total Purchased Inputs - 3,038 327 196 - 

Labor 
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Economic budget (aggregated) 

Without 

Project With Project 

1 to 15 1 2 3 4 to 15 

Unskilled - 19 - - - 

Sub-total Investment Costs - 3,057 327 196 - 

Opportunity/Operating Costs 
     Kids time spent going to school 1,148 1,148 452 452 452 

Time spent going to nearby centers 320 320 107 107 107 

Maintenance costs - - 37 37 37 

Sub-total Opportunity/Operating Costs 1,468 1,468 596 596 596 

Sub-total Production Costs 1,468 4,525 923 792 596 

Other costs 
     Failed subprojects (5 percent) - 152 16 10 - 

OUTFLOWS 1,469 4,677 938 802 596 

Cash flow (1,283) 
(4,490

) (524) (97) 109 

IRR = 36.7%, NPV = 5,634.64 
     

The average cost of these sub-projects was Afs2.06 million (of which Afs1.88 million 

covered by block grants) benefiting on average 316 families. According to the sampled 

transport sector sub-projects, average time savings for the community members included: 

(i) 46 minutes a day for kids going to school; (ii) 102 minutes for people going to health 

centers; and (iii) 122 minutes for reaching the District Center. As roads were improved, 

both men and women using the road grew by 45 and 25 percent, respectively. In addition, 

the monthly average amount of goods sold by villagers (agricultural products, livestock, 

wood, bricks and other construction materials, etc.) almost tripled from 9.5 tons to 35.8 

tons per benefitted village increasing their family income. Overall, each of the benefited 

families is having an average annual benefit of Afs5,000 ($110) as a result of time saved 

for use in productive activities, and more products are sold as transport costs are reduced. 

Transport sub-projects in the sample showed an average ERR of 37.6 percent. Even 

though the consulted FPs have reported that only 2 of the 1,097 transport sub-projects in 

their areas have failed (0.2 percent), for this evaluation it was assumed that 5 percent 

would fail mainly due to lack of proper maintenance. The largest benefits accruing to 

transport sector sub-projects usually came from time savings
9
 in regular community 

activities and from increased sales of products as transportation is facilitated and costs 

reduced. Products that previously were not harvested, or were simply not cultivated due 

to overwhelming transport difficulties are increasingly taken to markets. The time 

required for villagers to walk to the nearest main road or market centre, and for kids to go 

to school was usually significantly reduced.  

Irrigation sub-projects: The twenty two irrigation sub-projects in the sample were 

analyzed individually given the diversity of the improvements, cropping patterns and 

                                                 
9
 Time saved was valued at Afs200 per day for adults and Afs100 per day for kids (as time saved could 

result in more time for studying or helping on their family’s activities). Agricultural production was valued 

at an average of Afs15 per kilogram. 
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effects of the rehabilitation. They included karez, canals, aqueducts or protection walls 

rehabilitation, reconstruction and/or expansion, increasing in general the availability of 

irrigation water for villagers, improving yields, increasing irrigated area, intensifying the 

use of land through double cropping, and allowing for crop diversification into higher 

value crops.  

The Financial Rate of Return (FRR) in the 22 sampled sub-projects was over 100 percent, 

and the ERR averaged 98.4 percent. All schemes in the sample consistently produced 

high benefits due to several factors including: (i) the irrigated area increased, as well as 

the total amount of production; and (ii) the supply of reliable water enable in most cases 

higher yields and two crops per year instead of one. Water also has a significant impact 

on soil productivity resulting in higher net revenues. Irrigated areas in their first season 

after rehabilitation only show small increases in cultivated areas and productivity, but as 

water management improves during the subsequent years due to more adequate timely 

watering, villagers increase irrigated areas growing also two crops. Additionally, they 

introduce higher value crops as new marketing opportunities were identified. As a result, 

value of production in the sample on average increased three times as more and lower-

cost water became available. On average, the 4,240 families benefiting from the 22 

irrigation sub-projects in the sample increased their annual net income from Afs14,132 to 

Afs39,801 (US$307 to US$865, a 282 percent increase).  

Table 5 present the aggregate economic costs and benefits of the 22 sampled irrigation 

sub-projects including their investment costs and benefits; and the resulting aggregate 

financial and economic returns. According to the consulted FPs, only 4 out of 629 

irrigation sub-projects failed (0.6 percent). However, considering that some FPs could be 

underestimating the failure rate, a 5 percent failure rate for this ICR analysis was 

considered regarding the irrigation sub-projects. 

Table 5: Irrigation sector sub-projects 

Economic Budget 

(Aggregated) 

Without 

Project With Project 

1 to 15 1 2 3 4 5 to 15 

Sub-total Main Production 6,656 6,658 8,366 15,541 19,750 20,262 

Sub-total On-farm use 470 471 638 1,128 1,433 1,441 
Sub-total on-farm 

consumption 4,970 4,972 6,054 7,539 8,593 8,910 

Net value of production 1,216 1,215 1,674 6,874 9,724 9,912 

Production cost 
      Investment 
      Irrigation rehabilitation 

BG - 2,449 - - - - 

FPs facilitation costs - 343 343 - - - 
MRRD management 

costs - 135 135 - - - 

Sub-total investments - 2,927 478 - - - 

Labor - 32 - - - - 

Total investment costs - 2,959 478 - - - 
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Economic Budget 

(Aggregated) 

Without 

Project With Project 

1 to 15 1 2 3 4 5 to 15 

Operating 
      Sub-total purchased 

inputs 2,081 2,081 2,608 4,900 6,200 6,392 

Labor 732 732 857 1,635 2,058 2,089 

Sub-total operating costs 2,813 2,813 3,465 6,535 8,258 8,481 

Sub-total production costs 2,813 5,772 3,943 6,535 8,258 8,481 

Other costs 
      Failed subprojects (5 percent) - 146 24 - - - 

OUTFLOWS 2,814 5,918 3,967 6,535 8,258 8,481 

Cash flow (1,598) (4,703) (2,293) 339 1,466 1,431 

Net economic benefits 3,372 269 3,760 7,878 10,059 10,341 

IRR=98.4%, NPV=35,883.09  

Water Supply and Sanitation Sub-projects: The main benefits from water supply 

projects derive are the time saved in water collection for every household, from the cost 

savings resulting from this time efficiency, and from the drastic reduction of water borne 

diseases and related costs affecting communities
10

. The WATSAN sampled sub-projects 

included 18 water supply schemes benefiting an average of 243 families and one latrine 

sub-project in a village of 80 families. Average savings in terms of hours/day/household 

used for collecting water were 2.1 hours (from 2.6 hours per day before, to 0.5 hours 

after), which converted to ‘work-days saved per family per year’ equals to 95 days. A 

value of Afs100 per day was assigned to the time spent in procuring water. In addition, 

people affected by water-borne diseases in the sample was reduced from an average of 

192 (17 percent of the 1,154 villagers) to 8 persons (less than 1 percent) per benefited 

village. Days of work lost because of illnesses has been reduced on average from 89 to 9 

days per family; cost of visits to health centers was reduced from Afs4,450 to Afs569 per 

family/year; and cost of medicines from Afs11,806 to Afs1,689.  

Table 6 shows that the water supply sub-projects have ERRs averaging 49.8 percent, only 

from considering the time and costs saved by family members for obtaining water, and 

from the reduced costs related to avoided water born diseases.  

 

 

 

                                                 
10

 The progressive deterioration of sector services since 1998 is evident: 40 percent of the urban population 

had access to water and sanitation in 1998, which dropped to 20-25 percent the following year, and further 

deteriorated in 2000-2001. As a measure of comparison, the population with access to safe water and 

improved sanitation is 88 percent and 61 percent in Pakistan, 75 percent and 38 percent in China, 84 

percent and 28 percent in India, and 100 percent for both in Singapore.  
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Table 6: Water sector sub-projects 

Economic Budget (Aggregated) 

Without 

Project With Project 

1 to 15 1 2 3 to 15 

Production cost 
    Investment 
    Water supply BG - 2,020 - - 

Counterpart funds - 234 - 
 FPs facilitation costs - 152 64 - 

MRRD management costs - 215 215 - 

Sub-total purchased inputs - 2,621 279 - 

Labor - 48 - - 

Sub-total investment costs - 2,669 279 - 

Opportunity/operating costs 
    Time spent procuring water 764 764 149 149 

Costs related to water born diseases 1,630 1,630 205 205 

Maintenance costs - - 17 17 

Sub-total opportunity/operating costs 2,394 2,394 371 371 

Sub-total production costs 2,394 5,063 650 371 

Other costs 
    Failed subprojects (10 percent) - 262.00 14.00 - 

OUTFLOWS 2,394 5,325 664 371 

Cash flow (2,394) (5,325) (664) (371) 

IRR=65.1%, NPV=10,455.49 
 

 

Box 1: The NSP in Aas, Takhar Province 

Aas is a village located among the small hills in Rustaq district of Takhar province. About 50 

families live in Aas, and most of its members work on their parcels during the summer season. 

The men move from field to field to get temporary work in order to support their families during 

the summer season while women and kids look after their crops and animals, earning their living 

from agriculture and their labor. They are usually jobless the rest of the year. 

Before NSP support, the villagers use to have many problems to get safe drinking water. They 

had to bring drinking water from neighboring villages but it was too difficult in the winter season 

as the weather gets very cold and the walking tracks are usually blocked due to snow. Hence, in 

winter they had to drink the water from the local canals which usually caused continuous water- 

borne diseases (diarrhea, dysentery and vomiting). 

After the NSP arrived, a CDC composed by both men and women members was established 

through a democratic election process. The CDC members gathered together and discussed the 

community's basic needs deciding to give top priority to the construction of a healthy drinking 

water reservoir within the village. The reservoir currently provides safe water to the entire 

community and the number of water-borne diseases in the community was reported to have 

dramatically declined following the implementation of the scheme.  
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Safe drinking water has important implications for health and productivity of villagers, 

and thereby for economic growth. Only 13 percent of population in rural areas has access 

to safe water, and only 12 percent to adequate sanitation. The negative impact this had on 

pre-project local productivity was substantial since less time was left for productive 

activities such as taking care of garden vegetable crops, orchards and livestock; and for 

children, going late to school or missing their education altogether.  

