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1. Background
1.1

The Disaster & Response

Disasters in Pakistan since 2005
The people of Pakistan have suffered multiple disasters over the past decade, including but not limited to:
2005 – A major earthquake on the border between the then North West Frontier Province (now
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa) and Pakistan administered Jammu and Kashmir leading to approximately
1
75,000 deaths and over 3 million people left homeless .
2009 - Massive displacements of over 3 million people occurred due to military operations against
2
Islamic militants in the then North West Frontier Province .
2010 - Flooding due to unprecedented monsoon rains between July – September 2010, in Khyber
Pakhtunkhwa (KPK), Sindh, Punjab and Baluchistan provinces leading to rivers breaking their banks
the length of Pakistan, and large areas of Sindh being under water for months. 84 of Pakistan‟s 121
districts and 20 million people, around one in eight Pakistanis, were affected by the floods. At the
height of the inundation, 20 percent of the country was under water. Fewer than two thousand people
were killed but around 1.74 million houses were damaged or destroyed and 14 million people were in
3
need of immediate humanitarian aid .
The combination of the 2009 and 2010 events noted above lead to Pakistan being faced with the largest
internal displacement crisis the world has faced this century. In response to the flooding in 2010, the UN
launched an Initial Floods and Emergency Response Plan (PIFERP) of $459 million increasing it later to over
$2 billion, the UN‟s largest ever appeal. The presence of standing water left large areas of agricultural land
uncultivable, led to loss of livelihoods and caused wide-scale of water and sanitation related disease. The
World Bank and Asian Development Bank estimated the 2010 flooding disaster cost to Pakistan at $9.7 billion
(5.8% GDP) through loss of livestock, fodder, crops and food stores, damage to housing and infrastructure
4
and the impact on education, water and sanitation services .
Flooding following the August 2011 monsoon
Following initial predictions of rainfall for Sindh and other southern parts of Pakistan that the 2011 monsoon
season would be less than average, torrential monsoon rains led to severe flooding. By the 10 August heavy
rains began affecting districts in Southern Sindh, and extended to the northern areas of south Punjab and
north-eastern Baluchistan. This initial spell lasted until mid-August, but was followed by another more
debilitating and sustained rain spell heavily affecting areas across the entire Sindh Province from the end of
August until 14 September. Heavy rains also fell in Baluchistan which also resulted in humanitarian
consequences in south Punjab.
Initial Government estimates were that 8.9 million people had been affected but at the time of the writing of
the UN rapid response plan in September 2011, the figure was estimated at 5.4 million. All of Sindh‟s 23
districts were affected to some degree, although those in the central and south areas being most affected.
5
Five districts in Baluchistan were also notified as being affected .
Large proportions of the population were uprooted from their homes, some moving to Government appointed
shelters but most remaining on higher ground along bunds and roads. Vast tracts including some traditional
camp sites were flooded. The food security situation in the country was affected by the significant loss to
crops, agricultural land and livestock. The Joint Government of Pakistan and UN assessment in September
6
2011 , estimated that more than 24 percent of children were suffering from diarrhoea, 28 percent from high
fever / malaria, 6 percent from measles, and 11 percent from coughing or wheezing. They also estimated that
1

Integrated Regional Information Networks (2009) Pakistan: Timeline on human displacement since 2004,
http://reliefweb.int/node/315897 [accessed 6 February 2012]
2
Integrated Regional Information Networks (2009) Pakistan: Timeline on human displacement since 2004,
http://reliefweb.int/node/315897 [accessed 6 February 2012]
3
The number of seriously affected in the flooding of 2010, exceeded the combined total of individuals affected by the 2004 Indian Ocean
tsunami, the 2005 Kasmir earthquake and the Haiti earthquake; Ref: DARA (2011) Focus on Pakistan, Lessons from the floods,
Humanitarian Response Index, 2011
4
Ref: DARA (2011) Focus on Pakistan, Lessons from the floods, Humanitarian Response Index, 2011
5
United Nations (2011) Pakistan Floods, Rapid Response Plan, September 2011
6
World Food Programme, OCHA & National Disaster Management Authority, Pakistan (2011) Multi-sector Damage Needs Assessment,
Flood, 2011, Oct 2011
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34 percent of the affected households had lost their houses, and 60 percent were damaged. The average
paddy crop loss was estimated at 77 percent, with the price of paddy rice increasing by 25 percent. An
estimated 40 percent of the households at the time of the assessment reported that their main economic
activity had been discontinued.
The Government of Pakistan through the National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA) and utilising the
Armed Forces‟ logistical capacity, took the lead in responding to the disaster and life-saving relief operations,
initially not requesting outside assistance for the first month. The President of Pakistan made an official
request to the United Nations for humanitarian assistance on the 7 September 2011.
The UN flash appeal was issued in September 2011 for a total of $356.7 million covering the areas of: Coordination and common services, food security, health, logistics, shelter/NFIs and water, sanitation and
hygiene (WASH).
Whilst all stakeholders compared the 2011 flooding disaster with the 2010 disaster, the OI Real Time
Evaluation (RTE) report noted that although the area flooded was smaller than the 2010 disaster, and only 25
percent of the total number of people were affected, the 2011 flooding was still the second in size of all global
7
disasters in 2011, second only to the Horn of Africa Food Crisis in terms of the total population affected .
The RTE also noted the following differences between the 2010 and 2011 flooding events:
This year the floods were caused by heavy rains in lower Sindh and the failure of drainage structures,
in particular the Left Bank Outfall Drain (LBOD) network; whereas the previous year‟s flooding was
caused by heavy rains in northern Pakistan and Sindh was only affected weeks later by flood waters
coming down the Indus Basin;
The floods hit different areas of Sindh with 70 percent of this year‟s affected population who had not
been affected in 2010;
There were less camps for affected persons in the 2011 flood response with up to 80 percent of
affected communities staying nearby their flooded villages on roadsides, which posed challenges for
the delivery of aid, because of the need for numerous small projects over a wide area;
By December 2011, many of the affected people had returned to their villages.
st

The Government of Pakistan has stated that the emergency would end on the 31 December 2011, but
8
recognised that early recovery activities would need to continue .
Refer to Annex 1 for three maps showing the extent of the flooding after a few days (14 Aug 2011), one
st
month (12 Sept 2011) and 4.5 months (1 Jan 2012).
Oxfam International’s emergency responses to the August 2011 monsoon flooding
The Oxfam International‟s (OI) emergency response focussed in lower Sindh with programmes by both
OXFAM Novib (ON) and OXFAM Great Britain (OGB) in 8 districts, initially targeting 1.2 million beneficiaries
(OGB 850,000 and ON 350,000). The initial ON emergency programme mainly focussed on water tankering
and search and rescue and OGB on water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH) and emergency food security and
9
livelihoods (EFSL) . ON also planned to include EFSL activities at later stages.
ON was initially the lead OXFAM affiliate in country while the emergency was classified as a Category 3 (Cat3) response, from the 11 Aug to 9 Sept, but on the 9 Sept OXFAM in Pakistan agreed to upgrade the
response to a Cat-2 response and OGB took over the lead for the response. Although at the time of the
changeover an estimated 5 million people were affected which is considered large for a Cat-2 response, it
was assessed that the area was geographically limited and the impact was considerably less than the 2010
10
floods which was also a Cat-2 .

7

Brooks, N, Sutton, T, Khalid, A & Haider, M (2011) Real Time Evaluation of OXFAM International‟s Response to the 2011 Pakistan
Floods, August – December 2011
8
Brooks, N, Sutton, T, Khalid, A & Haider, M (2011) Real Time Evaluation of OXFAM International‟s Response to the 2011 Pakistan
Floods, August – December 2011
9
Brooks, N, Sutton, T, Khalid, A & Haider, M (2011) Real Time Evaluation of OXFAM International‟s Response to the 2011 Pakistan
Floods, August – December 2011
10
OI SitRep, 07-11 Sept 2011 on Monsoon Affected Districts in Sindh
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1.2

The Global Humanitarian Indicator Tool (GHIT)

As part of a wider organisational undertaking to better capture and communicate the effectiveness of its work,
Oxfam GB is using a new evaluation methodology to assess the quality of a number of emergency responses
in 2011. This method uses a Global Humanitarian Indicator Tool (GHIT) which is intended to enable Oxfam
GB to estimate how many disaster-affected men and women globally have received humanitarian aid from
Oxfam GB that meets established standards for excellence. Equally importantly, it will enable Oxfam GB to
identify the areas of comparative weakness on a global scale that require institutional attention and resources
for improvement.
This tool consists of 12 quality standards with associated benchmarks, and a scoring system. It requires
documented evidence, complemented by verbal evidence, to be collected and analysed against these
benchmarks. A score is generated for the programme‟s results against each standard, and as a cumulative
total. The full tool and guidance notes are provided in Annex 2.

1.3

Methodology for the Pakistan Evaluation

To evaluate the Pakistan floods response using the GHIT, a number of documents were provided by the
country OGB office. Using evidence in the documents supplied, the response was assessed against the
benchmarks, with specific reference to the Guidelines for Collecting Evidence (provided in Annex 2).
Information was also gathered from the internet.
The first draft of the report was then submitted to the Pakistan OGB team, the Regional Humanitarian Coordinator and the sectoral technical team leaders and advisors in Pakistan and Oxford, for review and
identification of sources of further evidence. Following feedback by email, the draft was modified and the final
report produced.
It should be noted that a number of challenges were faced in analysing documented information for this
evaluation. This was due to the lack of dates on a range of documents, some documents with similar titles but
different contents, and because initially many of the documents forwarded related to the 2010 flood response,
leaving gaps in the evidence provided for the 2011 flood response. Whilst these issues were responded to
during the evaluation process, the initial challenges faced, may be useful for highlighting to the country teams
the information to be provided for future evaluations.

1.4

Structure of Report

A qualitative and quantitative summary of the results obtained from documentary evidence is provided in
Section 2. A fuller explanation of the rating for Oxfam‟s performance against each standard is provided in
Section 3.
Annex 1 provides maps showing the progression of the flooding over time and Annex 3 provides a record of
the documents available to the evaluator, which were used for providing evidence for the scoring against the
GHIT standards.
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2. Summary of Results
The level of achievement and the quantitative rating given for each standard, a summary of the justification of the rating and the cumulative rating for the
response are provided in Table 1.
Table 1 -

Quantitative ratings for the Pakistan floods response 2011/12, using the Global Humanitarian Indicator Tool

Standard

1. Timeliness

2. Coverage

3. Technical aspects of
programme measured
against Sphere and
Oxfam quality standards

Level of
achieve
ment

Partially
met

Partially
met

Partially
met

Rating

Summary of justification for rating

2/4

One ON partner started an assessment the day after the initial heavy rains occurred (10 Aug 2011) and
over the following few weeks other partners and ON (initially the lead affiliate, Cat-3 emergency) continued
with other assessments. OGB also undertook a number of assessments before the 16 Aug, the first on the
9-10 Aug. Some initial responses started within the first week by ON partners (although the exact date these
started is not known). The SitReps identified that OGB started to discuss with partners possible actions on
the ground in week 5, the same week that the Government of Pakistan (GoP) requested humanitarian
assistance from the UN and the week that the emergency was re-categorised as a Cat-2 and OGB took
over as lead affiliate. OGB actions followed quickly after the GoP official request for assistance which was
made on 7 Sept 2011.

2/4

For a Cat-2 disaster with estimates of the number of people affected varying from around 5 million to over 9
million, the target beneficiaries would be expected to be 1 million. The initial target from OI was 1.2 million
(OGB 850,000 and ON 350,000) but this was not achieved during the emergency phase. Discussions by the
RTE evaluation team (Dec 2011) estimated that approximately 565,000 beneficiaries had been supported
during the emergency phase. Excel spreadsheets updated 16 Jan 2012 indicate that 578,956 beneficiaries
had been supported in WASH and EFSL (but overlap not identified). The log-frame in the subsequent phase
(16 Dec 2011 – 15 June 2012) indicates plans to support 449,050 beneficiaries. The RTE team (Dec 2011)
concluded however that 1 million target beneficiaries was not realistic in the context of the scattered
beneficiaries and limited large camps as well as the difficult funding environment.

2/4

Sphere standards were mentioned in the OI strategic plans and the RTE team assessed that the staff and
partners had a relatively good understanding of Sphere. There was some evidence of elements of various
OGB standards being implemented, although not all elements and only occasionally were OXFAM
standards mentioned. An OGB MEAL Plan and a LogFrame was provided from Sept 2011 and a LogFrame, MEAL framework and Monitoring and Reporting Tool and Schedule was available from the OGB
MEAL Toolkit for the recovery phase of the response (16 Dec to 15 June). The HAP Accountability
standards were referred to on a number of occasions. It was difficult to determine if Sphere standards had
been met as specific indicators were not referred to in the few monitoring / evaluation documents available.
Only one visit (which was for one month to support the programme) was undertaken by Technical Advisors
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during the Aug 2011 flood response.

4. Indicators (both
process and impact) in
place and being
measured

5. Feedback/complaints
system in place and
functioning and
documented evidence of
consultation and
participation

6. Partners fully
engaged in all aspects
of the project cycle

Partially
met

Partially
met

Partially
met

1/2

The RTE team noted that there was no evidence of an overall monitoring plan for the emergency phase and
that the team lacked ownership of the monitoring activities although some had been undertaken. A MEAL
Plan and a Log-Frame was however provided for the GHIT evaluation noted as being prepared in Sept
2011, which contradicts the statement in the RTE of no evidence of an overall monitoring plan. The ON
Strategic Plan (Oct 2011, v2) included a log-frame as does the OGB MEAL Toolkit (16 Dec – 15 June).
Effort was made to ensure that most of the indicators within the two log-frames were measurable, although
not all were, and most were not time-bound. The WASH Appeal Internal Evaluation Report (8 Feb 2012)
referred to the indicators, the EFSL Post-Distribution Monitoring Report (Sept – Dec 2011) reported against
distribution targets, and the beneficiary numbers were tracked, but other than this it was difficult to confirm
the regular monitoring against indicators.

1/2

Some evidence was available of beneficiaries being consulted during the rapid assessments, the baseline
study and the evaluations. Evidence also exists of the involvement of the beneficiaries in WASH
Committees and in relation to the 2010 response also their involvement in the feedback system and in cash
for work activities. The RTE confirmed that all partners were operating phone lines for complaints. The ON
log-frame and the MEAL Toolkit log-frame have a result for a complaints / feedback system. It is therefore
considered that a complaints / feedback system was operational. However all of the feedback/ complaints
reports provided related to the Aug 2010 response. Within the 2010 response reports there was also limited
evidence of complaints being acted on and on the results being fed back to the community members.

