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Executive Summary

Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund (PPAF) initiated an emergency relief response to support
communities affected by the 2025 floods, across 45! severely affected districts of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa,
Punjab, Sindh, GB, and AJK. Into this crisis stepped the Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund (PPAF),
mobilizing its established network of Partner Organizations, community institutions, trained
Community Resource Persons, and pre-positioned resources to deliver immediate life-saving
assistance. Within weeks, PPAF reached 49,127 flood-affected households across 45 severely impacted
districts in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Punjab, Sindh, Gilgit-Baltistan, and Azad Jammu and Kashmir. The
response was comprehensive: over 147,000 relief packages containing food, non-food items, and
hygiene kits; 124 medical camps treating 47,926 patients; and 141 veterinary camps caring for 61,937
animals. Throughout, special attention was given to women-headed and disabled-headed households
to ensure no one was left behind during the critical early recovery phase.

This independent evaluation, conducted by HIMAT Consulting Private Limited between 15 February
and 15 March 2026, assesses how well this emergency response performed and what it achieved.
Using internationally recognized OECD-DAC evaluation criteria (Relevance, Efficiency, Effectiveness,
Connectedness, Impact, and Sustainability) and incorporating Gender Equity, Disability, and Social
Inclusion perspectives, we examined both the numbers and the human stories behind them to
generate evidence-based findings and actionable recommendations for strengthening future
humanitarian responses in Pakistan's increasingly climate-vulnerable context.

Methodology

HCPL designed this evaluation to capture both breadth and depth. Our quantitative foundation came
from structured household surveys administered through Kobo Toolbox to 650 beneficiary households,
selected using multi-stage stratified random sampling across seven purposively chosen districts:
Multan, Kasur, and Narowal in Punjab; Buner in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa; Jhelum Valley in Azad Jammu
and Kashmir; Diamer in Gilgit-Baltistan; and Dadu in Sindh. This approach yielded statistically
representative findings at the programme level, with a margin of error of 4% at 96% confidence. The
numbers alone, however, could not tell the full story. We conducted 14 gender-segregated Focus
Group Discussions with 16 or more participants each, creating safe spaces for women and men to
share their experiences in their own words. We held 29 Key Informant Interviews with PPAF senior
management, Partner Organisation staff, district and union council officials, and community leaders to
understand implementation from multiple perspectives.

Every tool was pre-tested and translated into Urdu. We followed strict ethical protocols including
informed consent, voluntary participation, and Do-No-Harm principles. Quality was assured through
daily supervision, 10% back-checks of surveys, real-time Kobo validation, and systematic triangulation
with project records, distribution logs, and timestamped field photographs. While we acknowledge
limitations such as recall bias and the short timeframe of this assessment, we mitigated these through
careful cross-validation across multiple sources.

Key Findings

The progress update on the project’s Results Framework and Impact/Outcome-level indicators shows
an exceeding performance in terms of the set targets. 90% HHs reported satisfaction with PPAF’s
support they received, against the target of > 80% HHs. 100% HHs (including women/disabled headed
HHs) reported having received the assistance package against target of 100%, thereby meeting the
target of outreach in 45 districts. 87% of respondents, including women and PWDs reported

"Including 5 districts where only health comps were conducted.

vii
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satisfaction with distribution arrangements (timing, location, safety, accessibility), against the target of
> 80%.

Relevance: The Right Help at the Right Time

The assistance package demonstrated remarkable alignment with what affected communities needed
most urgently. 84% of households surveyed confirmed that the food items, non-food items, safe
drinking water support, hygiene kits, medical care, and veterinary services addressed their top 2-3
urgent needs. These priorities include food security, clean water, medical treatment for flood-related
illnesses, and livestock protection formed the core of PPAF's intervention. The targeting effectively
reached economically vulnerable groups, with approximately half (50%) of beneficiary households
already registered with the Benazir Income Support Programme (BISP).

Women beneficiaries (90%) spoke particularly powerfully about hygiene kits, which provided dignity
and addressed menstrual health needs in a context where sanitation facilities had been destroyed or
were inaccessible. Communities appreciated that PPAF provided in-kind items and mobile services like
medical and veterinary camps rather than cash, which made sense where markets, roads, and
infrastructure had been destroyed. However, longer-term needs like livelihood recovery, livestock
replacement, and housing reconstruction remained beyond the scope of this emergency phase.

Efficiency: Speed, Organization, and Smart Use of Resources

PPAF's institutional readiness enabled a remarkably swift and resource-efficient response. 89% of
households identified PPAF as among the first responders to reach them. 75% HHs reported receiving
assistance within the first four weeks of flooding, with 30% receiving flood assistance packages within
just one to two weeks. This rapid rollout was possible because PPAF had pre-approved emergency
funding (initially PKR 700 million, later scaled to PKR 1.3 billion), pre-qualified vendor networks, a
digitally supported management information system for real-time tracking, and immediate access to
trained Community Resource Persons and Partner Organisations already present in affected districts.
Distribution was highly organized, with 98% of households reporting convenient and accessible
delivery points. A transparent token-based system minimized waiting times and prevented crowd
management issues.