Power Supply sub-projects also are showing straight forward benefits that are easy to 

identify and quantify. To the savings of fuel, diesel or wood being used before the sub-

projects - including the time spent in its procurement or collection; having electricity 

many times allow for the development of new livelihood activities that were not possible 

before, generating new sources of income. These benefits were averaged for 8 of the 9 

power generating sub-projects in the sample, including: 3 solar panel sub-projects, 2 Mini 

Hydropower (MHP) sub-projects, 1 diesel generator and 2 power line sub-projects. The 

ninth sub-project, a diesel-generator was not functional due to the fact that the 

community could not afford to pay the operating diesel costs as prices have tripled since 

the sub-project was completed. From the averaged 8 power generation sub-projects the 

benefits included savings in the costs for lightning, cooking and heating of about 

Afs11,500 per benefited family/year (decreased from Afs13,900 to Afs2,400). This 

assessment did not consider other non-quantified but significant benefits of the power 

generation sub-projects because of the difficulties to measuring them. They include the 

reading/studying possibility that kids now have after sun set, the parallel introduction of 

domestic appliances, TV sets, computers, and the development of small income 

generating equipment like sewing machines for tailoring. 

Table 7 below shows the average economic costs and benefits of the power sub-projects 

in the sample. Only considering the savings in diesel, gas and wood used mainly for 

lightening households against the average investment in the sample (Afs2.17 million and 

100 person-days of community labor), the 245 family villages are saving Afs2.4 

million/year. The ERR was estimated at 59.8 percent, assuming that 10 percent of these 

sub-projects have failed mainly due to the mentioned increase in the price of diesel in the 

last 3 years. 

Table 7: Power sector sub-projects 

Economic Budget (Aggregated) 

Without 

Project With Project 

1 to 15 1 2 3 to 15 

Production cost         

Investment         

Power generation/transmission BG - 1,320 - - 

Counterpart funds - 141 - 
 FPs facilitation costs - 67 59 - 

MRRD management costs - 191 118 - 

Sub-total purchased inputs - 1,719 177 - 

Labor - 10 - - 

Sub-total investment costs - 1,729 177 - 

Operating 
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Economic Budget (Aggregated) 

Without 

Project With Project 

1 to 15 1 2 3 to 15 

Diesel 1,096 1,096 689 99 

Gas 1,058 1,058 788 396 

Wood 5 5 4 2 

Operation & maintenance - - 40 99 

Sub-total 2,159 2,159 1,521 596 

Labor 
    Maintenance costs - - 8 8 

Sub-total operating costs 2,159 2,159 1,529 604 

Sub-total production costs 2,159 3,888 1,706 604 

Other costs 
    Failed subprojects (10 percent) - 172.00 18.00 - 

OUTFLOWS 2,160 4,061 1,724 603 

Cash flow (2,160) (4,061) (1,724) (603) 

IRR=59.8%, NPV=7,647.58 

Overall Results: Table 8 summarizes the NSP II results based on the 72 sub-projects 

sample of representative investments in the four most important types of sub-projects 

using 92 percent of the block grant funds. Expansion of the sample only considered those 

sub-projects that were mobilized and completed under NSP II, and not all NSP II 

investments that took over NSP I mobilized communities, and other sub-projects that 

block grants financing was taken over by NSP III.  

Table 8: NSP II Project Summary 

Economic Budget (Aggregated) 

Without 

Project With Project 

1 to 20 1 2 3 4 5 to 20 

Sub-total main production 6,842 6,845 8,780 16,245 20,454 20,967 

Sub-total on-farm use 470 471 638 1,128 1,433 1,441 

Sub-total on-farm consumption 4,970 4,972 6,054 7,539 8,593 8,910 

Net value of production 1,402 1,402 2,088 7,578 10,428 10,616 

Production cost 
      Investment 
      Irrigation rehabilitation BG - 2,449 - - - - 

Transport sector BG - 2,464 - - - - 

Power generation/transmission BG - 1,320 - - - - 

Water supply BG  - 2,020 - - - - 

Counterpart funds BG - 687 - - - - 

FPs facilitation costs - 692 596 65 - - 

MRRD management costs - 672 665 131 - - 

Sub-total - 10,304 1,261 196 - - 
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Economic Budget (Aggregated) 

Without 

Project With Project 

1 to 20 1 2 3 4 5 to 20 

Labor - 108 - - - - 

Sub-total investment costs - 10,412 1,261 196 - - 

Opportunity/Operating costs 
      Sub-total inputs 4,241 4,241 4,129 5,496 6,795 6,987 

Labor 

      Unskilled 732 732 857 1,635 2,058 2,089 
Kids time spent going to 

school 1,148 1,148 452 452 452 452 
Time spent going to nearby 

centers 320 320 107 107 107 107 

   Time spent procuring water 764 764 149 149 149 149 
   Costs related to water born 

diseases 1,630 1,630 205 205 205 205 

Maintenance costs - - 61 61 61 61 

Sub-total labor 4,594 4,594 1,831 2,609 3,032 3,063 
Sub-total 

opportunity/operating costs 8,835 8,835 5,960 8,105 9,827 10,050 

Sub-total production costs 8,835 19,247 7,221 8,301 9,827 10,050 

Other costs 
      Failed sub-projects - 732 72 10 - - 

OUTFLOWS 8,836 19,981 7,294 8,310 9,827 10,050 

Cash Flow (7,434) (18,579) (5,206) (732) 601 566 

Net economic benefits (2,464) (13,607) 848 6,807 9,194 9,476 

IRR-69.3%, NSP=59,620.8 
      

The ERR for the NSP II investments was estimated at 69.3 percent, assuming that 7.1 

percent of sub-projects have failed (10 percent of the WATSAN and power generation 

sub-projects, and 5 percent of the irrigation and transport sectors sub-projects) due to 

different reasons
11

. 

IV.  Sensitivity Analysis  

The sensitivity of the program to the major risk facing the country was also tested. The 

on-going deterioration of the armed conflict could result in further aggravation of the 

                                                 
11

 Some of the reasons for project failure were: (i) communities could not afford the running costs (i.e. 

diesel generators); (ii) some water supply SP cost estimates were made on preliminary site surveys and 

locally available information on water tables, but when the actual implementation took place, costs were 

expended but did not result in the required outcome (i.e. deep wells); (iii) some SP were damaged due to 

flooding/heavy snow during implementation and lacked sufficient funds for repairs and completion; (iv) 

Sub-projects implemented but yielded less than 50percent of the expected outputs (i.e. some MHP); (v) 

CDCs selected the lowest priced offer available but not providing manufacturer’s authorization and/or 

standard quality products (i.e. solar power panels); and (vi) CDCs changing their mind on how to use the 

funds (i.e., other donor overtakes the SP or severe weather changes requires another priority investment). 
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security situation in rural villages increasing the risk of sub-projects sustainability. In this 

case sub-projects failure rate would reach 35.5 percent instead of the assumed 7.1 

percent, and the ERR would fall from 69.3 percent to 57.1 percent.  

V. Cost Efficiency Analysis 

At NSP II completion in September 2011, cumulative NSP investment costs were 

US$1.18 billion. Delivery costs reached US$312.33 million (including capacity building 

and facilitation through the FPs) representing about 27 percent of the total. These costs 

were 33 percent at NSP I closing, due to the slow initiation of activities and mobilization 

process. As NSP consolidated activities and procedures, delivery costs reduced their 

share in total costs. As a result, the delivery costs for NSP II dropped to 24.1 percent. 

Several studies had compared the unit cost in infrastructure construction for provision of 

basic services under NSP versus other ways of providing that same infrastructure 

showing that NSP attains substantial cost savings. These are above 30 percent in 

weighted average, as alternative ways of building the same infrastructure was 45 percent 

more expensive.  

For all analyzed sectors, the NSP II has proved to be cost effective. Comparing average 

unit costs of tertiary roads built under NSP with the NERAP, NSP was several times 

more cost effective: US$7,900 against US$35,000 per km (including road structures). 

The difference could be explained by the communities’ participation and involvement in 

the construction contracts and the implementation of works. Likewise, the average cost 

per kilowatt under the 2,282 on-going and completed MHP sub-projects under the NSP is 

about US$1,800, while preliminary estimates of installation costs of large commercial 

wind turbines in Afghanistan is in the range of US$1,750 to US$2,250 per kilowatt. 

These numbers confirm worldwide Bank experience that shows that the government costs 

of introducing a community based development and demand driven (CBD/CDD) 

approach are substantial, but the actual cost to the government for building social 

infrastructure, have been significantly lower in CBD/CDD interventions, as communities 

bear a considerable part of the cost of the service delivery infrastructure.  

V. Conclusions 

These results lead to conclusion that the NSP continues to be a highly successful program 

and an effective vehicle to improve the living conditions in rural areas of Afghanistan. It 

could be safely said that the NSP will continue to be the flagship development program 

for the country’s post-war reconstruction efforts, for the strengthening of governance, and 

for building gender equity in Afghanistan. This ex-post economic and financial analysis 

of sampled sub-projects confirms once more, that the impact the NSP is attaining is 

clearly remarkable. NSP is having a solid and sustainable financial impact on 

beneficiaries, with a weighted ERR of about 69.3 percent, even considering that 7.1 

percent of the schemes are assumed to fail – far over the levels reported as failures in the 

program that are in the order of 2 percent. Even if failure would reach 35.5 percent of 

sub-projects, the weighted ERR of sample sub-projects would still be over 50 percent. 

The ex-post ERR and FRR reported above, however, should be taken with caution 

because of the small sample size (84 out of over 36,054 completed sub-projects) and 

sampling methodology used. Thus, extrapolating these results to the entire program may 
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be misleading. Delivery costs are in line with international standards and the CBD/CDD 

approach is creating the foundations for other development projects to build over the 

local human, social and institutional capital developed under NSP II. The strengthening 

of the financial situation of beneficiaries, the employment generation and women 

participation in the process are also significant contributions for governance, for poverty 

reduction and for the deeply rooted community based development process implemented 

under NSP II.  
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Annex 4 

Bank Lending and Implementation Support/Supervision Processes 

(a)  Task Team members 

Names Title Unit 
Responsibility/ 

Specialty 

Lending 

 Mir Ahmad Ahmad Operations Officer SASDA Institutional Spec. 

 Zabiullah Ahrary Program Assistant SASDO Admin. Support 

 Deepal Fernando Senior Procurement Specialist ECSO2 Procurement 

 Nihal Fernando 
Sr. Water Resources Mgmt. 