1/2

It was clear that the partners were involved in assessments, project proposal preparation, implementation,
monitoring and the RTE. It was noted by email that there are a range of planning activities throughout some
involving partners but most meetings do not have minutes. Evidence was not available of the partners‟
involvement in strategy development. The only feedback from partners identified was a report in the RTE
that the partners had considered OI as a slow paying donor when compared to other donors.

7. Programme reflects
measures to address
dignity and protection
issues

Partially
met

1/2

Some protection concerns were also identified relating to security for staff and for women and girls in using
WASH facilities. The RTE (Dec 2011) and the gender learning review (report completed Sept 2011, related
to the 2010 flooding response) identified some actions which were taken responding to dignity and
protection. These included involving women in the siting of latrines and water points, provision of sanitary
materials, provision of cash for work, livestock and grants to re-start businesses. However it was not clear
how consistent the actions were across interventions. The post-distribution monitoring report for EFSL
(Sept-Dec 2011) investigated some protection issues around security concerns related to the cashing of
cheques and related to the distribution points. It included specific analysis of responses from women. No
protection problems were noted to have been observed which were communicated to agencies or
authorities responsible for, or specialising in, protection.

8. Programme delivery
addresses gender and

Partially

1/2

A gender learning review was undertaken in relation to the 2010 flood response (Sept 2010) which identified
a variation in responses and actions related to gender with some examples of good practice and gaps. In
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specific needs of
vulnerable groups

met

9. Exit strategy/recovery
plan in place

Fully
met

10. Evidenced utilisation
of contingency plan in
last humanitarian
response

Fully
met

11. Programme
addresses advocacy
issues

12. Programme is linked
to/will be linked to DRR
interventions in the area

Final rating

Fully
met

Fully
met

conclusion it was noted that gender awareness varied between different staff and partners, awareness did
not always convert to practice and that UN Women noted that they had been disappointed that OXFAM had
not taken more of a lead to raise gender issues as an advocacy issue. The RTE (Dec 2011) identified some
improvements in the gender aspects of responses, but evidence was not available on the consistency of
these improvements. Data was often split by gender and age (women, men and children). Child focussed
approaches were noted in the WASH Strategy (Sept 2011), and the EFSL approaches were noted to have
modifications for the particularly vulnerable. No evidence was available that the needs of people with
disabilities or the elderly or people with HIV/AIDS or other illnesses were specifically responded to.

2/2

2/2

The OGB MEAL log-frame (Jan 2011) documents early recovery activities for the period 16 Dec 2011 to
June 2012. An exit strategy following the additional six months (which ends in June 2012) has not yet been
prepared.
It was clear that elements of the contingency plan have been used by OI and partners, including stand-by
arrangements, contingency stocks and arrangements for ON and OGB co-operation. The last version of the
contingency plan dated June 2011 however was not finalised.

2/2

This standard was challenging to score because it was difficult to identify evidence as to whether the
advocacy by OI had an impact on the ground. A detailed Advocacy, Media and Communications Strategy
was developed early on with a range of indicators for success, although in hindsight some indicators were
not felt appropriate for the time-scale or context. A number of the indicators were however met, although it is
difficult to attribute a number of them to the OGB advocacy efforts; it is however also difficult to establish
that OGB advocacy was not one of the contributing factors. Because there was evidence of other NGOs
being influenced by OGBs efforts in the Cash Working Group, there was some increase in donor funds seen
and because of the existence of the strategy and a range of advocacy / media activities having been
undertaken, OI is for the purposes of this evaluation considered to have met the standard for programme
addresses advocacy issues. However this is a marginal „have met‟ scoring. Additional evidence of
attribution would have made the scoring a stronger „have met‟ score.

2/2

DRR was a key element of the OI programmes in Pakistan prior to the flooding events in 2010 and 2011,
with a specific DRR programme since 2008. Some of the activities of the DRR programme are documented
in downloadable advocacy documents on the OGB website. DRR was well integrated into the various
response plans and log-frames for early recovery. An email by the Country Director noted that the boats
provided by OGB in their previous DRR programming were being used during the 2011 flooding. It would be
interesting and useful to evaluate the DRR / preparedness activities implemented after the 2010 flooding for
their impacts during the 2011 flooding.

19/30
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3. Detailed Analysis Using Standards and Benchmarks
3.1

Introduction

In this section of the report, the data collected from documentary sources is analysed against the benchmarks
for the quality standards, and further justification of the rating for Oxfam‟s performance against each standard
is provided.

3.2

Quality Standard One: Timeliness

Standard
Initial
assessments on
the first day after
a disaster and
assistance started
within 3 days
Score

Met
(score 4)
Initial
assessment
on the first day
and
assistance
within 3-5
days

Partially met
(score 2)
Initial
assessment
within first 5
days and
assistance
within one week

Not met (score
0)
Initial
assessment
after more than
a week and
assistance after
that

Evidence required
Initial assessment reports (available)
RTE report (available)
SitRep from first 3 weeks (available)
Request for CAT Funds (not available, but summary
taken from the Pakistan Floods, Rapid Response
Plan, Sept 2011, downloaded from the web)
Date of first concept note (available)

2

A timeline of the information on the changing emergency situation and key actions of the OI affiliates over the
first six weeks is included in Annex 4.
Both OXFAM Novib (ON) and OXFAM-GB (OGB) were continuing with their responses to the 2010 flooding in
Pakistan when the August 2011 flooding occurred. OXFAM Novib was the lead affiliate at the time of the
August 2011 flooding, which was initially categorised as a Cat-3 for response purposes. Abnormal rains were
initially reported on the 10 August and first reports of flooding and damage were appearing from the 11
August.
Whilst it was clear that huge numbers of people were affected by the emergency, initially the Government of
Pakistan indicated that it was able to respond to the emergency needs and did not call for assistance,
although some District Authorities requested help directly from partners. The President of Pakistan eventually
called for assistance from the United Nations on 7 Sept 2011.
On the 9 September, one month after the start of the emergency, by which time the estimated number of
people affected was estimated at 4.9 million, OXFAM in Pakistan re-categorised the response as Cat-2 and
OGB took over as lead affiliate. By the same date flooding had affected some areas in Baluchistan and some
areas in South Punjab, but the most severe flooding was in the Sindh where 22 out of 23 districts of Sindh had
been affected.
One ON partner, Laar Humanitarian and Development Programme (LHDP), started an assessment in Badin
on the 11 Aug, the day after the heavy rains were reported (ON SitRep 11 Aug). This assessment was noted
as having been completed on the 18 August and that the same partner had started responses, but the exact
date of the start of the responses was not indicated. Several other ON partners were reported to have shared
their assessments by week 3 (OXFAM OI SitRep 28 Aug-3 Sept), Sindh Agricultural and Forestry Workers
Co-ordinating Organization (SAFWCO), Participatory Development Initiatives (PDI) and Help Foundation on
the situations in Badin, Benzarabad and South Pubjab. ON supported five partners to also undertake a joint
assessment in week five, in six of the severely affected districts in Sindh.
It was not possible to tell from the initial ON and OI SitReps provided when OGB undertook its initial
assessments, but individual assessment reports were later forwarded (OI template SitRep format) which
provided evidence that OGB staff and / or partners took initial assessments on:
9-10 Aug in IDP camps in the Union Councils of Tando Bago and Badin (report dated 16 Aug);
10-11 August in Thatta district (report dated 14 Aug);
10-11 Aug in Talkua Mirpurkhas (report dated 15 Aug);
2-3 day assessment in Tharparker (report dated 15 Aug);
14-15 Aug in Badin (report dated 16 Aug).
OGB assessment findings in SitRep format were available; the earliest dated the 14 August. Another OGB
SitRep „OGB Humanitarian Update No 1‟, dated the 12 August was noted to have been available and
identified as an attachment to an email, although the attachment itself was not available. The OI SitRep 7-11
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September included the first indication of OGB actions in response to the flooding apart from assessments
(week 5 after the start of the emergency, the week following the official request for assistance from the
President of Pakistan), through its discussions with partners SARWCO, PDI and RDF about possible
responses. The following OI SitRep of the 11-13 September indicated that they had started to move
equipment and supplies to the affected area from stores in other parts of the country, and that they had
supported water supply or hygiene session interventions to-date for 3,548 people. By the same date ON
reported that it had supported emergency evacuation for 43,161 beneficiaries and 6,493 people through the
distribution of hygiene kits of hygiene sessions. The first Concept Note available from OGB was a general
concept note dated the 14 September. The next was for CIDA via OXFAM Canada which was dated 12 Oct
2011 (start date 13 September 2011).
Initial target numbers of beneficiaries were identified for ON and OGB in the OI SitRep of the 11-13 Sept. The
UN Flash Appeal was launched on the 18 September and the UN Response Plan (Sept 2011) which included
entries for OGB (USD millions: Food security = 2.195; WASH = 9.925; Shelter/NFIs = 2.753) and for ON
(WASH = USD 0.68 million).
The RTE (Dec 2011) noted that ON had undertaken activities in August and that the speed of response of
OGB was initially good after the declaration of the emergency and request for assistance, when compared to
other actors, but that the response of both ON and OGB slowed due to delays in transferring funds to partners
and procurement. The RTE noted that within one week of the official declaration of the emergency OI was
distributing hygiene kits, water trucking, management of open defecation [this activity was not obvious from
other documents], formation of community committees and hygiene promotion training. It also noted that
OGB‟s EFSL team distributed kitchen sets and fodder using the WASH committees to facilitate activities,
although EFSL activities were not indicated as having occurred in the SitReps during the initial six weeks.
The RTE also noted that other WASH activities which were started in October or November included latrine
construction, bathing shelter construction and hand-pump construction/rehabilitation. The delay was noted as
relating to the flooded conditions. In some cases this would have also depended on the date the displaced
people returned to their villages. OGB‟s distribution of hygiene kits under the UNICEF-funded project
continued into November because of procurement delays and OGBs EFSL cash grants were slowed by
changes in the Government policy banning Unconditional Cash Grants and delays in cash transfers to
partners.
The above information has been taken from the OXFAM Novib and OI SitReps (mid Aug-mid Nov 2011), five
initial rapid assessment reports in SitRep format by OGB and / or partners (Aug 2011), and the RTE (Dec
2011).
Whilst the Government of Pakistan did not request humanitarian assistance until the 7 Sept, approximately
one month after the start of the emergency, the scale of the required response was already apparent. Hence
whilst OI had already been responding since early on through the ON partners, and OGB undertook a number
of rapid assessments from the date of the first heavy rains (9-10 Aug 2011), it is not fully clear why OGB did
not started responding before the start of week 5 after the start of the emergency. The RTE indicates that
there has been much discussion on the delay of the Government of Pakistan to request assistance and that
there is a need to incorporate alternative responses to this scenario in the future contingency plans such as
working with local partners, the private sector or local government.
Scoring:
Based on the evidence above considering the ON early assessments by partners and responses within one
week of the emergency, the OGB early assessments and also the OI responses from within one week of the
official request for assistance, OI is considered to have partially met the standard for timeliness.

3.3

Quality Standard Two: Coverage
Standard

Met
(score 4)

Coverage – as
appropriate to context
(500,000 to 1,000,000 in
a large scale
programme)
Score

25% of total affected
population in a rapid
onset with a
1,000,000 ceiling

Partially
met
(score 2)
N/A

Not met
(score 0)
25% not met

Evidence required

Coverage assessment using the scale
RTE reports (available)
SitReps (available)

1
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The impacts of the flooding were most apparent in Sindh Province although impacts were also felt in
Baluchistan and to a lesser extend in southern Punjab.
The total affected population estimated at 8 Sept by NMDA and UN-OCHA was 4.9 million. The population
numbers affected as estimated by the joint UN and NDMA needs assessment (Oct 2011) were estimated at
approximately 5.29 million in Sindh and 0.53 million in Baluchistan, plus approximately 0.65 in other areas
which is a total of 6.47 million (with a total of 5.8 million of this total who were in areas officially notified as
being affected). The UN Rapid Response Plan (Sept 2011) noted that the affected population was 5.4 million
and some later NMDA figures were larger than these initial figures rising to 9.1 million noted in the 27 Oct – 17
Nov SitRep.
The relative severity of the districts in Sindh Province as identified by OCHA on the 8 Sept 2011 is identified in
the following table, although the order of the severity of the situation in the districts in this table was disputed
by some partners.
Table 2 -

Severity of districts affected in Sindh as identified on the 8 Sept by OCHA
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Districts Affected Status
Severity
District
Indicator
Badin
32
S. Benazirabad
24
Mirpur Khas
15
T.M. Khan
14
Tando Allah Yar
11
Khairpur
11
Umerkot
6
Larkana
6
Tharparkar
4
Matiari
4
Sanghar
3
Thatta
3
Qambar Shahdadkot
3
Naushahro Feroze
3
Dadu
2
Hyderabad
1
Ghotki
1
Kashmore
0
Jamshoro
0
Sukkur
0
Shikarpur
0
Jacobabad
0

Affected Status
Severely Affected
Severely Affected
Severely Affected
Severely Affected
Severely Affected
Severely Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected
Moderately Affected

With the affected population of greater than 4 million people the usual OXFAM target number for beneficiaries
would be 1 million persons as the maximum for any Cat-1 or Cat-2 response.
The RTE (Dec 2011) notes that in December 2011 there was some confusion over the coverage targets
relating to the OI responses and the number of beneficiaries, which had been reported differently in various
documents and media. Refer to the table below.
Table 3 -

Variation in coverage targets and beneficiaries supported

All as noted in the RTE, Dec 2011
and an excel spreadsheet, 16 Jan 2012
OI Action Plan – 12 Sept
Target beneficiaries
Budgets
RTE discussions with field teams, Dec
2011
Beneficiaries reached in 3 month
emergency phase

OGB

ON

500,000
£15,976,370

350,000
£7,622,846

Target beneficiaries =
850,000

364,000 WASH
84,000 EFSL (60% or
50,400 also receiving
WASH)
397,600 Total

109,000 WASH
58,000 S&R
167,300 Total

Total beneficiaries
supported to mid-Dec =
565,000

SitRep 17-18 Nov
Target number of beneficiaries
Beneficiaries reached as reported
In some media reports
Press release of 9 November
Targets vs achievements
Excel spreadsheet - to 16 January 2012

11
12

Total

Target number = 2,835,000
Supported beneficiaries to
mid Nov = 1,154,39212
Beneficiaries implied = over
4 million
440,496 WASH
138,460 EFSL
578,956 Total (has only
considered each individual
once for WASH activities)

Included in OI SitRep 7-11 Sept
Noting that the numbers in the table in this particular SitRep appear confused / inaccurate
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In response to these discrepancies the RTE recommended the new OGB Humanitarian Programme Manager
to assume responsibility for sign off of SitReps before release.
The OGB MEAL Log Frame for the early recovery period 16 December 2011 to 15 June 2012, includes the
specific objective that that the basic survival needs of 449,050 flood affected individuals (118,549 men,
128,428 women, and 202,073 children) in Sindh, Pakistan are met with dignity, through the provision of
WASH and EFSL interventions.
The RTE (Dec 2011) proposed that the target of 1 million beneficiaries should however be considered
unrealistic in relation to the Aug 2011 flooding in Pakistan because of the lack of large formal IDP camps.
Instead thousands of smaller camps existed and people were scattered on roadsides over large areas who
were therefore much harder to reach for the provision of support. This was also posed in relation to the
challenging funding environment.
The table below provides an overview of the planned budgets and the funding situation by the 12 December
2011. The RTE (Dec 2012) also noted that feedback also suggested that relationships with certain institutional
donors were tested by the large contracts and complexities of the 2010 responses, which had impacted on
OXFAM‟s success in sourcing external funds for the 2011 response.
Table 4 -

The funding situation for OI for the August 2011 flood response
OGB

ON

Total

Budget

USD 25,536,238

USD 11,870,623

USD 37,406,861

OI Action Plan (11 September) & OI
Response Plan & Strategy (15 Sept)

500,0000 beneficiaries

350,000 beneficiaries

850,000 beneficiaries

Phase 1 budget

USD 24,661,166

USD 11,217,598

USD 35,878,764

Phase 1 total (secure and likely)

USD 11,109,965

USD 2,638,937

USD 13,748,902

Percentage funded

45%

24%

38%

Secure funding sources and those
considered likely at 12 Oct 2011

Public Appeal

Oxfam Australia

CIDA

Oxfam Belgium

AusAid / Oxfam Australia

Oxfam USA

ECHO

Oxfam Ireland

UNICEF

Oxfam New Zealand

Oxfam Canada

Oxfam Hong Kong

Funding grid - 12/9/11 – 11/3/12
(figures to 12 Dec 2011)

Oxfam Germany
SIDA

A table of districts where OI programmes were operational and the partners working in them can be found in
Section 3.3. The UN Rapid Response Plan noted that OGB was also focussing on Baluchistan, although
there was no evidence of programme activities being undertaken in Baluchistan from other documents. It was
not clear from the documentation why the strategy changed for Baluchistan.
Scoring:
Based on the evidence above OI is considered to have partially met the standard for coverage. Whilst the one
million target beneficiaries as would be expected for this standard was not met, the RTE (2011) considered
the target of one million beneficiaries was not an appropriate target due to the scattered nature of the
beneficiaries and the difficult funding situation.
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3.4

Quality Standard Three: Technical aspects of programme measured against
Sphere and Oxfam quality standards

Standard
Technical aspects
of programme
measured against
Sphere and
OXFAM quality
standards

Score

Met
(score 4)
Sphere and other
quality standards13
proposed and put
in place
Training in
standards carried
out for staff and
partners
Indicators use
standards
Standards
evaluated

Partially met
(score 2)
Sphere and
other quality
standards
proposed
Some evidence
of use of
standards but no
evaluation
Some evidence
of training but
not widespread

Not met
(score 0)
No mention of
standards
No training

Evidence required
Proposals (available)
PH and EFSL strategies (available)
Technical adviser visits (reports not available)
Log Frames and monitoring frameworks (Log
Frame for ON available for the emergency phase;
OGB MEAL framework & Log Frame provided for
Sept 2011; OGB Log Frame available for 16 Dec
2011 to 15 June 2012;)
Gender analysis (gender review available)
Accountability strategy (not available)
Sitreps (available) and donor reports (not
available)
RTE (available) and other evaluation reports
(available for WASH)
Monitoring reviews (available for EFSL)

2

Occasional mention is made of the use of standards:
The RTE (Dec 2011) - noted that OXFAM and partner staff „demonstrated fair awareness of Sphere
standards, for example in calculation of water needs and planning of sanitation activities. Good examples
of learning were shown by the OGB WASH team in ensuring focus was given to user-acceptability of
latrines, clean up of open defecation and privacy/dignity, over and above basic ratio‟s of beneficiaries of
latrines‟.
The ON Response Plan – Pakistan Floods, 2011 (v2, 25 October 2011) - noted that „ON and its partners
have used Sphere as a tool for quality assurance, in assessment, capacity building, and co-ordination
process. The current plan ensures that the Sphere is integrated into the emergency programmes and
disaster risk reduction measures and linked into initiatives like HAP-I and Gender Mainstreaming‟.
The OI MEAL Log-Frame for the period 16 Dec – 15 June 2002 – includes reference to: Sphere targets
for access to water quantity; WHO and national standards for water quality; and includes various
indicators related to operation and maintenance, opinions of women and girls on the privacy of bathing
facilities and laundry slabs, and improvement of hygiene practices. EFSL indictors support the food
security – livelihoods standards in Sphere related to primary production mechanisms, income and
employment and the food security – cash and food transfers standard – access to available goods and
services.
The partner agreements note that OGB will provide support to the partner organisation relating to the Red
Crescent Code of Conduct, Sphere and the HAP International Standards.
Of the six donor proposals / concept notes viewed (ECHO, 2xUNICEF, Oxfam Australia /AusAid, Oxfam
Canada/CIDA, Oxfam Germany), Sphere was only seen specifically mentioned in the donor proposal for CIDA
via OXFAM Canada. A few Sphere guideline values were also noted although not specifically identified as
related to Sphere (UNICEF WASH PCA proposal noted 1 latrine for 50 people; OXFAM Canada proposal
noting a target of 15 litres per person per day).
However for the emergency phase, it was difficult to identify if WASH or ESFL Sphere standards had been
met. One monitoring report for EFSL was provided (Sept-Dec 2011), but this report did not specifically
mention Sphere. An internal evaluation was provided for the WASH Appeal (8 Feb 2012). This document
mainly provided an assessment of the current status of access and reported behaviours, updating progress
since the baseline report (Nov 11). It did not mention Sphere. Only one visit was undertaken by technical
advisors for the Aug 2011 flood response; Nisar Shah, the Regional WASH Advisor supported the programme
for the period of one month starting just after the official request for assistance from the President of Pakistan.
No Technical Advisor visit or progress reports to donors were seen by the consultant.
It was also difficult to determine from the documents provided the types of interventions supported versus
different sized communities or groups of IDPs. The WASH Strategy (draft version 2, not dated but relating to
the Aug 2011 flood response) and a second document entitled „WASH and EFSL Strategy – Flood
13

Including accountability, OI MEAL and gender minimum standards
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Emergency Response, Pakistan – 2011 – Draft version 1‟ (also not dated but relating to the Aug 2011
response) split the affected communities into four groups as per the situation, and identified particular WASH
and EFSL challenges for each situation:
Still at or near home but inaccessible due to flood damaged roads;
Displaced and living in spontaneous sites, e.g. on roadsides, bridges, canal embankments;
Displaced to camps in urban centres, usually in government schools; and
Displaced to formal camps and tent villages.
Some evidence of the proportion of people covered in each grouping and the relevant responses utilised for
each would have been useful. This information would have provided an opportunity to reflect on the
appropriateness of the responses and the logistical challenges faced for each category, which in turn would
have provided a better idea of the appropriateness of the responses and of the total target population size.
The OXFAM accountability, OI MEAL, and gender minimum standards were mentioned in the following
instances:
OGB MEAL Toolkit – This was developed and dated January 2012 with a Log Frame, Monitoring and
Reporting Framework and for the period 16 December 2011 to 15 June 2012 (starting four months after
the onset of the flooding). A MEAL Plan and Log-Frame was also provided noted to have been developed
in Sept 2011.
OXFAM Accountability Minimum Standards – There is some evidence of some of the standards being
met, but not all (refer to Section 3.6 below), although no specific mention of the OXFAM standards.
OXFAM Gender Minimum Standards – There is some evidence of some of the standards being met, but
not all (refer to Section 3.9 below for further details), although no specific mention of the OXFAM gender
standards except during the gender learning review (Sept 2011).
OXFAM minimum standards for MEL, WASH, EFSVL, Programme, Protection, Programme Cycle
Management and DRR were not specifically mentioned, although some elements of the same were
implemented. For example:
Programme standards – Response strategies were prepared in a collaborative way between OXFAM
affiliates with inputs from partner organisations (although the involvement of partners in strategy
development was not clear); the programmes had clear ties to the OI strategy; programmes rely on
partnerships and alliances with autonomous, independent, accountable organisations etc
MEL in international rapid onset humanitarian programmes – Rapid assessment should take place within
the first 48 hours after the disaster onset; a baseline should be undertaken within two months of the onset
of the emergency (although the baseline was undertaken 3 months after the start of the emergency); all
emergency programmes move to a recovery phase; all rapid on-set emergencies (Cat 2 and 1) should
carry out an RTE at around the six weeks mark after the onset of the disaster (although the RTE
14
happened after 3.5 months from onset of the disaster ), etc.
Scoring:
Based on the evidence above OI is considered to have partially met the standard for technical aspects of
programme measured against Sphere and OXFAM Quality Standards.
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The RTE was planned for 6 weeks after the response was categorised at a Cat-2 (and not the start of the flooding event), and the start
of the RTE was noted as having been delayed by a number of factors including: the delay in the ON request; identification of the RTE
team; challenges in obtaining Pakistan visa‟s; and challenges faced with in-country planning.
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3.5

Quality Standard Four: Indicators (both process and impact) in place and
being measured

Standard
Indicators
(both process
and impact) in
place and
being
measured

Score

Met
(score 2)
Indicators for process
and outcomes in the Log
Frame and monitoring
framework
Progress monitored
against indicators
Evaluation report
includes indictors and
how these demonstrate
outcomes

Partially met
(score 1)
Indicators for process
and outcomes in the
Log Frame and
monitoring framework
Little documentation of
progress measured
against indicators

Not met
(score 0)
No Log
Frame
No
indicators

Evidence required
Log Frame in proposals (available)
Logic model and outcome statements in
PIPs (yes but dates not updated in OPAL)
Monitoring framework (Sept 2011; Dec –
June 2012)
Reporting – technical reports, donor reports
(none available)
Evaluations (RTE and an internal evaluation
of WASH)
Outcome statement on OPAL (available but
dates not updated for Aug 2011 response)

1

Outcome statements and indicators were forwarded from the Programme Implementation Plan (PIP), dated
April 2010, which it is reported were also used for the Aug 2011 flood response. However, the outcome
indicators relate to the districts of Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa and Sindh Province and the time-frame (in 2012) still
remains as Aug – Nov 2010 in the system.
The RTE (Dec 2011) noted that there was no evidence of an overall monitoring plan for the emergency phase
and that the team lacked ownership of the monitoring activities. The monitoring which had been undertaken
was noted to have been those focussed on daily use of WASH facilities, spot checks of the EFSL conditional
work for cash grant. It was noted that post-distribution monitoring was delayed past the 2-3 weeks after
distribution and some were still outstanding (e.g. for OGB WASH hygiene kits). It was also noted that the OGB
M&E Officer resigned during the response which may have contributed to the situation, but that this should not
be used as a reason for not undertaking regular monitoring. A number of recommendations were made for
improving and making more use of M&E.
A MEAL Plan was provided for the evaluator which was dated Sept 2011 in the file title and a LogFrame dated
Sept 14 in the file title (neither were dated on the documents themselves). The existence of this plan
contradicts the RTE (Dec 2010) observation that there was no evidence of an overall monitoring plan, so it is
not clear why this plan did not become apparent during the RTE? A separate monitoring and reporting tool
and schedule were not provided for this period, but much of the information was embedded within the MEAL
plan (results, indicators, data needed, and frequency of collection along with generalised responsibilities for
the data collection).
A log-frame was included in the ON strategy (Oct 2011, v2) which includes indicators for outcomes (e.g. 70%
of the targeted households report that they have better retained their productive assets after the floods thanks
to the programme‟s support) and some processes indicators (e.g. number and nature of complaints received
and acted upon) and confirmation that M&E will be undertaken as part of the strategy using a system of field
monitors who will visit project sites monthly or once per two months. Some of the indicators are SMART (e.g.
10,000 households have received food items according to Sphere standards for the period of two months), but
most are not time-bound and some do not have a measurable scale of implementation included (e.g.
temporary shelter kits are distributed to vulnerable families).
A log-frame and associated MEAL framework, and a monitoring and reporting tool and schedule have also
been developed as part of the OGB MEAL Toolkit (January 2012) for the early recovery period 16 December
2011 to 15 June 2012. A good effort has been made to ensure the indicators are measureable and hence
most are (e.g. a good example is at least 80% of targeted households report the presence of soap on random
weekly visits) although some still require judgement (e.g. 100% of the complaints received were timely
responded [to] and acted upon). The vast majority are not time-bound.
Log-frames were included in the proposals to ECHO (EFSL), UNICEF (WASH) and CIDA via OXFAM Canada
(WASH).
The WASH Appeal internal evaluation (8 Feb 2012) referred to progress against the log-frame, the PostDistribution Monitoring Report for EFSL (Sept-Dec 2011) referred to ECHO and APPEAL targets for
distributions and that tracking was undertaken by partners on the beneficiaries supported. No progress reports
to donors or regular monitoring reports were shared with the evaluator and hence it was not possible to
provide evidence for the regular monitoring of progress of the indicators in the log-frame.
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Scoring:
Based on the evidence above OI is considered to have partially met the standard for indicators in place and
being measured.