Specialist 
AFTWR Team Leader 

 Kenneth O. Okpara Sr. Fin. Management Specialist SARFM Fin. Management 

 Asta Olesen 
Senior Social Development 

Specialist 
SASDS Safeguards 

 Norman Bentley Piccioni 
Lead Rural Development 

Specialist 
SASDA Rural Development 

 Mohammad Arif Rasuli Senior Environmental Specialist SASDI Environment 

 Mio Takada Rural Development Specialist SASDA M&E 

 

Supervision 

 Mir Ahmad Ahmad Operations Officer SASDA Operations 

 Zabiullah Ahrary Program Assistant SASDO Admin. Support 

 Anna Cestari Water Resources Specialist ECSS6 Water Spec. 

 Asger Christensen Lead Social Dev. Specialist OPCFC Team Leader (I) 

 Imran Farid Darvesh Finance Assistant CTRDM Fin. Management 

 Nagaraju Duthaluri Sr. Procurement Specialist SARPS Procurement 

 Puja Vasudeva Dutta Sr. Economist SASSP Econ. Analysis 

 Nihal Fernando 
Sr. Water Resources Mgmt. 

Specialist 
AFTWR Water Spec. 

 Deepal Fernando Sr. Procurement Specialist ECSO2 Procurement 

 David C. Freese Sr. Finance Officer CTRFC Disbursement 

 Susanne Holste Lead Social Development Spec. EASID Team Leader (II) 

 Qazi Azmat Isa Senior Rural Development Spec. SASDA Team Leader (III) 

 Shahim Ahmad Kabuli Research Assistant SASDA Operations 

 Zishan Faiza Karim Rural Development Specialist SASDA Rural Development 

 Marianne Kilpatrick Sr. Transport Specialist SASDT Roads 

 Arun Kumar Kolsur Sr. Procurement Specialist SARPS Procurement 

 Manvinder Mamak Sr. Fin. Management Specialist SARFM Fin. Management 

 Sheila Braka Musiime Sr. Counsel LEGOP Legal doc. 

 Asha Narayan Fin. Management Specialist SARFM Fin. Management 

 Kenneth O. Okpara Sr. Fin. Management Specialist SARFM Fin. Management 

 Asta Olesen 
Senior Social Development 

Specialist 
SASDS Social Dev. 

 Yogana Prasta Operations Adviser EACIF Operations 
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 Mohammad Arif Rasuli Sr. Environmental Specialist SASDI Environment 

 Rizal H. Rivai Senior Procurement Specialist EAPPR Procurement 

 Najla Sabri Operations Analyst SASDA Research Support 

 Lalitha Sairam Financial Analyst CTRLN Disbursement 

 Martin M. Serrano Senior Counsel LEGES Legal Docs. 

 Sajjad Ali Shah Lead Operations Officer EAPCO Operations 

 Matthew J. Keir Stephens Senior Social Development Spec EASPS Social Dev. 

 Mio Takada Rural Development Specialist SASDA M&E 

 Miki Terasawa Social Development Specialist SASDS Social Dev. 

 Rahimullah Wardak Procurement Specialist SARPS Procurement 

 Makiko Watanabe Rural Development Specialist SASDA Rural Dev. 

 Susan Wong Lead Social Dev. Specialist SDV Social Dev. 

 Robert Wrobel Social Development Specialist EASID Social Dev. 

 Yongmei Zhou Sr. Institutional Dev. Spec. SASGP Inst. Dev. 

Ladisy K. Chengula Sr. Agriculture Economist SASDA TTL (IV) 

ICR    

Ladisy K. Chengula Sr. Agriculture Economist SASDA 
TTL (IV) and 

Primary Author 

Zishan Karim Rural Development Specialist SASDA Co-TTL 
 

(b) Staff Time and Cost 

Stage of Project Cycle 

Staff Time and Cost (Bank Budget Only) 

No. of staff weeks 
US$ (including travel and 

consultant costs) 

Lending   

 FY07 7.92 45,495.00 

 FY08 00.00 00.00 

Total: 7.92 45,495.00 

Supervision/ICR   

 FY07 14.17 87,447.00 

 FY08 72.44 313,167.00 

 FY09 51.27 225,939.00 

Total: 137.88 626,553.00 
 



44 

 

Annex 5 

Beneficiary Survey Results for NSP II 

Executive Summary 

The impact assessment
12

 of NSP was carried out in joint collaboration of the World Bank, 

the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), and the Ministry of 

Rural Rehabilitation and Development (MRRD) of the Government of Afghanistan. 

The assessment was structured around a comparison over 2-3 year period of changes in 

the outcomes of villages that were surveyed multiple times over a three-year period, 

beginning with the baseline survey conducted prior to NSP activities during August and 

September of 2007 involving nearly 13,000 participants. This was followed by the first 

follow-up survey after partial completion of NSP sub-projects (October/November of 

2009) and concluded by a second follow-up survey after the completion of NSP-funded 

sub-projects from July – December 2011. A report on the second follow-up survey of 

NSP II will be available in June 2012. 

During the first follow-up survey, around 500 villages were included in the assessment, 

located across ten districts in Balkh, Baghlan, Daykundi, Ghor, Herat, and Nangarhar 

provinces. The districts were selected based on the size, security conditions, and the 

constraint that no villages in the district had previously received NSP funding. The ten 

districts are therefore considered a representative sample of Afghanistan’s geographic, 

ethnic, and economic diversity, although security conditions precluded the inclusion of 

southern provinces in this assessment. 

The data from the first follow-up survey indicated that, prior to the initiation of NSP 

activities, respondents in the evaluation districts faced high levels of poverty and were 

generally poorly served by other projects. Over 80 percent of households drew water 

from unsafe water sources and only 14 percent had access to electricity. Access to health 

care was also found to be limited, with around 89 percent of respondents reporting that 

there was no community health worker available to treat illnesses of people in the village 

and 10 percent of respondents claiming that there was no source of medical treatment at 

all for people who fell ill in the village. 

The first follow-up survey found that village headmen and tribal elders usually played the 

leading role in making decisions on behalf of the community, establishing rules, and 

resolving disputes. Women, however, appeared to have a very limited role in village 

governance, with 91 percent of female respondents stating that there was no formal role 

by which women could participate in the village affairs. Respondents generally indicated 

a strong desire for political participation and government involvement. The survey also 

indicated that the male heads-of-household and female respondents believed clean 

drinking water facilities were of primary importance, followed by schools, and health 

facilities. Sub-projects focused on irrigation and roads and bridges were of high 

importance to male respondents, but were of lesser importance to female respondents. 

 

                                                 
12

 The evaluation was led by Andrew Beath of Harvard University; Professor Fotini Christia of M.I.T.; 

Shahim Kabuli of the World Bank; and Professor Ruben Enikolopov of the New Economic School.  
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Summary of Findings 

The first follow-up examined the impact of NSP on village governance; political attitudes, 

and social cohesion; access to infrastructure services/utilities; and economic activities. 

The assessment concluded that sub-projects funded ordinarily took 18–24 months to 

complete following initial stages of mobilization, which required approximately 6 months. 

The major findings of the first follow-up survey
13

 can be summarized as follow: 

(iv) NSP II has induced a change in the village governance by creating functional 

VCs and transferring authority from the tribal elders to the councils. It has also 

improved villagers’ perceptions of wide range of government figures.  

(v) NSP II has resulted in improvements in villagers’ access to services and 

perceptions of well-being. There was no evidence to indicate that the program 

affected objective measures of economic welfare, such as levels of household 

income or consumption.  

(vi) NSP II has increased engagement of women across a number of dimensions of 

community life, while also increasing respect for senior women in the village 

and making men more open to female participation in local governance. The 

NSP has increased availability of women support groups reducing extreme 

unhappiness among women.  

The sections below describe, in more detail, the impacts of NSP II, summarizing 

evidence on each of the categories of outcome indicators examined during the assessment. 

 Village Governance 

The NSP has altered the structure of village governance by developing representative 

elected VCs and inducing transfer of authority (albeit marginal) over functions of local 

governance from tribal elders to these councils. However, the program does not appear to 

affect activities undertaken by, or the authority held, by customary village leaders, such 

as “Maliks” or religious leaders. The democratic councils instituted by NSP appear to 

coexist with, rather than displace, traditional institutions. The NSP stimulates 

participation in local governance by increasing both the frequency of and attendance at 

meetings of the village assembly and does not affect male villagers’ perceptions of the 

quality of local governance or the performance of the village leadership.  

The NSP introduced formal participation of women in local governance and the 

responsiveness of village institutions to women’s needs. The most direct effect was the 

establishment of clear avenues for women to participate in local governance that did not 

exist previously. The NSP also increased the extent to which women are cognizant of 

village leadership and local governance services provided an avenue for women to attend 

meetings of the village assembly. The program also induced a substantial increase in the 

provision of maternal health services for women and, perhaps as a result, makes women 

more likely to hold a positive image of local leaders and to believe that such leaders are 

responsive to their needs.  

                                                 
13

 Further information and materials pertaining to assessment may be obtained from http://www.nsp-ie.org. 
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Political Attitudes and Social Cohesion  

NSP has resulted in an improvement in male villagers’ perceptions of government and 

non-government officials increasing connections between villages and government and 

non-government institutions, but does not seem to make villagers more accepting of 

government jurisdiction over local crimes, or more knowledgeable about local 

parliamentary representatives. NSP also increased acceptance of elections as a means to 

select VCs and of involving women in the process. 

Interestingly, it was observed that male, but not female, villagers were more supportive of 

female involvement in local governance because of NSP, although it has no effect on 

stated opinions of villagers on female employment, education, or medical treatment. The 

program has produced a sharp increase in the ability of male and female villagers to 

identify well-respected women in the village and improved access to support groups for 

village women.  

There is weak or no evidence that NSP affected levels of inter-personal trust between 

villagers, prevalence of village disputes or tribal feuds, or the probability of a village 

suffering an attack, but appears to stem out-migration of households from villages. 

Finally, while there was no evidence that NSP made male villagers happier overall, the 

program did appear to reduce the prevalence of unhappiness among village women.  

The general level of trust remained unchanged. Trust was measured by asking 

respondents whether they would be comfortable allowing another villager to collect 

money for them, if they were unable to collect it personally; whether they have, in the 

past, asked another villager to collect money; and whether they believe villagers 

generally help each other.  