3.6

Quality Standard Five: Feedback/complaints system in place and functioning
and documented evidence of consultation and participation

Standard
Feedback/
complaints
system in
place and
functioning
and
documented
evidence of
consultation
and
participation

Score

Met
(score 2)
All aspects
in place

Partially met
(score 1)
At least three
aspects in place
or
An ad hoc
participatory
feedback system
that is not
formalised
Ad hoc evidence
of participation
and use of
feedback

Not met
(score 0)
None in
place
No informal
participatory
system
No evidence
of
participation

Evidence required
Feedback/complaints system (noted in various documents,
telephone protocol from 2010)
Follow up mechanism (not available)
Evidence of use and follow-up (follow up evidence not
available for Aug 2011 response)
Evidence of complaints being addressed and reported on to
complainant (not available for Aug 2011 response)
Evidence of consultation with community (rapid assessments,
baseline, WASH evaluation report, RTE)
Evidence of feedback incorporated into planning (some
evidence of feedback from 2010 emergency incorporated into
2011 response)

1

Examples of the evidence available of consultation and participation of beneficiaries in the programmes:
Consultations and data collection from beneficiaries in the OGB rapid assessment reports (Aug 2011), in
the baseline study (Nov 2011), the RTE (Dec 2011) and the WASH internal evaluation (8 Feb 2012).
The „PEFSA-II in Snaps‟ powerpoint (no date) shows pictures of physical construction work which has
been implemented by women and men using cash for work (assumed to have related to the 2010 flood
response).
The Gender Review held in June-July 2011, indicated that community members were identified as focal
points for feedback (relating to the 2010 flood response, but expected that this would have continued into
the 2011 response).
The WASH Appeal internal evaluation (8 Feb 2012) commented on the gender balance of the WASH
committees (34% of committees were reported to have women as well as men, the rest being all men),
which provides some evidence of the beneficiaries having been involved in the WASH Committees, and
the committees being involved in managing the water points and latrines. The beneficiaries also confirmed
that they had been involved in village cleaning days, and had been consulted on specific issues (e.g. 74%
of respondents noted that women had been consulted on water sources).
Evidence was available that the feedback/complaints system had been used for the 2010 flood response,
from a number of documents forwarded to the evaluator including: Telephone feedback mechanism protocol
and a couple of documents analysing the complaints by camp / accountability reports. It was clear from these
documents that a feedback mechanism was in place through FGDs and telephone lines with posters
highlighting how feedback can be provided. However there was limited evidence from the reports of the
feedback being responded to and subsequently feedback given to the community members, with only a small
15
proportion of complaints noted as being resolved . The analysis in the reports was not split by gender,
although the gender learning review highlighted a few issues; it noted that multiple feedback mechanisms
were in place within two weeks after the start of the OXFAM and partners‟ delivery, with desk complaint
services at distribution points, leaflets, posters and a hotline, but noted that at least in some areas a man was
identified in each village to receive feedback through the hotline. In the instance noted, the complaints were all
16
from men with no women raising a complaint . However in the same report, it was noted that women did give
feedback at the distribution point desks. FGDs were also held.
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For example in the March 2011 report „Accountability Feedback System Report‟, which analyses the hotline requests noted that there
were 20 complaints with 18 under investigation and two having been totally solved. There were also 63 calls providing feedback or
requests.
16
Dico-Young, T (2011) „OXFAM‟s Internal Gender Learning Review of Pakistan Flood Response, 2010-2011‟, Sept 2011

17

However, no specific documents were forwarded relating to the feedback or complaints provided, the number
resolved, or subsequent feedback to beneficiaries which related to the Aug 2011 flood emergency response.
Some evidence was however available that a system was implemented:
SitReps: Mention of plans to initiate phone lines – application for toll free number (11-13 Sept); mention
that the toll free number was not yet active (19-21 Sept); notes that complaints mechanisms were in place
at all distribution points and partner staff had been stationed at distribution points to operate feedback/
helpdesk/ complaints (27 Oct – 17 Nov).
OI Response Plan & Strategy (September 15) notes that „for the accountability of the programme, it will
intend to apply HAP principals‟.
ON Response Plan – Pakistan Floods, 2011, v2, 25 Oct, 2011 log-frame, and the OGB MEAL log-frame,
framework (draft) and monitoring & reporting tool and schedule – WASH and EFSL Flood Response in
Sindh Pakistan, dated 16 December 2011 – 15 June 2012, included Result 9: „Functional and responsive
complaints mechanism in place in all field locations and DRR is mainstreamed across sectors‟.
RTE, Dec 2011 – Notes that OXFAM and partners seem well aware of the need for accountability, and
tools such as complaint mechanisms, two partners noting that they had learnt from the 2010 OGB WASH
Accountability project in Sukkur. It also notes that all partners visited were operating complaint phone
lines and were providing good information on distributions. It however made a recommendation that more
information could have been provided to the beneficiaries such as on the future plans for their villages in
relation to the programme.
Scoring:
Based on the evidence above OI is considered to have partially met the standard for feedback/complaints
system in place and functioning and documented evidence of consultation and participation.

3.7

Quality Standard Six: Partners fully engaged in all aspects of the project cycle

Standard
Partners fully
engaged in all
aspects of the
project cycle

Score

Met
(score 2)
Documented
partner
involvement in all
stages
Partner feedback
is positive

Partially met
(score 1)
Partner
involvement n
some stages of
programme
Partner feedback
is partly negative
1

Not met
(score 0)
No
involvement
Only negative
feedback

Evidence required
Partnership agreements (example provided)
RTE reports (available)
Planning meeting minutes (not available)
Evaluation (RTE and an internal WASH evaluation)
Technical adviser visits (not available – no TA visits)

ON worked through local partners for the flood response and did not implement directly whereas OGB worked
17
alongside partners on implementation . The partners, programme areas and areas of sectoral focus are
summarised in the table below.
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OGB (2011) Monsoon Floods Emergency WASH and EFSL Response, Sindh, Pakistan, Oct 12, 2011 (proposal to Oxfam Canada)
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Table 5 Oxfam partners and responsibilities by programme location (emergency phase and
18
early recovery phases)
Province

District

Tehsil

Union Council

Partner

Asghar Abad, Jatia, Mank
Thaheem, Lundo soomar
Faqir

Sindh
Agricultural and
Forestry
Workers Coordinating
Organization
(SAFWCO)
Research &
Development
Programme
(RDF)

Activity

Targeted
Beneficiaries

OGB locations, partners, targets

Sanghar

Sindh

Shahdadpur

Mirpurkhas

Judo, Digri

Sanghar

Shahdadpur

Mirpurkhas

Digri, Jhudo

Tando
Muhammad
Khan

Bulri Shah
Karim

Tando Allah
Yar

Jando Mari,
Chamber

Tando Jan Muhamamd,
Jhudo, Fazal Bhambro

Asghar Abad, Jatia, Mank
Thaheem, Lundo Soomar
Faqir
Tando Jan Muhamamd,
Jhudo, Fazal Bhambro
Bulri Shah Karim,Jahan
Soomro,Allah Yar
Turk,Saeed Khan
Lund,Saeed
Mato,Mulakatyar,Saeed
pur
Jandho Mari, Mirabad,
Dassori 2. Dad
Jarwar,Sanjar Chang

Other
possible
areas of
operation
and
partners19
ON locations, partners, targets
Umer Kot

WASH

11,000 HH
(77,000 people)

SAFWCO

EFSL

6,000 HH
(42,000 people)

RDF

EFSL

6,000 HH
(42,000 people)

Strengthening
Participatory
Organisation
(SPO)

WASH

10,000 HH
(70,000 people)

RDF

WASH

8,000 HH
(56,000 people)

Samaro, Kunri

Satrion, Aaro,
Bustan Sheer Khan,
Chandio, Nabesar

Participatory
Development
Initiatives (PDI)

WASH,
EFSL
Search
& rescue

10,000 HH
(70, 000 people)

PDI

WASH
EFSL
Search
& rescue

10,000 HH
(70,000 people)

Shaheed
Benazirabad
(Nawabshah)

Daur
Nawabshah

Jamshib, Gupchani,
Ismail Khan Barohi,
Ghulam Haider Shah, 60
Mile Jamal Shah,
Buchhari,
Chanesar Nawabshah
Sakrand, Khaddar

Badin

Badin

Kadhan,
Abdullah Shah

LHDP

WASH
Search
& rescue

23,000 HH
(161,000 people)

Nagarparkar

Thardeep Rural
Development
Programme
(TRDP)

WASH
Search
& rescue

7,000 HH
(49,000 people)

Tharparkar
Mithi
Other
possible
areas of
operation
and
partners20

23,000 HH
(161, 000 People)

Laar
Humanitarian
and
Development
Programme
(LHDP)

1.

Sindh

WASH

Thatta,
Sanghar,
Tando Ala
Yar, Tando
Muhammad
Khan

Nagarparker

LDHF,
SAFCOW,
AMRDF. PFF
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The information in this table was mainly taken from the OI SitRep dated the 17-31 Dec 2011. However, information was not fully
consistent across documents and hence additional lines have been added where reference has been made in other documents to work in
other districts or with other partners. Differences were also found in the Union Councils noted, but these have not been identified here. A
request was made to the country programme to check this table but no feedback was provided. Hence it should be noted that this table
may not be fully accurate.
19
As identified in various documents, but which were not noted in the SitRep of the 17-31 December 2011
20
As identified in various documents, but which were not noted in the SitRep of the 17-31 December 2011
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Learning reviews, orientations and workshops which were undertaken with the involvement of partners:
Joint WASH & EFSL learning forum meeting in Lahore, February 2011 (during the 2010 flood response
period, but relevant as some of the same partners engaged in the 2011 flood response) – Participants
included OGB WASH & EFSL staff, a few partners and one ON affiliate, plus the PH Co-ordinator from
Oxford, UK
The report of OXFAM‟s Internal Gender Learning Review of the Pakistan Flood Response 2010-11,
published in September 2011 (during the 2010 flood response period, but relevant to the 2011 flood
response) – Included a wide range of male and female beneficiaries and staff in the programme providing
information to the reviewers, and then sharing of the findings through a learning event, publication of the
21
report, and was also meant to include an induction pack and the inclusion of this on the intranet .
During the 2010 flood response a one day workshop was also arranged to discuss the MEAL toolkit with
22
the CBHA international NGO partners working on food security and livelihoods.
11 January 2012 an Orientation on Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and Learning (MEAL) was
undertaken for the flood response programme, 2011-12
The OGB proposal to CIDA via Oxfam Canada (12 Oct 2011) notes that joint projects are the best way to
strengthen the capacity of local organisations and transferring knowledge and that the proposal has been
developed in partnership and consultation with local partners and authorities. It also notes that project delivery
is fully dependent upon partnership with local organisations and authorities and that it has ongoing
investments to build partner capacity. It identifies the areas for capacity building as technical knowledge and
skills relating to WASH, project management, humanitarian programming and accountability.
It is clear from the documentation that the partners have been involved in undertaking assessments,
developing proposals and implementation, and some have also been part of the RTE team or were
interviewed for the RTE. A few representatives were involved in the learning reviews from the 2010 flood
response. The partner agreement viewed (SAFWACO, Jan 2012) also required the partner to carry out
participative monitoring visits on a regular basis. It is not clear from the documentation if the partners were
involved in strategy development.
In relation to partnerships, the RTE (Dec 2011) noted:
The delays and lack of clarity around the partnership process is one of the major areas in which little
progress seems to have been made since 2010. It was observed that problems chiefly focussed on the
time taken to process partnership agreements after initial proposals were approved – perhaps because of
lack of clarity between different departments involved in the process in Islamabad (and Bangkok) (OGB);
delays in payments due to poor quality of partner‟s financial reports (OGB), and delays in fund transfers
due to the use of new accounting software (ON).
As in 2010, the Partnership Officer position in Hyderabad has been a difficult post to recruit, and remained
unfilled at the time of the RTE (given the importance of good partnership management at the field-level,
the job description should be reviewed to ensure it is at a D2 level).
All partners (ON and OGB) fed back that they considered OXFAM a slow donor in comparison with other
donors, although it was noted by OGB staff that there was extra caution this year due to partner
compliance issues during the 2010 response. Overall this impacted on timeliness, and the ability to deliver
to scale: OGB partners either delayed start of activities (by up to one month), or started and then slowed
after a few weeks; ON [partners] were limited to significantly lower-value projects during the initial 3months than were planned.
Partners suggested that less capacity building was offered by OXFAM compared to the 2010 emergency.
Requests were noted to have been made for technical trainings and joint lessons learnt meetings, in
addition to the current on-the job training.
Scoring:
Evidence is therefore available that partners have been engaged in most of the stages of the project cycle but
the only feedback available from partners was a note in the RTE which identified that the partners considered
21
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It was not confirmed if these latter activities have happened to-date.
It is assumed that this is the name for the PEFSA NGO partners working on EFSL, but for phase I, but this was not confirmed.
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OI to be a slow donor in comparison with other donors. OI is therefore considered to have partly met the
standard for partners fully engaged in all aspects of the project cycle.

3.8

Quality Standard Seven: Programme reflects measures to address dignity and
protection issues

Standard
Programme
reflects
measures to
address
dignity and
protection
issues

Score

Met
(score 2)
Assessments look at safe
access to services and
other protection issues
Documented evidence that
programmes respond to
identified protection issues
Protection issues identified
by other actors acted upon
Protection expertise called
in when programme
requires it

Partially met (score
1)
Assessments look at
safe access to
services and other
protection issues
No documentation
that programme has
acted upon identified
protection needs

Not met
(score 0)
No protection
issues
addressed
during
assessment or
implementation

Evidence required
Assessment report (available)
Gender analysis (various)
Advocacy strategies (available)
Technical reports (not available)
RTE reports (available)
Evaluation (WASH internal evaluation)
Affected population feedback session
reports (not provided)
Protection and other advisor visit reports
(not provided)
Other protection actor reports (some
points in UN/GoP assessment from web)

1

Various documents highlighted security issues during the Aug 2011 flood response period (for example in the
SitReps and strategic plans). Security risks were noted related to economic inequality, infrastructure
degradation and civil unrest including specifically in Karachi. Theft, corruption, harassment, intimidation of
partners and protest activities were also identified as risks in the OI Action Plan (11 Sept 2011) and ON
Strategic Plan (Oct 2011, v2) and a range of protests and civil unrest events were documented through the OI
SitReps. In relation to the above and protection / safety of staff, the ON strategic plan proposed to maintain
acceptance by local forums and community based organisations and a good working relationship with the
district authorities as well as good collaboration between security officers of different organisations. A detailed
OGB Security Management Plan (March 2011) is available.
Protection issues highlighted in relation to beneficiaries included risks to women‟s dignity and safety re not
having easily accessible sanitation facilities, and risks to health through poor WASH. Women and young girls
are not able to defecate until after dark, which has impacts on their dignity and potentially also on their health
and livelihoods. The proposal to CIDA via OXFAM Canada (12 Oct 2011) notes that „girls and women are
often vulnerable to sexual violence, and issues of safety, security and access, which are critical to ensuring
maximum impact and a successful program‟. The gender learning review (Sept 2011) which looked at the Aug
2010 flood response noted that women beneficiaries were consulted on the locations for building latrines and
installation of water points, although the consistency of this step was not fully clear for the 2010 or 2011 flood
responses. One indication that the issue was considered however was that it was noted that 82% of women
and girls expressed satisfaction with the safety and privacy of the latrine and bathing area in the WASH
Appeal Internal Evaluation (8 Feb 2012).
The post-distribution monitoring report for EFSL (Sept-Dec 2011) asked female beneficiaries on whether they
went to the bank to cash their cheques alone (to which 42% responded yes), in groups (69%), or whether their
23
male relatives cashed their cheques on their behalf (4%) . Questions were also included on the safety of the
location for the distribution points with 84% reporting that the point was selected at a safe location. The
difficulties for female beneficiaries to access the distribution point was also investigated with 14% noting that it
was because they did not feel safe and 8% because of the dominance of males on the distribution point.
Dignity issues considered through the programme included the inclusion of soap and menstrual cloths into
hygiene kits, as well as some consideration relating to the latrine designs and location and the provision of
bathing units and menstrual washing slabs; although evidence on the numbers of bathing units and washing
slabs and hence their widespread construction, was not found. It was also noted that the request women had
made for darker and thicker cloth for menstrual use was not fully responded to at the time of the RTE (Dec
24
2011) . The beneficiaries‟ dignity was also supported through the provision of cash for work and support for
re-establishing livelihoods during the recovery phase of the emergency response.
The MEAL log frame for the recovery period, 16 December 2011 to 15 June 2012, specifically identifies an
indicator relating to women and girls expressing that they are comfortable and feel privacy using bathing
23
24

Although two sets of responses were provided on the same page for the same questions but with different data
This is a little surprising since a wide range of cloth is easily available within Pakistan
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facilities and laundry slabs. It also includes Result 10 which specifies that a protection strategy is to be
developed focussing on gender and vulnerable groups and its implementation initiated.
An advocacy document called „Pakistan‟s Floods Emergency: Lessons from a continuing crisis‟ (undated but
content includes data from Jan 2012), acknowledges a number of protection issues. It highlights that the lack
of the essentials of clean water, adequate food, and durable shelter, puts men, women and children at serious
risk of hunger and malnutrition, disease and ill health and deepening poverty, as well as risks such as bonded
labour, sexual abuse and human trafficking.
The partner agreements include a requirement for both OGB and the partner to have a „commitment to
upholding and institutionalising the law on Protection of Sexual Harassment in the Workplace (March 2010),
with a zero tolerance to sexual harassment in the organisations‟.
No evidence was available of any specific protection issues observed which were subsequently reported to
other organisations which could provide specialist help, or of collaboration of linkages with organisations
working in the protection field.
Scoring:
Based on the evidence above OI is considered to have partially met the standard for programme measures to
address dignity and protection.

3.9

Quality Standard Eight: Programme delivery addresses gender and specific
needs of vulnerable groups

Standard
Programme
delivery
addresses
gender and
specific
needs of
vulnerable
groups

Score

Met
(score 2)
Gender analysis
carried out and
documented
Programme planning
includes attention to
needs of both men
and women and
vulnerable groups
Special needs
addressed in technical
programmes

Partially met (score 1)
Gender analysis carried
out and documented
Some evidence of
attention to needs of
men and women and
vulnerable groups but
not consistent
No documentation of
special needs
addressed in technical
programmes

Not met
(score 0)
Gender mentioned
in proposals but
more of “cut and
paste”
No analysis
No evidence of
attention to needs of
men and women
and vulnerable
groups

Evidence required
Assessment report (available)
Gender analysis (brief in various
documents, plus some included in
gender review)
Technical strategies (available)
Technical reports (not available)
RTE reports (available)
Evaluation (WASH evaluation
available)
Affected population feedback session
reports (not available)

1

Gender
OXFAM undertook an Internal Gender Learning Review of Pakistan Flood Response 2010-11, with the report
published in September 2011 (in relation to the 2010 flood response period, but also from which the lessons
are relevant to the 2011 flood response). The review included a wide range of male and female beneficiaries
and staff in the programme providing information, and then the sharing of the findings through a learning
event, publication of the report, an induction pack and the intranet. A selection of the findings from this
learning review included:
Internal capacity - Gender issues were not systematically mainstreamed in the different stages of the
flood response programme cycle. The level of knowledge and skills of staff in implementing gender
mainstreaming in the flood response varied especially when many new staff were recruited in scaling up
the response. There was a lack of sex and age disaggregated data in OXFAM‟s reports and
presentations, and limited gender and social analysis.
Partners capacity – There was generally a disconnect of partners‟ awareness and practice on gender
equality programming.
Accountability – feedback mechanism – Multiple feedback mechanisms were in place two weeks after
the start of OXFAM and partners delivery with desk complaint services in the distribution points (leaflets,
posters, hot-line). In one area, one man in each village was in charge of taking feedback through the
hotline and reported to the partners. The complaints were all from men and no women raised a complaint.
One Programme Approach – The female and male Change Makers in Pakistan as the outcome of the
„We Can‟ project could have been utilised more during the flood response.
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Leadership – The focus was mainly on delivery on speedy and timely services sometimes overlooking
the quality of the responses. Putting gender equality programming into practice was weak.
Co-ordination – OXFAM did not take the initiative to play a key role in raising gender issues in the
country during the response, although this was expected by UN Women.
A range of recommendations were made in relation to gender programming in emergency responses,
including: ensuring that gender is well integrated into contingency plans, exit and recovery programme
strategies, RTE‟s to include a section on gender under Bench Mark 2, reflecting OXFAM‟s Minimum
Standards on Gender Equality and Women‟s Rights in Emergencies; that learning reviews for gender should
be integrated with those for WASH and EFSL; and that OXFAM should commission research at the middle of
the response that looks into the impacts, coping strategies, and relevant programme interventions considering
the perspectives of women and men.
Gender has been shown to have been considered in a number of different ways during the Aug 2011 floods
response including:
The data in SitReps of beneficiaries supported has generally been split by women, men and children.
Consideration was also made during the baseline (Nov 2011), where data was collected establishing
that 12 percent of households were female headed. It also identified diarrhoea prevalence by age,
and gender and age of the person collecting water as well as defecation practices. It would have been
positive if more of the data collected relating to EFSL could have been disaggregated by gender of the
head of household or age of head of household (for elderly or child headed households), such as for
average household expenses, household monthly income, food stocks, loss of assets and coping
strategies.
The post distribution monitoring report for EFSL (Sept-Dec 2011) considered the barriers for women
in cashing their cheques, although did not make any gender related recommendations in response to
the challenges faced.
Various pictures of EFSL activities indicated an awareness of gender relations and variations between
communities, and the involvement of women as well as men.
The OGB WASH Appeal Internal Evaluation (8 February 2012) makes a number of observations on
who collected water by gender, the membership of women on WASH committees (reported by
beneficiaries as 34% of committees having female members), satisfaction of women and girls with the
safety and privacy of the latrines and bathing facilities (noted as 82% were satisfied, 18% were not
satisfied) and the fact that hand-washing facilities should in future be split by gender. It also made an
observation on the need to train male hygiene promoters because women could not leave their
houses (the training of male hygiene promoters is positive, but the evaluation did not also suggest
how women would be reached if most promoters were male).
The RTE (Dec 2011) also noted that the 2011 response had improved how gender was considered in the
programme, over the way it was considered during the 2010 flood response. These included:
The deployment of the OGB Gender Advisor to work on the response for the first three weeks of the
emergency visit and also for follow up visits to conduct trainings, support assessments, distribute IEC
materials etc; and that OXFAM Australia also provided gender support to ON and partners.
The EFSL activities were specifically targeted to women and their families, with fodder distribution
lowering women‟s workload and reduced protection threats, kitchen sets benefitted whole families, and
cash grants were issued to women who were named on the cheques.
The WASH teams (PHP and PHE) staff ensured women‟s participation in deciding location of latrines and
bathing shelters, on WASH committees, and in selection of Non-Food Item (NFI) contents. For example
the size of the female sanitary cloth was increased following focus group feedback (although logistics still
struggled to procure dark material for the cloth which was also a problem in 2010), and OGB emergency
latrine design was amended to include a double plastic sheet and private L-shaped entrance when space
constraints meant they had to be located on the roadside. Male: female latrine ratios were considered by
both affiliates, potentially overcompensating in some cases: one village visited had a ratio of 0:7 male:
female latrines and there was obvious open defecation by males nearby.
OXFAM‟s Gender Standards were specifically mentioned in the Gender Learning Review (report Sept 2011)
although not specifically noted elsewhere except the use of a gender/protection checklist as part of the 2010
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Floods Recovery Plan . Some elements were however shown to be incorporated to some degree as part of
the response including using gender analysis to inform programme design, and implementation of monitoring,
evaluation and learning. Some examples were also noted particularly in relation to the 2010 flood response,
relating to ensuring participation, dignity, empowerment and accountability, such as the support of cash for
work for women for making quilts, and engagement of women in FGDs as part of the complaints system.
Partner agreements included requirements for the partner organisation (SAFWCO, January 2012) to have at
least 50% of staff being women at all levels in the organisation, especially at management level. It also
requires that the governance structure, including the Board of Directors/Trustees and / or the Management
Committee will be comprised of at least 50% women.
Vulnerable groups
The RTE (Dec 2011) noted that vulnerability was considered in relation to the work options for cash grants
where the most vulnerable beneficiaries who could not work were allowed to undertake other support activities
such as providing refreshments and could also assign another relative to collect their bank cheque. The
PEFSA-II programme was documented in pictures and indicated that 300 vulnerable families received
unconditional cash grants. This document was not dated and hence it is assumed referred to actions during
the 2010 flood response.
Children – A video on OGB website notes that child friendly approaches were used for hygiene promotion in
the 2010 flooding response and several case studies have been written based on the hygiene promotion
26
activities undertaken with children for the 2010 response . No mention was seen of scoops, potties or childfriendly latrines in IDP camp locations for smaller children. The WASH strategy, Sept 2011, includes activities
for the first phase (mid Sept – mid Dec 2011) focussed on children, such as children‟s hygiene clubs and
participatory hygiene education sessions including drama, puppet shows etc. It also mentions integrating
existing school WASH IEC materials into the programme design and also notes that existing WASH
infrastructure designs developed to support girls‟ education will also be used by the WASH team as part of the
early recovery phase.
People with mobility limitations including people with disabilities and older people – The OI Response Plan
and Strategy (September 15, 2011) mentions ensuring due regard to the needs of people with disabilities in
relation to WASH facilities but no significant evidence has been provided that this was implemented. One
mention was made in the OGB WASH Appeal Internal Evaluation Report (8 Feb 2012) that a male beneficiary
with a disability could access the sanitary facilities, but no details were given on whether specific
considerations had been included for accessibility, or the type and severity of his disability. No specific
mentions have been found relating to the specific needs of older people or responses to ensure they can
access WASH facilities and have an income, except a mention as noted above in the RTE, Dec 2011 relating
to the assignment of support activities for the most vulnerable beneficiaries which it is assumed will include
some older people.
People with HIV/AIDS or other illnesses / in poor health – Do not appear to be specifically mentioned in
relation to the 2010 or 2011 flood response.
Marginalised groups / ethnic minorities - Mention has been made in the ON Strategic Plan notes the existence
of religious minorities and discrimination that they face. The RTE (Dec 2011) noted that the staff from OGB,
ON and partners demonstrated an understanding and consideration of ethnic complexities at village level and
the presence of minority groups, and provided the example of segregating latrines by ethnic group if
necessary.
27

Livelihood groups who are most vulnerable (wage labourers, people who beg, those relying on remittances)
– The ESFL strategy for the Aug 2011 flood response identifies support for „extremely vulnerable labour-poor
households‟ and „flood affectee households‟. It notes that it will identify vulnerable households with livestock
(who has less than 5 animals).

Whilst some learning in relation to gender from the 2010 flooding event was noted by the RTE (Dec 2010), it
is a pity that learning from the previous Kashmir earthquake response in 2005/6 was not obvious. For
example details of screened toilet and bathing blocks for women and men as well as ensuring that people with
disabilities could access sanitary facilities, were both well documented in OXFAM-GB Technical Briefs and in
25

OXFAM-GB Pakistan (not dated but relating to 2010-2011 in name of file) „OXFAM GB Pakistan Humanitarian Response to Floods
Early Recovery Programme Planning‟
26
Such as: Poggo, J. A. F. (2011) „Children WASH Committees: The Catalysts for Hygiene and Sanitation Behaviour Change, 16 Feb
2011, and Hussain, S (2011) Hand Washing Practice in Children During Flood Emergency Response, Pakistan, 16 Feb, 2011
27
As identified in the report: WFP, OCHA, NDMA (2011) „Multi-sector Damage Needs Assessment Flood 2011, Oct 2011‟
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inter-agency publications. The screened block case study was also re-printed by OXFAM-GB in Gender and
Development in 2010, but still appears to have not been utilised by the OI team within Pakistan. This may
have been a function of most staff in country not having been part of the OXFAM team at the time of the
Kashmir earthquake and quick recruitment of new staff, but is an example where institutional learning of good
practice seems to have been lost. Instead there were examples of women rejecting sanitation facilities in the
2010 response, and partial improvements by screening with an L-shape in the 2011 response, but handwashing drums outside of the screened area. Hand-washing facilities were also still being shared between
males and females (both not so suitable for women and girls dealing with hand-washing during menstruation)
and not all communities being supported with bathing facilities and washing slabs.
Scoring:
Based on the evidence above OI is considered to have partially met the standard for programme delivery
addresses gender and specific needs of vulnerable groups.