Access to Utilities, Infrastructure, and Services 

The impact of NSP on services, infrastructure, and utilities was mixed, although the 

conclusiveness of analysis was limited by the incomplete nature of many projects in the 

samples. A more comprehensive impact analysis on access to services and economic 

activity will be undertaken in the next three months (spring/summer of 2012).  

Using the available data from villages with completed sub-projects, the assessment 

identified a strong positive impact of drinking water sub-projects on the use of protected 

outlets and the availability of safe drinking water. Evidence available on the few 

completed electricity projects suggested strong impact of such projects on connectivity 

and usage.  

Few impacts of infrastructure projects were apparent on the mobility of villagers or 

irrigation outcomes, although this could be due to the limited amount of time that has 

elapsed between the completion of projects and the follow-up survey. Data from the 

subsequent follow-up survey will be required to conclusively assess the impact of these 

projects. With respect to the access to medical care and schooling, the program’s impact 

appeared limited to female villagers. Women’s access to professional medical services 

appeared modestly improved by NSP, but there was no evidence of an improvement for 

villagers in general. Some evidence existed that NSP increased girls’ school attendance 

rates, but there was no evidence that NSP increased boys’ school attendance.  
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Economic Activity  

As with access to utilities, infrastructure and services, the assessment highlighted that 

economic impact of NSP was limited. This conclusion could be because of the 

incomplete state of sub-projects in the sample villages. This will be addressed more 

conclusively by the subsequent evaluations, starting with the second follow-up survey.  

The NSP has increased the proportion of villagers who report that their economic 

situation has improved and makes villagers more optimistic about future economic 

changes. Objective measures of economic activity over the past year appear to be, as yet, 

unaffected by the NSP. Specifically, no difference was observed in annual income or 

consumption or the regularity of income over the past year, in the sufficiency of food 

sources, stocks of household assets, or on borrowing behavior.  

The program did not affect the size of land area under cultivation or harvest sizes. 

Although there is weak evidence that NSP increased the probability of farmers selling 

produce, there is no evidence of a similar impact on sales of livestock, animal products, 

or handicrafts. Revenues accruing from sales of produce, livestock, or animal products 

seem to be unaffected by the program. The NSP clearly resulted in increased involvement 

by women in income-generating activities, but there was no evidence of impacts on asset 

ownership by women, on the control of women over earned income or owned assets, or 

on the involvement of women in household decisions.  

Conclusion  

Results from the first follow-up impact assessment survey indicate that the program is 

successful in improving villagers’ perceptions of their economic situation and of 

government representatives and officials and some non-governmental actors. NSP has 

created new village institutions for women, increased men’s openness to women 

participating in local governance, and improved the perceived responsiveness of local 

leaders to women’s needs. There was evidence that NSP produced tangible improvements 

in access to drinking water and electricity. However, the program did not appear to have 

any impact on the access of villagers to infrastructure or result in any changes in 

economic activity, levels of community trust, or the likelihood of a village suffering a 

dispute or an attack. 
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Annex 6 

Stakeholder Workshop Report and Results 

(if any) 

 

There was no stakeholder workshop held during the preparation of this ICR.
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Annex 7 

Summary of Borrower's ICR 

Background and Introduction 

The following forms the Afghanistan Ministry of Rural Rehabilitation and Development’s 

(MRRD’s) Implementation Completion Report (ICR) for the Second Phase of the National 

Solidarity Programme (NSP II). The assessments and recommendations made are thus 

from the perspective of the Client and Executing Agency.  

The period covered in this report is from 01
st
 April 2007 to 30

th
 September 2011, although 

it should be noted that the first IDA Grant for this phase became effective only on 15
th

 

May 2007. NSP II was initially planned for a period of three years, i.e. till 31
st
 March 

2010. It was then extended for another 1.5 years to 30
th

 September 2011. 

It needs to be noted that while NSP II is recognized as a stand-alone phase, in reality, in 

many ways it was a continuation, expansion and completion of NSP I. Of the 17,338 

communities contracted during NSP I, only 7,362 (42.5 percent) had completely utilized 

their first block grant and been handed-over at the close of NSP I. Work in the remaining 

9,976 communities (57.5 percent) was continued seamlessly into NSP II. Also, the float 

accounts from NSP I were continued into NSP II and no new accounts were created for 

latter phase itself.  

Key differences between NSP I and II include the following 

Programme-Level 

1. The inclusion of “poverty reduction” as NSP’s primary goal in NSP I was revised in 

NSP II to focus more on local governance and rural development. 

2. The core components under NSP I included ‘Block Grants to Communities’, 

‘Community Facilitation and sub-Project Preparation’, ‘Capacity Building and 

Implementation Support’, and ‘External Monitoring and Evaluation’. In the second 

half of the NSP II, the last two components were merged to ‘CDC Capacity 

Development’, and ‘Implementation and Management Support’, respectively. 

Although the first half of the NSP II had four cost components, most of the internal 

budgeting and recording was still done against the three components that it was later 

revised to.  

Component Title Actual Core Costs 
Component 1 Block Grants to 

Communities 
Block Grants to Communities 

Component 2 CDC Capacity 

Development 
All FP costs including election of CDCs, their capacity 

development. Facilitation support for a variety of field 

activities.  
Component 3 Implementation 

and Management 

Support 

All non-FP and non-block grant costs. Included all costs 

for the NSP PIU staff, external evaluations and studies, 

MRRD incremental operating costs, capital & running 

costs to support NSP PIU’s 40 offices. 
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3. Rollout expanded from 279 districts (i.e. around 70 percent) to 361 districts (i.e. 

around 90 percent) in all 34 provinces of the country.  

Facilitating Partners 

4. Five (5) new FPs joined the NSP team bringing the total number of NSP FPs in NSP II 

to 29. Two of the NSP I FPs (ADA and OI) left the NSP during this period too. The 

second half of NSP II also saw the NSP management within the FP structures change 

from being largely international to much more Afghan, including in the international 

NGOs that are among the NSP FPs. 

5. FP contracts changed from time-based to lump-sum. FP payments became linked to 

achievement of quantitative pre-defined milestone per community contracted. The cost 

of facilitation became defined per community, and thus the FP procurement was 

largely based on fixed budget selection (FBS). Even where single source selection 

(SSS) was used for FP procurement, the cost-ceiling for facilitation per community 

was applied. These revisions brought significant uniformity to FP contracts that widely 

varied in costs per community during NSP I. 

Operational Level 

6. The block grant disbursement policy was revised from being based on sub-project 

value to that of the community’s entitlement. The sequential sub-project 

implementation mandated in NSP I which caused significant delays was also replaced 

with possibility for simultaneous implementation of multiple sub-projects. 

7. Unlike NSP I, NSP II did not suffer from significant intervals without funding 

availability or liquidity. While there were some delays, the overall implementation 

progress was not significantly delayed for lack of funds.  

8. The GTZ, an OC of NSP I was replaced with a firm (Maxwell Stamp PLC, UK) 

serving as the NSP’s Management Support Consultants for a significant part of NSP II. 

While retaining oversight responsibilities for two (2) departments, the MSC role was 

significantly reduced from that of the OC for the other seven (7) departments. The 

MSC provided technical assistance to these departments in the form of one (1) 

international consultant each for the period from April 2007 to the second half of 2008. 

The national staff of the MIS & Finance Departments that were directly under the 

MSC were also taken over by the MRRD in November 2009. For the period from 

November 2009 to March 2010, the MSC role was reduced to NSP financial oversight 

in the form of two (2) international experts. 

9. The firm Deloitte Overseas Consulting, USA, took over from the MSC as the NSP 

Financial Management Agent (FMA) starting late March 2010.  

10. What started in the later part of NSP I as an NSP Executive Office, to increase 

MRRD’s direct involvement in the NSP Management, expanded in early NSP II into a 

full-fledged Executive Directorate. The key position of the Director of Operations was 

“Afghanized” from April 2009. 
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I. Progress Update 

The stated ‘Project Development Objective (PDO)’ of the NSP II was to lay the 

foundations for strengthening of community-level governance, and to support community-

managed sub-projects comprising reconstruction and development that improve access of 

rural communities to social and productive infrastructure and services. 

II.A  Impacts 

Regular monitoring reports, media articles from independent sources, and the 

evaluations/studies completed on the NSP all indicate that the NSP II was a resounding 

success. Key outcomes and impacts that have been repeatedly identified as a result of the 

NSP financed sub-projects have been that of improving rural public infrastructure and 

services, providing temporary employment during sub-project implementation, saving 

time and other resources as a result of the completed projects for other activities, 

increasing crop production, improving educational opportunities for children, building 

human capital and skills through literacy and vocational training related projects.  

Other non-sub-project related outcomes and impacts have been reported, including 

building solidarity among community members, mitigating potential for conflict, linking 

communities to the government, serving as a face of the Central Government to the rural 

masses, empowering women in decision-making and giving them a voice in their 

communities’ development.  

Anecdotal and monitoring feedback shows that NSP II processes and procedures have 

built the capacity of communities in banking, basic project management, procurement and 

financial management, democratic elections process, participatory rural appraisals and 

community-led development planning mechanisms. 

The Results Framework (RF) of the NSP II largely relies on data from external 

evaluations to report on the outcome and impact. Since the second follow-up Impact 

Evaluation survey for NSP II, contracted by the World Bank to a team comprising experts 

from the Harvard University and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), was 

still ongoing at the time of preparation of this report and the final report is expected to be 

available in June 2012, this ICR only include data available from the first follow-up 

survey report, and data received from other monitoring and evaluation reports during NSP 

II. The over-riding outcomes/impacts of the NSP as stated in various external studies and 

evaluations are summarized below: 

 Local Governance  

 Created functional councils at village level 

 Created venues for women participation in local governance 

 Increased participation of community members in local governance 

 Access to Services and Increased Production 

 Provided basic public rural infrastructure  

 Created short-term employment opportunities 

 Time-saving for long-term employment/ education  

 Gender 

 Increased women involvement in economic activities  

 Increased respect for women and their acceptance in local governance 
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 Increased responsiveness to women’s needs 

 Political Attitudes 

 Connected villages with central government  

 National government has a sustainable presence in Afghan Communities  

 Gap between government and communities reduced 

 Decreased insecurity-related migration 

II.B  Progress Against the Results Framework Intermediate Outcomes 

It should be noted that the intermediate outcomes stated in the NSP II Results Framework 

were for both NSP I and NSP II communities combined. As such, the achievements 

stated are also made on the same premise. 