3.10

Quality Standard Nine: Exit strategy/recovery plan in place

Standard
Exit strategy/
recovery plan in
place
Score

Met
(score 2)
Exit/recovery
plan in place
Evidence of use
2

Partially met (score
1)
Exit/recovery plan in
place
No evidence of use

Not met
(score 0)
No plan

Evidence required
Proposals (available)
RTE report (available)
Close of project on OPAL (not yet closed)

In relation to early recovery plans:
A document entitled OXFAM GB Pakistan Humanitarian Response to Floods Early Recovery Programme
Planning was available (no date on the document, dated in the name of the file as 2010-2011, with the
content referring to the 2010-11 flood response and provided with accompanying updated log frame and
EC programme plan for the 2011 flood response early recovery). This document reflected both EFSL and
WASH interventions.
Another document was available (no date, draft version) entitled „Early Recovery Support to Flood
Affected Communities in Pakistan, MEAL Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and Learning Strategy‟,
was also available, which reflected EFSL only in the evaluation and monitoring outcome indicators table.
This document was called the CBHA MEAL Strategy in the file name, and hence probably applies to the
INGO EFSL partnership from the 2010 flood response, although this was not confirmed.
The MEAL Toolkit (Jan 2012) has been developed for the Early Recovery period of the Aug 2011 flood
response (16 December 2011 to 15 June 2012) including activities relating to re-establishing livelihoods
(agriculture, livestock, business grants) and increasing purchasing power.
Whilst it is clear that early recovery plans exist, the lack of consistent dating of documents with similar name,
but with different content, when two similar disaster incidents have occurred in subsequent years makes
establishing evidence from documentation more challenging. This was particularly apparent for the documents
relating to early recovery. It is recommended that the OI Pakistan programme pays more attention to including
accurate dates to documents as well as titles which reflect the appropriate focus or use of the document.
An exit strategy has not yet been developed to follow on from the six months of early recovery activities, but
as this standard requires either an Exit Strategy or Recovery Plan, it is considered to have been met.
Scoring:
Based on the evidence above and the existence of the six month early recovery activities, OI is considered to
have fully met the standard for exit strategy/ recovery plan in place.
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3.11

Quality Standard Ten: Evidenced utilisation of contingency plan in last
humanitarian response

Standard
Evidenced utilisation
of contingency plan in
last humanitarian
response
Score

Met
(score 2)
Up to date
Contingency plan
Evidence of use

Partially met (score
1)
Up to date
Contingency plan
No evidence of use

Not met
(score 0)
Contingency plan
absent or not updated

Evidence required
Contingency plan (available)
RTE report (available)
Evaluation reports (not available)

2

A contingency plan was available and referred to in various documents:
The ON Strategic Plan (25 Oct, 2011, v2) notes that its programmes through the year invest in human
capacity building of local partners in support of their Contingency Plan and also noted that the districts
supported by ON and OGB for the Aug 2011 flood response were determined based on existing
programmes and the OI contingency plan.
The RTE (Dec 2011) notes that staff spoke of using the OI contingency plan to guide the response (more
so ON and partners than OGB) and felt that it was useful, such as in the early assessments. It also noted
that in addition to quick utilisation of OGB contingency stocks in Hyderabad and Mardan, ON also
activated a partner‟s contingency plan which enabled the transfer of stocks from a Punjab partner to
active partners in Sindh.
The standby agreement between OGB and UNICEF was utilised, although the RTE noted that there was
some delay in the receipt of hygiene kits funded through the agreement with UNICEF.
ON partners outside of the affected area were also seconded to locally based partners for additional HR
capacity.
A Contingency Plan was forwarded to the evaluator, but was not dated on the document (noted as DRAFT,
June 2011 in the file title) and did not include the annexes listed as included. The RTE (Dec 2011) also noted
that the latest Contingency Plan is still in draft stage and has been awaiting sign off since May 2011.
Scoring:
Based on the evidence above where the contingency plan was confirmed to have been used, OI is considered
to have fully met the standard for evidenced utilisation of the contingency plan in the last humanitarian
response. The latest version was not however complete with its annexes and had not been signed off. Hence
the OI programme in Pakistan is encouraged to finalise and sign off the document.

3.12

Quality Standard Eleven: Programme addresses advocacy issues

Standard
Programme
addresses
advocacy issues

Score

Met
(score 2)
Advocacy
strategy in
place
Evidence of
results

Partially met
(score 1)
Advocacy
strategy in place
No results

Not met
(score 0)
No strategy/ no
results

Evidence required
Programme addresses advocacy issues (yes
evidence exists)
Examples of engagement with the media (multiple
available)
Examples of engagement with Government or
humanitarian partners as appropriate (mentioned in
various documents)

2

Advocacy on the Aug 2011 floods response has been well integrated into the strategic action plans, SitRep
reporting. An „Advocacy, Media and Communications Strategy, Flood response, September 2011‟(Sept – Nov
2011 with possible extension), was initiated in week 5 after the onset of the flooding, the same week as the
President of Pakistan requested assistance from the United Nations. It includes the following objectives:
1. To communicate the scope and scale of the floods and needs of the vulnerable communities affected,
especially women and girls, to the public, international community and donors.
2. To generate media and communications materials that will ensure positive recognition on the impact of
Oxfam's emergency response programme in flood hit communities and communicate key advocacy
messages, especially the impact on women and children.
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3. To ensure that the Government of Pakistan and the international community provide the crisis-affected
population with humanitarian assistance that is adequate (in scale and scope), well targeted, timely, well
coordinated and in line with international and national minimum standards in emergencies and codes of
conduct; and pays particular attention to the protection and assistance needs of the most vulnerable,
especially women and girls.
4. Civil and military authorities guarantee safe and unhindered access to crisis affected populations. The
Pakistani authorities and foreign actors minimize the military‟s role, providing space for independent and
impartial humanitarian assistance.
5. To ensure the humanitarian and recovery response integrates longer-term issues of improved disaster
risk reduction, climate change adaptation, land rights (especially for poor women farmers), social
protection, water management and water rights, girls‟ education, and the rights of IDPs.

OXFAM in Pakistan has clearly engaged well on advocacy issues with many examples of engagement with
the media even though it faced a number of human resources challenges within the advocacy/media team
28
during the period of the 2011 flood response .
Examples of planned or implemented advocacy activities:
The ON Strategic Plan (Oct 2011, v2) highlights the need for undertaking advocacy with the Government
and the World Bank, the key donor for the project, in relation to the Left Bank Outfall Drainage System
(LBOD) which failed during the heavy rains and flooding.
OXFAM-GB website has some information on the Aug 2011 response (although still proportionally more
relating to the 2010 response).
Numerous examples of OXFAM and partners‟ engagement in the media have been listed in the SitReps,
for example interviews in local and international media listed in the OI SitRep, 13-15 Sept.
The RTE (Dec 2010) noted:
o

Collaboration between OGB and ON on advocacy and media has been good throughout the
response, with sharing of resources, discussion on priority areas for advocacy and division of
tasks. OGB led on international advocacy and media (prioritising the funding shortage), and ON
focused in-country (working with partners on local issues such as the LBOD).

o

The activism of partners in local advocacy and media has been a notable feature of the response,
and there are opportunities for OGB to link to this material in advocacy on DRR. Partners have
also been pro-active in use of social media such as You Tube, Facebook, Twitter and blogs. This
is an interesting development allowing timely, on-the-spot media work, however partners had little
idea of how to measure the impact of their social media activities, and this could included in the
forthcoming media training for partners by ON staff.

o

As in previous emergencies, OGB senior staff dedicated considerable efforts to advocacy and
lobbying through the Pakistan Humanitarian Forum (PHF) on topics such as late declaration of
the emergency, programme restrictions (UCGs, assessments), visas for international staff and
funding needs. This input was well valued by other NGOs.

However, the Gender Learning Review (Sept 2011) indicated that UN Women had noted that it felt that
OXFAM had not taken the initiative to play a key role in raising the gender issue in country in the period of the
response. It is not clear if OI started to increase their engagement in this area during the Aug 2011 flood
response, although raising awareness on the needs of women and girls and the most vulnerable was included
as an objective in the Advocacy, Media and Communications Strategy (Sept 2011).
The Advocacy, Media and Communication Strategy, also includes a list of ways that successful advocacy,
media and communications will look like (pg 6&7), although it was considered in country that some of these
were unrealistic considering the short time period of the programme and the context. Evidence of the outputs
and results of the advocacy efforts have included:
Materials were produced to be used with supporters, donors and at international level including concept
notes and media articles.
Some media coverage was undertaken on response activities and successes.
28

Chughati, S (2012) Personal communication
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OXFAM press releases in the national & international media including on the funding shortfalls . The
OGB team in country noted that there had been a scale up of donor resources, but still insufficient to meet
30
the needs in Sindh Province fully and OI did not manage to meet its target of 75% of funding met within
the first three months.
Both EFSL and WASH staff provided technical guidance to other Cluster members, whether through
presentations at meetings (e.g. latrines in high water tables), or sharing of technical approaches (e.g.
calculation/rationale for the 7,000PKR cash grant). OGB also led a „Cash Working Group‟ for
EFSL/WASH. This input was appreciated by other NGOs (for example around 30 other NGOs adopted
31
OGB‟s cash grant calculation) and Cluster leads .
A few of the indicators were also met, but where the team in country noted that it would be difficult to
attribute this to the result of OXFAM‟s advocacy – these included: donors channelling their funds through
a diversity of mechanisms (although the percentage split was not known); the key clusters such as
WASH, food security, protection and health functioned in all provinces and at federal levels; humanitarian
assistance was generally provided on the basis of agreed vulnerability criteria; at least two other INGOs
did appropriately scale up their responses in Sindh commensurate with the immense needs; and
humanitarian assistance generally took place without undue military interference.
Scoring:
This standard was challenging to score because it was difficult to identify evidence as to whether the
advocacy by OI had an impact on the ground. A detailed Advocacy, Media and Communications Strategy was
developed early on with a range of indicators for success, although in hindsight some indicators were not felt
appropriate for the time-scale or context. A number of the indicators were however met, although it is difficult
to attribute a number of them to the OGB advocacy; although it is also difficult to establish that OGB advocacy
was not one of the contributing factors. Because there was evidence of other NGOs being influenced by
OGBs efforts in the Cash Working Group, there was some increase in donor funds seen and because of the
existence of the strategy and a range of advocacy / media activities having been undertaken, OI is for the
purposes of this evaluation considered to have met the standard for programme addresses advocacy issues.
However this is a marginal ‘have met’ scoring. Additional evidence of attribution would have made the scoring
a stronger ‘have met’ score.

3.13

Quality Standard Twelve: Programme is linked to/will be linked to DRR
interventions in area

Standard
Programme is
linked to/will be
linked to DRR
interventions in
area
Score

Met
(score 2)
Evidence of DRR links
either before or after
RTE and evaluation
looks at DRR
Planning and proposals
have DRR focus
2

Partially met
(score 1)
Mention of DRR
links either before
or after
No evidence of
actual plans or
activities

Not met
(score 0)
No mention
No plans to
include in future
programmes

Evidence required
Programme is linked to/will be linked
to DRR interventions in area (evidence
available)
Plans and proposals with DRR
included (Sindh Project Update, early
recovery plans include DRR)

OGB has an on-going programme „Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction and Livelihood Programme in
Drought, Cyclone and Flood Affected Areas‟ (PKNB44) in Sindh Province, funded by the EU and OGB (June
2008 – June 2012). The OGB website also provides evidence that OI has considered Disaster Risk Reduction
(DRR) as part of the 2010 flood response. It shows examples of preparedness training for communities
including early warning and evacuation routines, first aid and the construction of raised platforms in trees to
store furniture and possessions when the flood risk is highest. Two OXFAM Briefing Papers are downloadable
32
from the OGB website covering areas related to reconstruction, and resilience . Both are advocacy
documents including recommendations for different actors on the way forward. Another document on the OGB
website, documenting community-based research on climate change, poverty and environmental crisis in

29

Example of media coverage: http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/pakistan/8876873/Pakistan-facing-unimaginablecatastrophe-after-second-year-of-floods.html
30
Chughati, S (2012) Personal communication
31
Brooks, N, Sutton, T, Khalid, A & Haider, M (2011) Real Time Evaluation of OXFAM International‟s Response to the 2011 Pakistan
Floods, August – December 2011
32
OXFAM (2011) „Six months into the floods; Resetting Pakistan‟s priorities through reconstruction‟, 144 OXFAM Briefing Paper, 26
January 2011; and OXFAM (2011) „Ready or Not; Pakistan‟s resilience to disasters one year on from the floods‟, 26 July 2011
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disaster prone areas of Pakistan
advocacy work for some years.
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also shows how a focus on DRR has been a key part of OXFAM‟s

A document entitled OXFAM GB Pakistan Humanitarian Response to Floods Early Recovery Programme
Planning (no date on the document, dated in the name of the file as 2010-2011, with the content referring to
the 2010-11 flood response and provided with accompanying updated logframe and EC programme plan for
the 2011 flood response early recovery). It notes that: DRR activities will be integrated into the early recovery
phase; advice and inputs from the country DRR team will be sought; linkages will be developed with the
country programme so that as the emergency phases out initiatives can be continued to strengthen disaster
preparedness; and that activities will aim to address current problems, but also seek to mitigate future shocks
from disasters. The MEAL log frame, 16 Dec 2011 to 15 June 2012, includes a mention of DRR being
mainstreamed across all sectors, although it is not clear why this has been linked with the Result for a
complaints mechanism (Result 9: Functional and responsive complaints mechanism in place in all field
locations and DRR is mainstreamed across sectors)?
An email communication between Neva Khan, the Country Director, and Orla Murphy, the Regional
th
Humanitarian Co-ordinator, dated the 11 September 2011 indicated that boats provided as part of OGBs
previous programming were being used for the flood response. It would be useful to have an evaluation or
learning exercise related to the DRR preparations from the 2010 flooding response to build on this
observation and see what impacts they had for affected communities during the 2011 flood events. A listing of
evaluation plans (not dated) relating to the early recovery programmes supported by various donors in
response to the 2010 flooding, was listed (ECHO, DFID, CIDA, AusAid, OXFAM America Hilton, EC-NSA and
CBHA Consortium), but none were seen by the evaluator. It is not clear if any evaluations have yet been
undertaken of the impact of the DRR activities after the Aug 2011 flooding events.
Scoring:
Based on the evidence above OI is considered to have fully met the standard for programme is linked to/will
be linked to DRR interventions in area.
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OXFAM GB (2009) „Climate Change, Poverty and Environmental Crisis in the Disaster Prone Areas of Pakistan‟, Community based
Research, Nov 2011
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Annex 1: Maps of affected regions
The following maps indicate the progression of the August 2011 flooding events within a few days of the rains starting (14 August 2011), within one
month (12 September 2011) and after 4 months (1 January 2012).
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Annex 2: Global Humanitarian Indicator Tool (Matrix & Guidelines for Collecting Evidence)
Global Humanitarian Indicator: % of people who received humanitarian support from responses meeting
established standards for excellence disaggregated by sex
RAPID ONSET EMERGENCY – EARTHQUAKE, SUDDEN FLOODS, TSUNAMI, CYCLONES, TYPHOONS,
HURRICANES, SUDDEN CONFLICT WITH DISPLACEMENT, AWD OUTBREAKS
Number Quality standard
1
2
3