 

# Intermediate Outcome Indicator 
Actual 

Achievement 
% 

Achieved 
1.1 At least 21,600 CDCs established through democratic elections 22,513 104% 
1.2 At least 4,200 women sub-committees established within CDCs 

in culturally sensitive areas 
No data available 

1.3 At least 21,600 CDPs developed and completed 22,456 104% 
2.1 At least 16,000 sub-projects financed and completed 36,054 225% 
2.2 At least 50% of sub-projects completed with O&M in place > 70%   
2.3 Around 7.8 million people benefit from WATSAN sub-projects 8.05 m 103% 
2.4 Around 5.6 million people benefit from irrigation sub-projects 5.84 m 104% 
2.5 Around 5 million people benefit from energy/power sub-

projects 
4.27 m 85.4% 

2.6 Around 3.2 million people benefit from transport sub-projects* 10.59 m 331% 
3.1 At least 3,800 livelihood/Human Capital Development (HCD) 

sub-projects implemented* 
2,068 54% 

3.2 At least 96,000 people benefit from livelihood/HCD sub-

projects 
212,328 221% 

Note that for 2.1, financed sub-projects total 28,570 and completed total 36,054. For 2.3 

to 2.6, the populations benefitted from sub-projects completed are considered. For 3.1, 

financed sub-projects alone are considered. Given that livelihood sub-projects usually 

cover only about 15 percent of the community population, for 3.2, 15 percent of the 

population in communities with completed livelihood sub-projects is shown. 

II.C  Key Outputs 

Outputs NSP I NSP II Cumulative 

Communities contracted 17,338 5,842 23,180 

Communities mobilized 16,914 5,647 22,561 

CDCs elected 16,502 6,011 22,456 

CDPs completed 16,263 6,193 22,456 

CDCs financed 12,270 9,895 22,165 

CDCs closed 7,362 11,972 19,334 

SPP Financed 22,458 28,570 51,028 

SPP Completed 10,410 36,054 46,464 
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Outputs NSP I NSP II Cumulative 

SPP Closed 10,884 36,421 47,305 

Block Grants Committed (US$ m) 313.71 422.09 735.80 

Block Grants Disbursed (US$ m) 273.07 455.62 728.70 

Block Grants Expended (US$ m) 260.04 398.49 658.53 

Families covered by CDC formation 2,854,846 1,039,903 3,894,749 

Families benefitted by financed projects 2,122,710 1,711,835 3,834,545 

Families benefitted by completed projects 1,273,626 2,071,156 3,344,782 

Population covered by CDC formation 17,129,076 6,239,418 23,368,494 

Population benefitted by financed projects 12,736,260 10,271,010 23,007,270 

Population benefitted by completed projects 7,641,756 12,426,936 20,068,692 

 

II.D  NSP II sub-projects by Sector* 

Sector 

Financed sub-projects Completed sub-projects 

# 
US$ m 

disbursed 
Beneficiaries 

(Population) # 
US$ m 

disbursed 
Beneficiaries 

(Population) 
Transport 8,032 126.57 8,715,945 9,798 114.75 10,591,701 
Watsan 6,357 95.83 6,524,215 7,943 78.66 8,055,820 
Irrigation 5,448 85.06 5,299,337 6,174 62.81 5,836,478 
Power 3,231 79.57 3,002,085 4,601 73.17 4,267,791 
Education 3,584 18.20 3,829,737 4,634 17.19 4,961,759 
Livelihoods 546 3.07 509,371 1,522 2.85 1,412,519 
Miscellaneous 1,372 20.75 1,544,226 1,381 17.27 1,547,855 

The NSP records the total population of a given community that has received NSP block 

grants as beneficiaries of the financed sub-projects. No distinction is made between 

primary and secondary users. Persons benefitting from the sub-projects from outside the 

given community are not included as beneficiaries. The difference of US$26.56 million 

between total amount disbursed in II.C and II.D is that disbursed for “1x” (operations and 

maintenance), which are not considered full-fledged sub-projects. 

The success of NSP II has been both acknowledged and widely reported by both internal 

and external stakeholders. As such, the Client has focused the rest of this report on more 

challenging and problematic aspects of design, operations and/or field implementation. 

This should not be construed as a negative assessment of the NSP II, but as an attempt to 

capture the challenges and ensure lessons-learned are captured and addressed for the 

NSP’s future. 

II.  Development Objectives and Design 

Overall: In general, the stated objectives and the broad design were apt for the Program. 

NSP II gained further recognition for its success both within the country and, even more, 

on the international development screen, during this time. The CDCs gained more 

recognition as a grassroots institution for development. Other actors, both within the 

Afghan government and the development community, began using the CDCs for 

development-related activities even outside the NSP. The NSP II began to be routinely 
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cited in the media, by development/governance policy related think-tanks, and even by 

senior government officials in donor countries, as the way forward for development in 

Afghanistan. Other programmes in the country attempted to imitate the NSP concept 

and/or coordinate their planning around the NSP II rollout. Most importantly, NSP II was 

the single-most discussed programme when it came to the long-term development 

strategies for the country with regard to the transition, peace and reintegration and similar 

strategies. Of the whole design, the direct block-grants for small-scale development 

projects prioritized and led by the communities themselves was the single most 

appreciated feature. NSP II was also cited as an example of “Afghan-led” development, 

and as a success-story for funds channeled through the Government instead of through 

NGOs or third parties in this country.  

CDC as a Governance Institution: During NSP II, CDCs became more widely 

recognized and accepted as focal points and/or managers for the development projects 

within their communities. Thus, the second part of the stated NSP II objective, based on 

anecdotal evidence, could be stated as successful. However, the CDC role with regard to 

“community-level governance” was limited to representation and conflict 

resolution/mitigation. A part of their mandate as stated in the CDC by-laws - that of civil 

registration (which would have given CDCs more visibility as governance institutions) - 

never fully and/or systematically materialized in practical terms during NSP II. For most 

part of NSP II, there remained objection from certain parts of the Government for the 

proposal to accept, recognize and transform the CDCs to the Constitutionally-mandated 

VCs. 

NSP Coverage: At the time of planning NSP II, we believed that the planned rollout to 

an additional 4,318 communities, totaling 21,656 communities nation-wide from NSP I & 

II, would then cover 90 percent of the rural communities in the country. These numbers 

were proven very unrealistic as soon as the actual community counts were initiated, and 

as such NSP II went on to contract 5,842 communities, i.e. an increase of over 35 percent 

than planned. In spite of the increased coverage, as per data now available, it was found 

that the total NSP I & II coverage of 23,180 communities covered less than 60 percent of 

the rural communities nationwide.  

Core Components of NSP II: In the latter half of NSP I itself, it was realized that the 3 of 

the 4 core components of NSP I were difficult to distinguish in terms of real work and 

cost factors. (See earlier section for details). However, this problem continued into the 

NSP II design. While 2 of the core components were revised, there still remained 

ambiguity between 3 of the 4 NSP II core components especially with regard to assigning 

costs. For example, the FP contractual payments were linked to quantitative performance 

milestones, but these now had to be divided into two of the four core components which 

would have been a very artificial exercise. This made it especially difficult to link 

indicators to the core components and to define actual budgets and expenditures by the 

core components. 

III. Key Factors Affecting Implementation and Outcomes 

Unique context of work in rural Afghanistan: While the World Bank and several of 

NSP’s other donors have studied and published articles on the extreme difficulties of 

working in the context of rural Afghanistan, especially with regard to a large, multi-
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faceted, governance and capacity-building related programme, such as the NSP, these 

realities were not considered when considering a more flexible approach in the 

programme’s operations. NSP II was held to the same rigid fiduciary and procurement 

requirements that the Bank applies to its operations/lending in other parts of the world. 

This created some considerable challenges for the programme management. NSP’s very 

design remained extremely risk-averse from the side of some donors, while the 

programme continually faced pressure from other donors and sections of the government 

to further expand to highly insecure areas. Afghanistan in general is relatively un-

experienced (when comparing with other countries in the region) with donor and 

international standards’ of fiduciary/procurement requirements. This further reduced the 

NSP’s capacity to efficiently handle all World Bank and Donor requirements. In spite of 

this, it should be noted that external audits (including annual CAO audits and that of the 

US SIGAR audit of 2011) of the NSP were unqualified and only made some 

recommendations for further improvement. 

Simultaneous Implementation of NSP II & NSP IIIA: The procurement of FPs for NSP 

IIIA communities began in late 2009. A number of contracts were finalized, and work 

begun, even before the NSP III effective date of October 2010. Even considering the 

formal effective date of NSP III, the NSP II and IIIA ran in parallel for a year from 

October 2010 to September 2011. This put significant strains on the programme 

implementation with focus needed for NSP II communities’ closure now diverted to NSP 

IIIA. As budget execution is always easier with new communities given that FP payments 

and block grant disbursements are much higher for new communities than for closure, the 

FPs tended to divert staff and resources required for the NSP II closure towards speedy 

work progress in NSP IIIA communities. Also, the requirement for separate float accounts, 

separate financial accounting for the different grants for the 2 phases, and the increased 

monitoring and reporting requirements affected the work in NSP II communities that were 

not closed before the NSP IIIA communities were contracted. 

Insecurity: Rising insecurity in the country continued to affect NSP implementation 

throughout NSP II. Unlike NSP I, where extreme insecurity was continued to 4 provinces 

in the south, NSP II witnessed its spread to all regions of the country, including two 

districts formerly relatively peaceful. This resulted in FPs having to suspend work in some 

communities for short/long intervals, often repeatedly. This then delayed the work 

progress, affected budget execution and progress against indicators. NSP II, unfortunately, 

also witnessed kidnappings, killings and/or threats/warning to CDC members, FP and NSP 

field staff, primarily for their role in the NSP and/or government/donor funded programme. 

High Risk Areas’ Implementation Strategy: The NSP II included a separate Annex in its 

Operational Manual outlining a more flexible modus operandi for work in highly and/or 

extremely insecure areas. This allowed the NSP to attract FPs to work in such 

communities/districts as they were now allowed to sub-contract part of the facilitation to 

local partners. However, while the strategy allowed flexibility in some operational aspects, 

no accommodations were made with the procurement and financial management related 

requirements even in such areas.  
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Payments through MoF  

(i) While the float accounts for block grants and operations significantly improved 

payment processing efficiency for the NSP II, the FP and larger operational payments that 

had to be processed through the MoF (via the MRRD Finance Department) remained a 

challenge. Average FP payment processing time took much longer than the mandated 60 

days from receipt of invoice.  

(ii) Closure of financial transaction by the MoF a few weeks before the end of each 

fiscal year and the delayed approval and release of funds against the budget of the new 

fiscal year, caused payment challenges for the NSP during the period from mid-February 

to mid-May each year for the whole period of NSP II. With the closure of fiscal year 1389, 

the new (or newly enforced) requirement of the MoF to sweep the available NSP funds 

also resulted in implementation delays. 

Bilateral Donor Grants: For most part of NSP II, bilateral donor funding was also 

channeled through the NSP float accounts. This helped with the timely execution of these 

grant agreements as planned. However, the World Bank instructed the NSP in late 1389 

that the float accounts were to be used solely for World Bank managed grants (i.e., IDA, 

ARTF and JSDF funds). The proposal to use the floats to make payments against these 

grants and then to reimburse the float accounts was also rejected. As such, all payments 

from these grants, including the block grants now needed to be made via the MoF, which 

considerably affected the budget execution against these grants. 

Facilitating Partners (FPs)  

(i) While FP contracts were changed from the time-based contracts of NSP I to 

lump-sum contracts under NSP II, no consideration was made in the fixed cost per 

community to allow for the wide variations in security levels, accessibility and duration of 

winter shut-down. The FP cost per community was first defined as US$8,400 at the start 

of NSP II, and was later revised to US$9,600 in the latter half of NSP II. However, the 

cost of facilitation for very remote communities, communities affected by extremely 

seasonality and/or very insecure communities (all of which increased the actual 

implementation costs for the FP) remained the same as for other easily accessible 

communities, communities not affected by severe winter, and/or relatively secure 

communities. 

(ii) All the new NSP II FPs were relatively small NGOs (and one private firm) that 

did not bring with them the considerable experience with governance and capacity-

development related long-term approaches, as did many of the FPs that were contracted in 

NSP I. Their experience was primarily with relief and infrastructure related sub-projects. 

The overall ranking of the FPs show that these FPs lagged behind when it came to 

efficiency in work progress and completion. 

(iii) Across board, all NSP FPs continued facing difficulties to attract and/or to retain 

female social organizers in adequate numbers. This was reported as one of the key factors 

that negatively impacted in some communities on mobilization and active participation of 

women community members in the NSP beyond the elections. 

Preferenced Financing: Several of the bilateral grants received by the NSP during NSP II 

were preferenced by district/province and/or by core component or both. The preferences 
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were usually based on budget estimates made during the initial discussions between the 

MRRD and the donor, on the priorities for the funding source itself, or based on 

geographic area where the donor country has troops/Provincial Reconstruction Teams 

(PRTs)located in. This limited the flexibility, and imposed timelines for grant utilization 

that were often unrealistic.  

Sub-Programmes: In addition to NSP II’s regular activities (i.e., in the 9,976 communities 

carried forward from NSP I and the 5,842 new communities contracted in NSP II), the 

NSP implemented two sub-programmes during this time: (i) the District School 

Construction and Rehabilitation Window (DSCRW) started in NSP I; and (ii) the JSDF 

funded Cluster-CDC Pilot. While both of these had relatively low budgets compared to 

that of NSP II overall, the fact that they required completely separate sets of manuals, staff, 

monitoring and reporting, they took up considerable time for implementation and budget 

execution than regular NSP II activities. They also did not receive the due attention they 

required given that the core NSP focus remained on the NSP II communities and planning 

for NSP III. 

Procurement  

(i) Efficient procurement has remained a challenge throughout the NSP II period. For 

part of the first half of NSP II, the NSP was supported by international experts under a 

unique arrangement with the firm RITES, providing procurement support to the ARDS. 

Three rounds of procurement to contract experts to provide technical assistance to the NSP 

Procurement Department failed to result in suitable (i.e., qualified and experienced) 

candidates. In the second half of NSP II, the position of head for this department was 

‘Afghanized’ as well, and a full-fledged department was set-up. However, staff members 

from this department who were sent for specialized World Bank procurement related 

trainings quickly left the NSP with more lucrative offers from within the Government/ 

donor community.  

(ii) Prior review and no-objection requirements from the Bank, and approvals from 

the Government’s Special Procurement Commission has continued taking significantly 

long periods for negotiations, revisions, and/or feedback, thus delaying the overall 

implementation progress of the NSP. 

(iii) Procurement of international individual consultants to provide technical assistance 

has also been a challenge, with several such positions needing two or more rounds of 

procurement to result in a suitable candidate being contracted.  

(iv) Other procurements (goods, works, services, national individual consultants, other 

consultancy firms) also posed challenges in a variety of ways, including getting the right 

expertise/quality in local markets, proposed costs far exceeding estimated costs in the 

procurement plan, as well as failure to take up assignment after positive finalization of 

contract negotiations. The procurement of FPs for the high risk/remote communities 

remained a challenge. 

Problematic Communities: The NSP II witnessed significantly more monitoring with 

regard to closure of sub-projects and handover to communities after full utilization of the 

block grant. This resulted in a rapid increase in the rate of sub-project closure and block 

grant utilization. However, with no policy limiting the timeline for sub-project 
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implementation from the time of block grant receipts, certain communities delayed block 

grant utilization and/or sub-project implementation for relatively long periods. During 

NSP II, a policy was introduced for closure of problematic sub-projects and some cases of 

problematic communities. While this addressed the delays in some cases, it failed to 

address other cases, which then resulted in long delays in closure of these communities. 

External Expectations: The NSP II has witnessed considerable pressure from within the 

Government and from other stakeholders to align itself or expand its objectives to take on 

new priorities, including, but not limited to, the peace and reintegration process, the 

“Transition Strategy”, counter-narcotic initiatives, national local police, and rapid 

expansion in extremely insecure areas. Considerable time and effort was required of the 

NSP PIU to meet with these various stakeholders, to explain NSP’s core objectives and 

implementation, and negotiate on how best to cooperate with them without comprising on 

NSP’s goals. 

IV. Lessons Learned 

Risk Mitigation and Enhanced Monitoring Requirement: The use of Hawala dealers for 

block grant disbursements to select provinces continued from NSP I into NSP II. The risk 

factor was considered minimal, given that the payments to the Hawala dealers were made 

after confirmation of delivery of the cash as per NSP’s requirements. In spite of this, a 

total of around Afs144 million was misappropriated by the Hawala dealer contracted for 

transfers of NSP block grants to Paktika province. The lesson learned was the need to 

enhance field monitoring of block grant receipt and utilization. The use of Hawala dealers 

for such transfers has also been abandoned. However, this also highlights the fact that 

NSP works in extremely insecure communities and this creates the need to factor in some 

such loss of funds, beyond NSP’s control, into its budgeting and policy design. 

Standardize CDC Capacity Development: During NSP I, training packages were prepared 

for CDC/community members (via FP trainer) for the following topics—CDC roles and 

responsibilities, NSP implementation phases, CDC office-bearers roles and 

responsibilities, NSP community procurement and NSP community block grant 

accounting. After every revision of the NSP Operational Manual, these trainings were 

slightly modified and provided to FP core trainers. However, the indicators linked to NSP 

CDC capacity development were limited to training numbers and trainees, and the use of 

these packages was not mandatory for the FPs. As such, there existed a wide variety in the 

extent and type of trainings imparted by the FPs to the communities they facilitated for the 

NSP.  

Procurement of FPs: Given that the cost ceiling for facilitation per community is already 

defined, it would be best to contract satisfactorily performing FPs for the remaining 

communities and for potential repeater block grant communities within the same district. 

This would result in valuable time and resources spent in open procurement being saved, 

ensure that the capacity and experience built in these FPs over NSP I & II are retained for 

NSP III, and cost-efficiency and economy-of-scale is maintained by limiting one FP per 

district. The importance and cost-efficiency in contracting one FP to cover all remaining 

(and not part) of the communities in a given district at once also needs to be emphasized in 

future procurements. 
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Types of Permissible Sub-projects: The NSP II negative menu for sub-projects was very 

limited. This permissible menu included all types of public infrastructure (except 

government and religious buildings) and a wide range of HCD sub-projects. However, the 

NSP PIU and its FPs both lacked the necessary technical knowledge with regard to actual 

HCD, and as such, these sub-projects became limited to basic literacy and vocational 

training. It was also reported that HCD projects were often viewed as being ear-marked 

for women. Given the smaller budgets set aside for HCD projects, there was a perception 

that only a small portion of the block grant entitlements of a community was ear-marked 

for women. Certain sub-projects (such as cleaning of canals and Karezes), which were 

traditionally done by the community as joint self-initiatives were funded by the NSP block 

grants, which then took away from the traditional good practice. Also, there was no policy 

limiting the time that could be taken for sub-project implementation, once block grant 

funding was received. All of these factors need to be addressed by revised policy. 

Gender Mainstreaming: The NSP II allowed for three (3) options with regard to CDC 

structure. However, the selection of the option was left to the discretion of the FP and the 

community. This resulted in the third and exceptional option of no women CDC members 

being chosen even where not absolutely necessary. The interpretation of the first two 

structural options has been vague with women elected into the CDC, but in far lesser 

ratios than the men, and with the office-bearer positions largely assigned to male members 

only. More focused gender mainstreaming is required along with revision in policy, 

collection of gender-segregated data and analysis, increased numbers and ratios of FP 

female social organizers, and regular monitoring of women’s participation in the NSP 

beyond CDC membership numbers. 

V. World Bank Support 

The World Bank continued to be the lead-donor of the NSP during Phase II, in that apart 

from providing IDA grants, it managed the ARTF and the JSDF grants. The ARTF grant 

constituted a larger portion of the total NSP II donor support. 

During NSP II, the World Bank supported NSP oversight through one extensive review as 

part of the NSP I ICR preparation, one comprehensive NSP II mid-term review, and 

through periodic Implementation Support Missions (ISMs) once every six to ten months. 