6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Partially met
(score 2)

Not met
(score 0)

Met
(score 2)

Partially met
(score 1)

Not met
(score 0)

Timeliness - initial assessments on the first day after a disaster and assistance started
within three days
Coverage – as appropriate to context (500,000 to 1,000,000 in a large-scale programme)
Technical aspects of programme measured against Sphere and Oxfam quality standards

Number Quality standard
4
5

Met
(score 4)

Indicators (both process and impact) in place and being measured
Feedback/complaints system in place and functioning and documented evidence of
consultation and participation
Partners fully engaged in all aspects of the project cycle
Programme reflects measures to address dignity and protection issues
Programme delivery addresses gender and specific needs of vulnerable groups
Exit strategy/recovery plan in place
Evidenced utilisation of contingency plan in last humanitarian response
Programme addresses advocacy issues
Programme is linked to/will be linked to DRR interventions in area
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Guidelines for collecting evidence
Quality
Evidence needed
standard
1
Initial assessment report
RTE report
Sitreps from first three weeks
Request for CatFunds
Date of first concept note
2
Coverage assessment using the scale
RTE reports
3

Proposals
PH and EFSL strategies
Technical adviser visits
LogFrames and monitoring frameworks
Gender analysis
Accountability strategy
Sitreps and donor reports
RTE and other evaluation reports
Monitoring reviews

Quality
Evidence needed
standard
4
LogFrame in proposals
Logic model and outcome statements in
PIPs
Monitoring framework
Reporting – technical reports, donor
reports
Evaluations
Outcome statement on OPAL
34

Met
(score 4)
Initial assessment on the
first day and assistance
within 3-5 days

Partially met
(score 2)
Initial assessment within
first 5 days and assistance
within one week

Not met
(score 0)
Initial assessment after a
more than a week and
assistance after that

25% of total affected
population in a rapid onset
with a 1,000,000 ceiling
Sphere and other quality
standards34 proposed and
put in place
Training in standards
carried out for staff and
partners
Indicators use standards
Standards evaluated

N/A

25% not met

Sphere and other quality
standards proposed
Some evidence of use of
standards but no
evaluation
Some evidence of training
but not widespread

No mention of standards
No training

Partially met
(score 1)
Indicators for process and
outcomes in the LogFrame
and monitoring framework
Little documentation of
progress measured
against indicators

Not met
(score 0)
No LogFrame
No indicators

Met
(score 2)
Indicators for process and
outcomes in the LogFrame
and monitoring framework
Progress monitored against
indicators
Evaluation report includes
indictors and how these
demonstrate outcomes

Including accountability, OI MEAL and gender minimum standards

34

5

6

7

8

9

Feedback/complaints system
Follow up mechanism
Evidence of use and follow-up
Evidence of complaints being addressed
and reported on to complainant
Evidence of consultation with community
Evidence of feedback incorporated into
planning
Partnership agreements
RTE reports
Planning meeting minutes
Evaluation
Technical adviser visits
Assessment report
Gender analysis
Advocacy strategies
Technical reports
RTE reports
Evaluation
Affected population feedback session
reports
Protection and other advisor visit reports
Other protection actor reports
Assessment report
Gender analysis
Technical strategies
Technical reports
RTE reports
Evaluation
Affected population feedback session
reports
Proposals
RTE report
Close of project on OPAL

All aspects in place

Documented partner
involvement in all stages
Partner feedback is positive

Assessments look at safe
access to services and other
protection issues
Documented evidence that
programmes respond to
identified protection issues
Protection issues identified
by other actors acted upon
Protection expertise called in
when programme requires it
Gender analysis carried out
and documented
Programme planning
includes attention to needs of
both men and women and
vulnerable groups
Special needs addressed in
technical programmes
Exit/recovery plan in place
Evidence of use

At least three aspects in
place or
An ad hoc participatory
feedback system that is
not formalised
Ad hoc evidence of
participation and use of
feedback
Partner involvement n
some stages of
programme
Partner feedback is partly
negative
Assessments look at safe
access to services and
other protection issues
No documentation that
programme has acted
upon identified protection
needs

None in place
No informal participatory
system
No evidence of
participation

Gender analysis carried
out and documented
Some evidence of
attention to needs of men
and women and vulnerable
groups but not consistent
No documentation of
special needs addressed
in technical programmes
Exit/recovery plan in place
No evidence of use

Gender mentioned in
proposals but more of “cut
and paste”
No analysis
No evidence of attention to
needs of men and women
and vulnerable groups

No involvement
Only negative feedback

No protection issues
addressed during
assessment or
implementation

No plan
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10

11
12

Contingency plan
RTE report
Evaluation reports
Programme addresses advocacy issues
Programme is linked to/will be linked to
DRR interventions in area

Up to date Contingency plan
Evidence of use
Advocacy strategy in place
Evidence of results
Evidence of DRR links either
before or after
RTE and evaluation looks at
DRR
Planning and proposals have
DRR focus

Up to date Contingency
plan
No evidence of use
Advocacy strategy in place
No results
Mention of DRR links
either before or after
No evidence of actual
plans or activities

Contingency plan absent
or not updated
No strategy/ no results
No mention
No plans to include in
future programmes
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Annex 3: Sources of Data
1. Documentation
Notes:
i.

Where documents were sourced from the internet, this has been noted (Web).
Document /Topic

Assessments, baseline reports
Initial assessment reports & baseline
reports

Assessment reports of other actors:
UN, partners, other agencies,
governmental bodies
SitReps, media reports
All Sitreps
Evidence of decision regarding
frequency of SitReps

Relating to 2010 flooding response
or prepared pre-Aug 2011
Dates of reports
Date received
(2012)
SWAT-EFSL Baseline report – no date
Baseline assessment: Upper Sindh, Feb
2011
Dera Ismail Khan EFSL Baseline report
– no date

Early Jan
Early Jan
Early Jan

Relating to the Aug 2011 flooding event
or prepared Aug 2011-to-date
Dates of reports
Date received
(2012)
Baseline report – Sindh – Nov 11
Summary of assessments following
Aug 2011 flooding – no date, no title
SitRep format reports / assessment reports:
14 Aug – Mary Weir, Wafa Patan, Sohil
Aziz (re 10-11 Aug) – based on
meetings
15 Aug – Omar, Wafa, Khurram –
assessment in Tharparker
15 Aug – Sajjid, Sohail, Sius (re 10-11
Aug) – assessment in Taluka
Mirpurkhas
16 Aug – Nabeela Hakro (re-14-15
Aug) – rapid assessment but not clear
where exactly to – included Badin
District
16 Aug – Sabiha Baloch and Mary
Weir (re 9-10 Aug) – to two IDP camps
in Union Councils of Tando Bago and
Badin
GoP/UN assessment report – Oct 2011
Various maps Aug 11-Jan 12

Early Jan
Mid-Feb

Mid-Aug to mid Nov 11 (ON and OI
several)
17 Nov – 31 Dec 2011 (OI)
Several email communications
including situation updates – Aug &
Sept 2011

Early Jan

Mid-Feb

Mid-Feb
Mid-Feb

Mid-Feb

Mid-Feb

Web – Jan
Web - Jan

Mid-Feb
March
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Media statements, media reports

Updates and reports from other
organisations

Advocacy documents

Proposals, emergency and early
recovery / DRR plans, budgets,
audits
Planning meeting minutes
Funding grid

First concept note, dated and including
evidence of proposed coverage
Plus
Request for Catastrophe Funds
Plus
Proposals

OGB website on 2010 flooding with
videos, photos, human interest stories,
articles
Inter-Agency RTE of 2010 flood
response, DARA

Web - Jan

Climate Change, Poverty and
Environmental Crisis in the Disaster
Prone Areas in Pakistan, OXFAM GB,
Nov 2009
Ready or Not, Pakistan‟s Resilience to
Disasters One Year on From the Floods,
OXFAM-GB, 26 July 2011
Six months into the floods, Resetting
Pakistan‟s Priorities Through
Reconstruction, OXFAM GB, 26 January
2011

Web – Jan

Budget vs actual report as of 30-4-2011

Early Jan

CIDA – WASH and shelter flood
emergency response Sindh, Pakistan,
proposal – 5 January 2011

Early Jan

Web – Jan

Internal – Pakistan flood media brief,
24 Nov 2011
OGB webpages on 2011 flooding
OCHA Monsoon Updates
Web reports other agencies
Pakistan Humanitarian Forum briefings
– Sept & Nov 2011

Early Jan
Web - Jan

Funding grid, OGB – to 28 Sept 2011
and to 12 Oct 2011
Funding grid – 12/12/2011
General Concept Note, Sept 13, 2011
R04115 ECHO Proposal 17.10.11 –
TS1
UNICEF PCA Joint Proposal, Annex 1
(11 Oct 2011 – 10 Jan 2012)
UNICEF PCA Joint Proposal, Annex 1
(19 Sept – 18 Dec 2011)
OGB Concept Note for OXFAM
Germany
OGB Proposal to OXFAM Canada
„Monsoon Floods Emergency WASH
and EFSL response, Sindh, Pakistan,
12 Oct 2011
AusAid Preliminary Concept Note, 13
Aug 2011
Floods & IDPs Donor Reporting
Schedule, Dec 2011-April 2012, 8 Dec
2011

Early Jan

Web – Jan
Web – Jan
Early Jan

Web – Jan

Web - Jan

Mid-Feb
March
Mid-Feb
Mid-Feb
Mid-Feb
Mid-Feb
Mid-Feb

Mid-Feb
Mid-Feb
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Logical frameworks, monitoring
frameworks

Internal audit (where applicable)
Logic model and outcome statements
in PIPs
Outcome statement on OPAL

Close of project on OPAL with exit
strategy
Emergency and early recovery / DRR
log-frame‟s, strategies and plans OXFAM

M&E framework – ECHO (OI) – no date
M&E framework – CIDA – no date
LFM – SWAT and Shangla – Early
Recovery – Jan to April 2011

Early Jan
Early Jan
Early Jan

Logic models – Aug 2010, Nov 2010,
April 2011
Outcome statement from OPAL relating
to Kyber Pakhunkhwa and Sindh
Provinces - time-frame Aug to Nov 10

Early Jan

OGB Pakistan Humanitarian Response
to Floods Early Recovery Programme
Planning – log frame and associated
documents relating to post 2010
response

Early Jan

30 Jan

Emergency, early recovery, DRR plans
– from others
Contact lists
Contingency plans, strategies
Contingency Plan

OXFAM and partners in Pakistan,
Contingency plan 2011, A guide to
emergency response – June 2011 (draft)

Early Jan

Pakistan Emergency Floods Response
2011: Lograme, Duration 6 Months –
14 Sept 201 (assumed to be 2011)
Pakistan Emergency Floods Response
2011: MEAL Plan, Sept 2011
OXFAM, MEAL Toolkit, Pakistan Flood
Response, Hyderabad, Jan 2012 including MEAL framework, log-frame
and monitoring and reporting tool and
schedule (16 Dec – 15 June 2012) and
a range of blank information collection
forms

March

Email communications re changes on
PIP00697 – until Sept 2011
It was noted that the Aug – Nov 2010
Outcome statement still stands for the
Aug 2011 onwards flood response
(although the time-frames and dates
for data collection remain in 2010)

Early Jan

OXFAM International Action Plan – 11
Sept 2011
OI Response Plan & Strategy – 15
Sept 2011
ON response plan – Pakistan floods
2011, v2, 25 Oct 2011
Pakistan Emergency Floods Response
- Dec 2011 – 15 June 2012 (log-frame
for early recovery phase for WASH &
EFSL & associated documents)
Early recovery support to flood affected
communities in Pakistan, MEAL
Strategy – no date
UN, Pakistan Rapid Response Plan
Floods, 2011 (Sept – March 2012) &
OXFAM-GB specific sheet
OXFAM GB Contact List – updated
18/2/12

Early Jan

Early Jan

30 Jan

Early Jan
Early Jan
28 Jan

Web - Jan

Mid-Feb

June 2011 draft still relevant
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Public Health/ WASH Strategy

EFSL Strategy and other documents

Accountability strategy
Advocacy strategy / media and
communications strategy / internal
communications plan

Internal Communications Strategy –
Pakistan, Feb 2011

Early Jan

Examples of advocacy in the media, on
websites etc

OXFAM-GB website

Jan

Gender analysis / strategy

Gender learning review – June-July 11

28 Jan

Security plans

OGB Security Management Plan –
Pakistan Programme, March 2011

Early Jan

Partnerships
Partnership agreements

WASH Strategy – Flood emergency
response Pakistan (draft v2) – no date
WASH & EFSL Strategy – Flood
Emergency Response, Pakistan –
2011 – Draft Version 1 – no date (but
refers to Aug 2011 floods)
WASH & EFSL Strategy – Flood
Emergency Response, Pakistan –
2011 – Draft Version 1 – no date (but
refers to Aug 2011 floods)

Early Jan

OXFAM advocacy, media and
communications strategy, flood
response, Sept 2011
Internal Communications Plan (not
dated but related to the 2011 flood
response)
Summary of progress / results vs the
advocacy / media strategy – email from
Shaheen Chughtai
OXFAM-GB website
Various media reports – through links
provided in SitReps & sent from
advocacy team
Gender Learning Review, June-July
2011 is still valid
March 2011 security plan is still valid

Early Jan

The following documents relate to the
partnership agreement between SAFWCO
and OGB for the period 15 Jan – 14 July
2012:
Correspondence with partners re the
funding agreement, 23 Dec 2011 – 16
Jan 2012
Budget, SAFWCO, Early Recovery
WASH & EFSL Project District
Sanghar Sindh
Letter of agreement between OXFAM
GB and SAFWCO
OGB Proposal – Early Recovery
WASH & EFSL Project for Flood
Affected Communities in District

Mid-Feb

March

March

Jan
Jan - March

Feb
Jan

All mid-Feb
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Reports documenting partnership
strengths / challenges
Documents confirming capacity
building with partners

Monitoring, visit, evaluation reports,
documentation of good practice,
progress reports, donor reports
RTE report
Technical advisor visits reports

Protection and other advisor visit
reports
Other evaluation reports

Monitoring reviews and reports and
progress reports

Learning forums and lessons
documents

Working notes on CBHA MEAL Strategy
workshop (partner meeting) – no date

Early Jan

Michel Anglade visit report – 20 Jan 11
Clemence Nyamandi, MEAL Coordinator, field visit report, 29-30 July 11