The World Bank also provided immense support to the NSP II, including in liaising with 

other donors; raising funds directly and indirectly; responding to queries that were often 

directed to the Bank; coordinating other donors’ field visits/missions; participating in 

meetings with the NSP/MRRD contractors/FPs over a variety of; and supporting exposure 

visits and/or short-courses to related projects/programmes in other countries for key NSP 

staff.  

One area of concern for MRRD has been the extent of inputs from the World Bank into 

NSP’s regular operational issues. While the Bank’s oversight with regards to procurement 

and fiduciary management, as well as monitoring and evaluation is much appreciated, the 

NSP/MRRD team felt that the oversight at times it led into micro-management of the 

program, which undermined the roles of the MRRD leadership and NSP management. 

The MRRD would also appreciate more consistent advice from the Bank, especially with 

regard to fiduciary and procurement related issues. It has been the experience of NSP that 
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occasionally it received one set of instructions from one section of the Bank’s Task Team 

(often verbally) and then a contrary set of instructions from another section of the Bank. 

VI. Conclusion: 

As a whole, the MRRD and the NSP PIU view the NSP II as a resounding success, in spite 

of the challenges and short-comings listed above. The approval of the NSP III, which has 

a much larger scope and budget than that of NSP I & II combined, is a confirmation of 

NSP II’s success. The MRRD would like to thank its donors for their continued support, 

interest and financial contributions to the NSP, and especially for the NSP II period. 

Special gratitude is expressed for the World Bank for its supervision and regular 

implementation support and oversight. A number of the lessons-learned during NSP II 

were already factored into the design of NSP III, and this we believe will enhance the NSP 

III design and implementation. 

VII. MRRD comments on the draft ICR of the Bank  

Overall, the ICR represents an accurate assessment of NSP II performance. To a large 

extent, MRRD agrees to the ratings and justifications provided by the Bank ICR team. The 

numerical data also are more accurate reflection of the various discussions held between 

the NSP and the Bank during the ICR preparation; and the reports shared with the Bank 

during at that time. 

MRRD is especially appreciative of the detailed post implementation economic analysis. 

The findings are an excellent representation of what NSP has done for rural Afghanistan; 

and of the cost, benefits and efficiency of the NSP II in particular. 

MRRD would like to put on record its disappointment that the findings from the second 

follow up survey of the NSP II Impact Evaluation is as yet unavailable for inclusion in the 

ICR. Given that this evaluation was planned for from late 2006, and initiated in early 2007, 

we were expecting its survey report to be available much earlier, particularly because the 

original IDA grant for NSP II closed on September 30, 2009. The findings from the 

second follow up survey, we believe, would have strengthened our arguments regarding 

the successful implementation performance and outcomes of NSP II. 

With regard to the rating for Overall Outcomes, we believe that the results as shown very 

clearly in the project’s Results Framework and the various other sections of this ICR itself, 

that NSP II outcomes merited a rating of “Highly Satisfactory” rather than “Satisfactory” 

as currently rated. It should especially be noted that most of the performance indicators 

have been exceeded and that the external evaluations/studies have generally been positive. 

With regard to the rating for Overall Borrower’s Performance, we appreciate the fact that 

the ICR has distinguished between the Government’s Performance (rated as “Moderately 

Satisfactory”) versus the MRRD/NSP Performance (rated as “Satisfactory”).  However, 

we would like to state that we believe the Overall Borrower’s Performance (which is then 

a combination of the two) also merits a ‘Satisfactory” rating.  

Out of a total of about US$746 million in NSP II expenditures, the only significant fraud 

case reported for the period, the funds misappropriated by the Hawala dealer, was less 

than 0.4 percent. It should also be noted that this case was brought to the Bank’s attention 

by the MRRD/NSP management; and was not highlighted first by any audit/Bank’s 
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review. While the resolution was indeed delayed, this was resolved as per the advice 

received from the Bank, by the end of the NSP II disbursement grace period. It should be 

especially noted that the NSP II closing process required not only its IDA and ARTF 

grants, but also the unresolved NSP I float accounts reconciliations that were not 

completed. Thus, an additional sum of over US$84 million had to be reconciled during the 

grace period for NSP II. This was then a joint problem of both the Bank and the GoIRA. 

The extended grace period was necessitated by this problem, which needs to be 

acknowledged by the Bank. The fact that the MRRD/NSP was able to reconcile the 

additional float account amounts from NSP I during the NSP II disbursement grace period 

should also be acknowledged by the Bank.   
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Annex 8 

Comments of Co-financiers and Other Partners/Stakeholders 

(a) European Union Comments 

NSP continues to be a huge programmatic and social/institutional initiative, inevitably 

affected by multiple challenges, but it is undeniable that after more than two decades of 

war, and an additional one marred by instability, the program has been able to deliver 

productive infrastructures and lay the ground for potentially more open participatory 

mechanisms. It remains, in the EU’s view, a success, but one that needs to critically 

review its achievements in order to lay the foundations for a new phase where program 

and institutions further contribute to state building and improved service delivery.  

Empowering rural communities to plan and implement their development priorities has 

probably been the biggest achievement, but the process of locking in the social capital 

and governance structures formed at the village level still needs to be continued and 

strengthened. Focus on institutions and programs needs to take stock of achievements, 

weaknesses, internal organizational dynamics and the new institutional environment, if 

sustainability is to be sought.  

Given the huge demand for rural social and economic infrastructure and the low delivery 

capacity of central government, the dualistic relationship between program and institution 

building, needs to be both visionary on the future role of CDC/VC, as well as 

protective/conservative on the achievements attained. 

Governance  

When reporting governance achievements we should be aware and realistic with the 

objectives stated by NSP II (lay the foundations for strengthening of community level 

governance and establish a framework for village level consultative decision making and 

representative local leadership as a basis for interaction within and between communities 

on the one hand, and with the administration and aid agencies on the other), as they 

appear to be often either overstated or insufficiently spelt out. NSP III governance 

objective remains coherent and proposes a further phase of consolidation in terms of 

“building, strengthening and maintaining CDCs as effective institutions for local 

governance and social-economic development”. The gradual nature of such complex 

process of development should never be forgotten, and accordingly all different 

components of the institutional debate should be put properly into perspective with 

accurate statements and analysis. 

The concept of governance used throughout the document is often too general and 

insufficiently substantiated. Does it refer to “sub-project”-related governance or does it 

encompass wider elements like those identified in the Sub-national Governance Paper 

(SNGP). The difference is obviously considerable, and starting to make clear distinctions 

and definitions would greatly help in understanding the current baseline, while putting 

into perspective the future challenges revolving around the future of VC. This process 

should start from a thorough clarification of statements such as “NSP II altered the 

structure of village governance, by inducing transfer of authority over functions of local 

governance from tribal elders to CDCs”, or “CDCs did not takeover activities and/or 

authority of customary village leaders, such as headmen or members of the clergy, but 
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rather coexist with these traditional institutions”. It is indeed difficult to grasp how a 

program, through the help of operational manuals, by-laws and FP mobilization, succeeds 

in transforming community institutions from “Shura” systems (dominated by tribal, 

religious, ex-commander and prominent people) to elected CDCs, thus changing deeply 

engrained norms, values and institutions in a context characterized by marginal presence 

of governmental institutions and strong traditionalism. Improved use of qualitative data, 

institutional, political and social analysis would enormously help in this direction.  Only 

NSP is today in the position to provide the picture required to inform better policy debate. 

Box 2: Defining governance within the context of village administration 

The overarching responsibilities of the Village Administrations are as follows: 

1. To maintain peace, security, order and stability in the village 

2. To maintain the Rule of Law in the village 

3. To realize, protect, promote and extend human rights of the citizens of the village 

4. To promote social, economic, educational and cultural development of the village 

5. To provide services to the people of the district. These services include Justice, Security, 

Safe passage of people and goods on Public Roads, Water and Sanitation, Health and 

Nutrition, Education, Electricity, Roads, Local Transportation, Rural and Urban 

Infrastructure, Agriculture and Irrigation, Natural Resource Management, Land 

Registration, Social Protection, Identity Card, Private Sector Development, Civic 

Services such as Solid Waste Management, Traffic Management, Street Lighting, 

Recreational Facilities, and Libraries 

6. To ensure good governance arrangements in the village i.e. to ensure 

a. Openness/Transparency 

b. Accountability to People 

c. Participation of People, especially Women and Youth 

d. Participation of Civil Society and Private Sector 

e. Local Democracy 

f. Effectiveness-Efficiency 

g. Equity and Inclusiveness 

h. Gender Justice 

i. Coherence 

j. Rule based system at all levels 

7. To reduce poverty and disease and to achieve MDGs for the people of the village 

8. To mitigate and manage natural disasters 

9. To eliminate poppy cultivation and to promote alternative livelihood 

10. To protect environment and to make sustainable use of natural resources 

11. To support Islamic religion and to promote Islamic values 

12. To assist in implementation of Afghanistan National Development Strategy and national 

priority programs in the village 

Statements of the kind “NSP does not affect male villagers’ perceptions of the quality of 

local governance or the performance of the village leadership” should be carefully 

assessed against the possibility that life in villages, beside positive impacts of the sub-

project, is simply business as usual. The same applies to “NSP does not seem to make 

villagers more accepting of government taxation or government jurisdiction over local 

crimes, or more knowledgeable about local parliamentary representatives”: a possible 

indicator that life and citizens expectations are still very much dictated by dynamics that 

are purely local, be it cultural, political, institutional or economic. 
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Besides the acknowledgment that CDCs exist, NSP should understand how exactly real 

governance takes place in day-to-day village life. The actual distribution of powers across 

traditional institutions should be carefully studied against the village CDC experience. A 

good understanding would allow future designs to both mitigate risks of weak 

delivery/poor participation/biased distribution of benefits, and carefully weigh the 

dualistic relationship between program and institutions.  

Being election of VC and DC a major obstacle to a true institutionalization of CDCs and 

DDAs, policy makers may need to focus only on improved program designs, of the type 

of NSP. This will continue to ensure delivery, devising selection, participation and 

redistribution mechanisms that better balance between local traditional mechanisms of 

resource allocation with wider objectives of poverty reduction and 

democratization/participation. If time is not mature yet for the challenging step to have 

officially recognized CDCs and DDAs, efforts should at least be directed to enforce the 

by-laws on CDC as interim Village Council, through amendments that take stock of the 

lessons learnt so far at both program and institutional level.  