Early Jan
Early Jan

End of project evaluation – emergency
WASH response for IDPs and host
families, Kohat district by CHIP Training
& Consulting (Pvt) Ltd.(draft, July 2011)
Shakeel Ahmad, MEAL Officer
SABWON Marden, Spot Check (EFSL)
Report, March-April 2011
Post-distribution monitoring, Conditional
cash grant programme – Upper Sindh
floods response, Jan 2011
Pakistan Floods, Progress Report, July
2010/July 2011
OI in Pakistan floods response, progress
monitoring report, MEAL Department, 121 July 2011

Early Jan

Pakistan floods response – WASH –
EFSL Learning Forum, Lahore, February
2011

Early Jan

Early Jan

Early Jan
Web – Jan
Early Jan

Sanghar, SAFWCO
Section 2: Assessing capacity for
Specific Project Delivery: Partner
Organisation and OXFAM GB
RTE (Dec 2011)

28 Jan

RTE report – 29 Dec 11

28 Jan

Pakistan flood response, 2011, WASH
Appeal Internal Evaluation Report,
Compiled by MEAL Department, OGBPakistan, 2011, 8 Feb 2011
OXFAM Pakistan Programme Sindh
Project Update; Summary of OXFAM
GB‟s work – no date (but appears to
have been prepared after the 2010
flooding but with some update for the
2011 flooding)
Targets vs achievements – relief phase
– floods response 2011 (excel spread
sheet, Updated 16 Jan 2011
EFSL first phase response – Sindh
flood 2011, Post Distribution
Monitoring Report, Sept-Dec 2011
PKNC45 Summary Details (excel
spreadsheet - no date, but includes
reference to period Sept 2011 to Jan
2012 in partner sheets)
Pakistan‟s Floods Emergency: lessons
from a continuing crisis – for sign off 8
Feb 2012 (relates to Aug 2011 floods)

Mid-Feb

Mid-Feb

Mid-Feb

Mid-Feb

Feb
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Case studies, documented examples
of good practice
Photographs, videos of responses

Gender Learning Review – June / July
2011
Mosquito net distribution and its impact
and need in flood affected areas – no
date
Videos of elements of OGB response to
2010 floods

28 Jan
Early Jan

Web - Jan

Other technical information
Accountability system reports,
protection evidence
Documented evidence of
feedback/complaints system

Documented evidence of existence of
follow up mechanism

Documented evidence of complaints
being addressed and reported on to
the complainant
Evidence of feedback incorporated into
planning
Affected population feedback session
reports
Other protection actor reports

Telephone feedback mechanism
protocol, 4/12/10
Report on accountability feedback
system in Sukkur – no date
Analysis of complaints from Shahbaz,
Sabimandi and JS Shewan Camp for the
Month of Feb 2011
Accountability complaints from camps,
accountability FGDs, 3/5/11
Accountability feedback system report,
March 2011
Report on accountability feedback
system in Sukkur – no date
Accountability feedback system report,
March 2011
Report on accountability feedback
system in Sukkur – no date

PEFSA-II in snaps, Sindh Pakistan –
no date
EFSL Kitchen Set Distribution by
SAFWCO EFSL Team: District
Sanghar, Teshil Shehdadpur – not
dated on document but file date
27/9/2011)

Mid-Feb

Kit lists for Pakistan flood response,
2011 – Sept 2011

Early Jan

RTE, Dec 2011

28 Jan

Mid-Feb

Early Jan
Early Jan
Early Jan

Early Jan
Early Jan
Early Jan
Early Jan
Early Jan
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International and Oxfam standards
The following were also used as a resource:
Standard
Sphere standards
HAP standards
People in Aid standards
WASH minimum standards
EFSVL minimum standards
MEAL minimum standards
Gender minimum standards
Oxfam Programme standards
(standard 8 especially)
Red Cross Code of Conduct
Oxfam Protection Minimum
standards
Oxfam Programme Cycle
Management
Minimum DRR?

Available where?
www.sphereproject.org
http://www.hapinternational.org/standards.aspx
http://www.peopleinaid.org/pool/files/code/code-en.pdf
https://sumus.oxfam.org/emn-emergency-food-security-and-vulnerablelivelihoods-subgroup
https://sumus.oxfam.org/emn-wash-subgroup
https://sumus.oxfam.org/emn-meal-subgroup
http://sumus.oxfam.org/emn-gender-subgroup
https://sumus.oxfam.org/emn-meal-subgroup/documents/programstandards-oxfam-working-towards-agreed-set-standards-across-oi
http://www.icrc.org/eng/resources/documents/publication/p1067.htm
Being developed by EMN subgroup
http://intranet.oxfam.org.uk/programme/pm/guide-topcm/index.htm#resources
Draft being prepared – EMN subgroup

2. Interviews
None were undertaken

3. Correspondence
The following OGB staffs have assisted in the evaluation through providing guidance, access to documents,
or email communication on specific questions.
Name
Position
Information on the Pakistan response
Ashfaq Ahmad
MEAL Co-ordinator, OGB, Pakistan
Mary Kudla
OXFAM GB HSP-PC, Deployed to Pakistan Pakistan, OGB
Natasha Kamal
Programme Manager Advocacy Media & Communications,
OGB, Pakistan
Orla Murphy
Regional Humanitarian Co-ordinator – South Asia, OGB
Shaheen Chughtai
Humanitarian Policy Advisor, Humanitarian and Security
Issues Team, Campaigns and Policy Division, OGB Pakistan
Support for the process
Hassan Mahmood
HSP – MEAL, Programme Performance and Accountability
Team, OGB
Helen Bushell
Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and Learning Team
Manager, OGB, UK
Vivien Walden
Global Humanitarian MEL Advisor

Male

Female

1
1
1
1
1

1
1

3

1
5
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Annex 4: Timeline for situation and action for first six weeks of emergency response
The following timeline has taken information from the OXFAM SitReps for the initial 6 weeks of the emergency response, five OGB rapid assessment reports
(all from mid Aug 2011), some email communications and additional situation data from OCHA SitReps.
Timeline of changing situation and OI response to the Aug 2011 flooding – initial 6 weeks

Table 6 -

10 Aug

11
12

Humanitarian situation
& Government of Pakistan & UN key actions
Rains started

First reports of flooding and damage
OCHA SitRep – reporting intense rains over Lower
Sindh across Tharparker, Badin, Umarkot,
Mirpukhas, Tando, Muhammad Khan and Thatta.
Initial reports coming in of thousands of households
being affected in some districts.

13
Week
1

14

15
16
17
18

Week
2

Week
3

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

OCHA SitRep – reports coming in indicating a range
of different events occurring from flash floods, urban
flooding, and beaches of the Left Bank Outfall Drain.
Initial reports of 20 deaths, affected population
between 500,000 to 750,000. IDPs 50,000 approx in
86 camps. Humanitarian support has not yet been
requested.

OI action
9-10 – OGB rapid assessment in IDP camps in Union Councils of Tando
Bago and Badin
10-11 – OGB Aug rapid assessment in Thatta District
10-11 Aug – OGB rapid assessment in Taluka Mirpurkhas
ON partner dispatched assessment team

Reference documents
OGB rapid assessment reports x 3 in
SitRep format, dated 14, 15 and16 Aug
2011
OXFAM Novib SitRep, 11 August
OCHA SitRep – 12 Aug 2011
Email from Neva Khan, dated 15 Aug, with
SitRep dated 12 Aug (not attached)

Date of assessment not clear – but rapid assessment report of the 15
Aug 2011 indicated a 2-3 day rapid assessment by OGB in Tharparker
District
14-15 Aug – OGB rapid assessment in Badin

OGB rapid assessment report in SitRep
format, dated 15 Aug 2011
OCHA SitRep – 14 Aug 2011
OGB rapid assessment report in SitRep
format, dated 16 Aug 2011

ON Partner LHDP (local partner in Badin) completed its rapid
assessment & LDHP has started its relief activities (IDP assessments
and registration, hygiene kits with mosquito nets, hygiene promotion
sessions and co-ordination meetings).

OXFAM OI SitRep, 15-28 Aug
Emergency still categorised as a Cat 3,
ON as the lead

Noted that the ON team contacted OGB on the 2 Sept to share the
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Week
4

30
31
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8
9
10
11

12
13

situation on Sindh after the stormy rains during the week
Several partners of ON (LHDP, SAFWCO, PDI and HELP in Badin,
Benzairabad and South Punjab) had shared their assessments / SitReps
or were about to share their response strategies with ON
Flooding occurring in Sindh, Baluchistan and
Punjab. Population affected in Sindh now estimated
at 3.8 million with 136 deaths and 1,452 relief
camps. No official request for support as of yet from
Provincial and Federal levels although some district
administrations have been making bilateral requests
for support.
Estimated 4.9 million people affected (NDMA and
UN-OCHA) including 22 out of 23 provinces of
Sindh. PDMA data indicates that in Sindh there were
199 deaths, 222,942 individuals displaced and 2,243
camps with nearly 1 million houses being damaged
or destroyed. NDMA considers the situation in Sindh
to be worse than the 2010 floods.
7 Sept, the President of Pakistan officially called on
the UN for support. Cluster system partly reactivated.
10 Sept joint NDMA and UN team started in Sindh
for an inter-agency assessment.
Clusters activated.

Week
5

Week

14
15

Sindh rapid assessment – 1.9 million houses
damaged or destroyed, over 301,000 IDPs (78,000

Local ON partner TRDP and SAFWCO continuing their assessments.
Indications of poor WASH facilities in camps established by the district
administration in Johi city.

OXFAM OI SitRep, 28 Aug – 3 Sept
Emergency still categorised as a Cat 3,
ON as the lead

OXFAM OI SitRep, 4-7 Sept
Emergency still categorised as a Cat 3,
ON as the lead

SAFCOW, AMRDF and GDRO partners shared updated
assessment data.
OGB – speaking with SAFWCO, PDI, RDF about possible response
ON – undertaking assessments with partners – SAFWCO, LHDP,
PDI, PFF. Partners not based in the region also offered support in
the firm of HR capacity – Doaba Foundation, Help Foundation,
CPB, possibly IRSP
No programmes planned to date directly by OGB or ON.
Advocacy, Comms, & Media Strategy in progress plus Internal
Comms plan in progressed to be finalised by end of 11 Sept.
ON concluding their rapid assessment by 13 Sept.
Five ON partners started a joint 3-day rapid assessment in 6
severely affected districts in Sindh.
ON response so far- reported assisted 43,161 beneficiaries (30,175
through evacuation, 6,493 people through the distribution of
hygiene kits or hygiene sessions)
OGB response so far – reported assistance 3,548 people through
water provision and hygiene sessions
ON – target of beneficiaries 35,000 (Thatta), 70,000 (Umer Kpt),
70,000 (Shaheed Benazirabad) – WASH, emergency food, LH
(assumed to mean livelihoods), emergency shelter, NFIs
OGB – target of beneficiaries 42,000 (Sanghar), 28,000 (Mirpur) WASH
OGB – first press release to the media issued on 13 Sept
ON had committed Euro 250,000 and OGB had committed GBP
250,000 – and discussions were on-going with various donors
OGB – HR plan developed and Islamabad staff reinforced
Hyderabad based staff
ON – had 4 team members on the ground to assist partners in
assessments
OGB – started moving equipment and supplies to the affected
areas and procurement
MEAL OGB - Applied for toll free number for feedback and
complaints
Range of media activities on-going in local and international media
ON – target of beneficiaries 35,000 (Thatta), 70,000 (Umer Kot),

OXFAM OI SitRep, 7-11 Sept
Emergency re-categorised as a Cat 2 by
OXFAM in country in discussion with the
Regional Humanitarian Co-ordinator on 9
Sept and OGB took over the lead

OXFAM OI SitRep, 11-13 Sept
Cat-2 response OGB as lead

OXFAM OI SitRep, 13-15 Sept
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women, 140,000 children) in 2150 relief camps

16
17

18
19

20
21

16 - UN Flash response planned to be launched on
this date (later revised to 18th). WASH Cluster
appeal requesting USD 70.2 million (including OGB
and ON).
CERF Appeal – total USD 15 million of which USD
2.5 to 3 million for WASH
Political strikes, rallies mentioned
18 - UN Flash response planned to be launched on
this date – launched at USD 357 million

NMDA update for Sindh:
8.1 million people affected
Badin worst affected then Sanghar, Shaheed
Benzirabad, Umerkot
6.6 million acres of land affected
1.5 million houses partially or fully damaged
2,923 relief camps established

70,000 (Shaheed Benazirabad) – WASH, emergency food, LH,
emergency shelter, NFIs
OGB – target of beneficiaries 119,000 (Sanghar), 119,000 (Mirpur)
- WASH & EFSL
ON response so far- reported assisted 64,416 beneficiaries (43,832
through evacuation, 6,292 people through the distribution of
hygiene kits, 3,409 through hygiene sessions, 10,883 through water
supply)
OGB response so far – reported assistance 9,810 people through
water provision, 2,645 through hygiene sessions, and 1,400
through provision of soaps and NFI kits / buckets
Target beneficiaries for OGB and ON – as above
Progress to date - details provided in SitRep but not included in this
table – see SitRep of 19-21 for update

Cat-2 response OGB as lead

OXFAM OI SitRep, 15-17 Sept
Cat-2 response OGB as lead

Target beneficiaries for OGB and ON – as above
Progress to date - details provided in SitRep but not included in this
table – see SitRep of 19-21 for update
ON – target of beneficiaries 70,000 (Tharparker Mithi), 70,000
(Umer Kot), 70,000 (Shaheed Benazirabad), 161,000 (Badin) –
WASH, emergency food, LH, emergency shelter, NFIs
OGB – target of beneficiaries 203,111 (Sanghar), 119,000
(Mirpurkhas), Tando Muhammad Khan (70,000), Tando Allah Yar
(56,000) - WASH & EFSL
ON progress to date – WASH activities (75,486) - includes all for
water, 2,340 for sanitation, 2,400 for hygiene sessions, 6,293 for
hygiene kits, No EFSL activities to date, 57,197 for search and
rescue
OGB progress to date – WASH activities (27,831) - includes all for
water, none for sanitation, 5,430 for hygiene sessions, 8,813 for
hygiene kits, 4,520 for soap distribution; No EFSL activities to date
Second date that OGB has noted some MEAL activities – including
format of water tankering monitoring form shared with partners;
monitoring field activities on-going; toll free number not yet active

OXFAM OI SitRep, 17-19 Sept
Cat-2 response OGB as lead

OXFAM OI SitRep, 19-21 Sept
Cat-2 response OGB as lead
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