Given the limited description of CDC’s current engagements on governance, the presence 

of functioning O&M systems can be considered as a first good proxy indicator of the 

existence of “sub-project-related-post-implementation governance”. Older CDCs should 

be given priority to studies in this regard. Evidence is required to support statements that 

governance goes beyond the capacity to identify, plan and manage community sub-

projects. Uncertainties over the sustainable future of O&M schemes make wonder about 

the overall governance capacities of CDCs. 

Sustainability of NSP and CDCs 

CDCs remain an outstanding achievement, given the starting point of NSP I, but little 

hope is expected if they do not continue to be properly nurtured. Nurturing has multiple 

dimensions: block grant is but one and more is to be expected by an official 

institutionalization of CDC through VC, where VC will become not only a development 

gateway, but the locus of village life through formal relations with public and private 

sector. Expecting to have CDC in 10 years only because MRRD will have developed a 

more cost efficient mechanism of service delivery and reduced the financial burden of 

block grants, is probably a second best option. 

Post implementation monitoring reports carried out three and six months after the sub-

projects were completed are poorly indicative of the sustainability of a program aiming to 

deliver infrastructures (per se a long-term investment) and governance capacity (per se a 

long term process). This is all the more true knowing that a large amount of CDCs have 

now achieved many years of life and may be much more indicative than newer ones. 

Increased CDC capacity should be promoted to other ministries both as a way to reduce 

delivery costs (efficiency), and as a way to achieve joint and coordinated objectives of 

village/local development (effectiveness). A shared vision and use of CDC by all 

concerned ministries would allow multiplier effects of capacity development.  

Promoting CDCs as an entry point should capitalize on the current initiatives of 

Afghanistan Rural Enterprise Development Project (AREDP), the Horticulture and 

Livestock Project (HLP), the Emergency Irrigation Rehabilitation Project (EIRP), and 
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On-Farm Water Management Project (OFWMP), with MRRD taking the lead in 

explaining how multi-programming can take place, as well as how financially and 

institutionally it would make sense for other Ministries to focus on CDCs. Positive 

impacts on the ARD cluster could also be expected; an institution today unfortunately 

still very much resembling to a sum of individual parts rather than a cohesive whole.  

Thinking of future NSP sustainability only as a function of budget available for block 

grants can be a misleading, as CDCs/VCs future rests more on joint inter-ministerial 

efforts than just MRRD’s drive alone. Additional savings on delivery costs may be done, 

capitalizing on capacity built and reducing external support, but by reducing substantially 

the block grant component new models of allocation may need to be devised, taking into 

consideration: a) greater financial/in kind contribution of communities b) mechanisms of 

aggregation at higher level than the village (see Clusters) c) reinvestments in block grants 

of the savings from delivery costs d) allocation of funds to communities through 

competitive mechanisms e) focus on more software than hardware interventions (human 

capital development, livelihoods - Afghanistan infrastructural needs, remain nevertheless 

largely unmet and this will likely inform MRRD strategy for the decade to come). 

The CBD/CDD approach is truly creating the foundations (with its obvious maturity 

limits) for other development projects to build on the local human, social and institutional 

capital developed under NSP II. A block grant mentality, however, risks leading towards 

fears of financial sustainability, whereas a freer, dynamic, and open model of governance 

could act as a catalytic center for both public-private initiatives. The VC and DC policy 

debate should be carried forward with impulse, ideally anticipating the end of NSP III 

with a clear vision.  

No reference is made to higher level institutional structures and programmatic 

interventions (e.g., district level), as NSP’s future could be thought independently. 

Regardless of changes of an institutional nature eventually outside the direct control of 

MRRD, a serious discourse should be done concerning the way NSP and the Ministry 

intend to approach local development, which is obviously a sum of "n" coordinated 

interventions.  

Risks Assessment 

The nature of risks identified confirms the challenges highlighted above in terms of 

governance and sustainability. Mitigation measures need to be supported by both 

programmatic (O&M plans, quality standards, better planning, improved procurement 

and financial management…) and institutional measures (VC institutionalization with 

clear roles, responsibilities; clear understanding of how formal and informal powers 

should interact; inter-ministerial coordinated interventions through VC).  

Qualitative information and data analysis 

Besides limited but useful and lengthy initiatives (see randomized impact evaluation) 

NSP suffers from a lack of systematic use and analysis of qualitative information. This 

happens while a large amount of data has been collected and is available. It is an 

incredible missed opportunity given the capillary outreach of NSP, and the immense 

potential to provide policy making with information on multiple fronts: rural livelihoods, 

poverty, local governance, inter ministerial coordination. NSP could be indeed the 
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“thermometer and reference source” for many of the policy challenges that the 

characteristic top-down Kabul centered planning approach is not yet able to answer.  

NSP has existed for nine years, with 16,502 CDCs developed under NSP I. The amount 

of information that can be collected just from this batch of CDCs is potentially enormous. 

This process should be done with the outmost openness to identify successes and failures 

and inform the ongoing governance debate on VC and DC.  

Given the tenths of thousands of interventions implemented throughout the country, the 

sample of 84 sub-projects used for economic and financial analysis (ERR and FRR), 

appears to be statistically not significant in order to be able to infer valuable conclusions. 

The process seems also to be flawed by (a) poor planning of the work (victim of winter 

lack of access); and (b) limited intra-ministerial cooperation (the challenges highlighted 

by the assessment of irrigation, which showed the need to address the task jointly with 

MAIL, supposedly placed in a better place in terms of know-how of agricultural and 

livestock issues). 

Both economic and financial analysis (ERR and FRR) have assigned no value to 

strengthened governance in Afghanistan. Alternative indicators may have provided useful 

information on governance achievements, which are reported nevertheless as “the most 

important impact of the program”. No attention is as also given to all those sub-projects 

which had human capital development as a specific objective (15% of the overall 

interventions), privileging instead productive infrastructure. Qualitative studies on 

villages prioritizing human development rather than productive infrastructures may also 

be useful to profile and understand more of rural Afghanistan.     

The poverty impact assessment is reported to be missing, while donors such as the EU 

could make resources available, coordinating efforts with ongoing surveys like NRVA, 

MICS, or SDES. Joint use of quantitative data with qualitative analysis (institutional, 

political and social) would help enormously in this direction. 

Ministry’s Internal Organization  

Besides the possible and arguable breaches from the original parameter of responsibilities, 

it is notable how NSP has provided a solid organizational platform to carry out other 

tasks: Global Food Crisis Response Program, APRP, the Transition Strategy, counter 

narcotics initiatives, and national local police represent all tangible examples. 

The backbone nature of NSP across the current program portfolio of MRRD is 

undisputable, given its relative budget weight (70%) and the frequent overlapping with 

sister programs in areas such as wash—such as, transport and energy. 

The firepower of NSP offers elements for the ministry to think about its internal 

organization and ways to uniformly and rationally address infrastructural tasks in an optic 

of increased efficiency and effectiveness. 

NSP is often reported to be more cost efficient than other programs in delivering 

productive infrastructures, making donors wonder why the same kilometer of tertiary 

road should cost US$7,900 under NSP rather than US$35,000 under NRAP. 

Dynamics such as reduced delivery cost or the sub-standard engineering capacity, point 

to a trade-off between internal capacity development (MRRD and CDC) and external 
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support (FP). This should be carefully assessed once MRRD will be called to think about 

a new mechanism of delivery. Internal capacities will hopefully replace external ones 

thus further improving delivery costs, but no compromise should be allowed on quality of 

delivery, which at the moment, given the limited availability of skills, seems to be better 

addressed through a mixed approach ministry/NGO. 

Delivery of productive infrastructure and the community driven development approach 

are common features of key MRRD programs (NSP, NABDP). Serious reflection should 

take place about whether processes of internal rationalization should take place.  

(b) Embassy of Japan Comments 

Embassy of Japan would like to focus on two points as future recommendations on 

sustainability of institutions and rural community infrastructure supported under NSP II. 

1. To strengthen institutional sustainability of CDCs, the following points should be 

considered: 

(i) Establishing close linkages between CDCs and provincial offices of line 

ministries, including PRRD, so as to obtain proper supports for smooth sub-

projects implementation; 

(ii) Analyzing achievements by and challenges of CDCs in terms of coordination 

with the relevant provincial offices of line ministries; and 

(iii) Reviewing roles of District Social Organizers (DSOs) in project implementation. 

2. To strengthen sustainability of rural community infrastructure as a program, identify 

gaps between the required and the currently available skills, and resources required to 

meet the operation and maintenance (O&M) of sub-projects.      

(c) UN-Habitat Comments  

The strengths of NSP as a program can be summarized as follow: 

(i) Leadership and operations are very effectively handled by national management 

team, which is very good and has had a significant impact across the country;  

(ii) With regular consultations, there is now a better understanding on program 

implementation, challenges, and successes; amongst NSP implementing 

partners, including FPs, MRRD/NSP management and the World Bank; and  

(iii) Quality of sub-projects has improved significantly.  

Going forward, the UN-Habitat as one of the key FPs who have worked with the program 

since 2003, recommends the following:   

(i) NSP II was designed to scale up the program to lay the foundations for 

strengthening community level governance and supporting community-

managed rural infrastructure development to improve access.   Minimal efforts 

were put on improving capacity for local governance.  In other words, NSP II 

focused more on the village level governance and less on linkages with the 

district and provincial levels governance structures. The linkages between the 

programme and other line ministries were also not obvious. These horizontal 

and vertical linkages are necessary for NSP as a national programme.  
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(ii) There is less awareness of NSP activities and achievements amongst key 

stakeholders, such as the academic and research institutions, parliamentarians 

and religious leaders.  The program should endeavor to create awareness 

through advocacy initiatives, coupled with research and publications, to 

highlight its impact to wider audience and influence decision-making process 

for further scaling-up of NSP.  

(iii) Cluster CDC pilot should be scaled-up because this initiative has been found to 

be highly successful in enhancing access to meso level infrastructure sub-

projects and bridging the gap between communities and the District 

Development Assemblies (DDAs).   

 

 

  



69 

 

Annex 9 

List of Supporting Documents 

 

1. Technical Annex - First Emergency National Solidarity Project; Report No. T7609-AF 
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5. Project Paper; Second Emergency National Solidarity Project; Report No. 48224-AF 

6. Financing Agreement, H261-AF  
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