When roads were damaged and terrain became challenging, local Partner Organisation knowledge and
adaptive logistics overcame the obstacles. By leveraging existing community structures rather than
creating parallel systems, PPAF achieved low waste and strong value for money. Partners’ staff
highlighted the ‘Online Management Information System (MIS)" as critical for accurate targeting,
efficient distribution, and supply chain visibility.

Effectiveness: Meeting Immediate Needs and Protecting Dignity

The intervention achieved its core objectives of immediate dietary needs and stabilization to a
significant degree. 95% of households surveyed reported that PPAF's assistance helped them meet
post-flood immediate food needs to a "great" or "good" extent. Food packages improved daily meal
frequency for 96% of households. Satisfaction remained consistently high across all components. And
over 90% of households surveyed reported their satisfaction with non-food items and hygiene kits.

Medical camps provided free treatment for diarrhea, skin infections, fever, and other prevalent
diseases. Veterinary camps protected precious livestock assets. In Buner district, water filtration plants
proved particularly effective, with over 70% of users reporting reduced flood-related waterborne
diseases. The relief package not only addressed consumption needs but also reduced households' out-
of-pocket expenditure on private health and veterinary services, providing financial relief alongside
material support.

Connectedness: Coordination That Worked

viii
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PPAF demonstrated effective coherence and coordination with other humanitarian actors and
government institutions. Survey findings showed that PPAF assistance was largely distinct or only
minimally overlapping with support from other sources, indicating smart geographic and sectoral
targeting that avoided duplication. 61% HHs reported that PPAF’s package was ‘completely distinct’
and 38% HHs shared that the package was ‘mostly distinct with few duplications’.

District-level coordination meetings, targeting areas based on data received from National and
Provincial Disaster Management Authorities, and joint planning helped prioritize the most affected
areas. Strategic engagement of senior political and administrative leaders accelerated bureaucratic
responsiveness. Pre-existing relationships between Partner Organisations, Community Resource
Persons, and local authorities had built trust that enabled smooth implementation. While coordination
was generally effective, opportunities remain for stronger formalized linkages and earlier joint needs
assessments in future large-scale responses.

Impact: Protecting People from Deeper Poverty

The response delivered clear short-term protective and stabilizing impacts that extended beyond
immediate relief. 91% of surveyed households confirmed that timely assistance reduced or eliminated
the need to borrow money at high interest rates or sell productive assets — a critical safeguard against
spiraling into deeper poverty. A majority (89%) reported improvements in overall household wellbeing
to a "good" or "great" extent. Safe drinking water and free medical camps contributed to reduced
incidence of flood-related diseases for more than 70% of relevant respondents. Veterinary services
helped protect livestock-dependent livelihoods that families rely on for income and food security.

86% HHs reported that after receiving services and free medicines from PPAF’s organised medical
camps (in partnership with Transparent Hands) they were able to save/avoid spending money on
illness or treatment. Women in Focus Group Discussions highlighted early positive social impacts that
surprised even them: stronger support networks with other women, increased access to information
about services and rights, and greater visibility in community discussions. The intervention successfully
prevented many households from resorting to severe negative coping strategies during the acute crisis
phase.

Sustainability: Fragile Foundations That Need Nurturing

Although intentionally short-term, the programme laid modest but promising foundations for longer-
term benefits. 65% of households reported establishing or strengthening contacts with local
government services, markets, community organizations, or financial institutions. 74% of women
continued accessing health services after the relief phase ended. The catalytic role of Community
Resource Persons (CRPs) from the 2022 flood response was repeatedly highlighted for sustaining
communication channels and mutual support networks. However, nearly 29% of households reported
no new institutional linkages, a reminder that gains remain fragile without deliberate follow-on
interventions.

Communities were clear-eyed about what comes next. They emphasized that sustained recovery
would require additional support in livelihood restoration, livestock rehabilitation, early warning
systems, and environmental measures to reduce future vulnerability. PPAF’s ‘Restoring Social Services
and Climate Resilience (RSS&CR)’ programme, launched in 2023 as follow-on support to 2022 floods;
its sustained setups have been optimizing emergency relief assistance with potential opportunities for
integrating future recovery & resilience-building interventions and linkages.

Conclusion

PPAF's Emergency Relief Assistance to the 2025 Flood-Affected Communities stands as powerful
testament to what institutional readiness, operational excellence, and genuine commitment to the
most vulnerable can achieve. The programme successfully delivered timely, relevant, and effective
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support that stabilized households, protected assets, and laid modest foundations for longer-term
recovery. Significant achievements were recorded across all evaluation criteria. Yet this success also
highlights a strategic imperative: the necessity to evolve from standalone relief towards more
integrated programming that bridges immediate response with early recovery and climate resilience.
Humanitarian crises in Pakistan are no longer occasional emergencies, but recurring realities driven by
climate change.

With its proven community-driven model, deep local networks, and strong implementation capacity,
PPAF is uniquely positioned to lead more impactful and sustainable humanitarian responses in
Pakistan's increasingly climate-vulnerable future. The question is not whether PPAF can respond
effectively — this evaluation demonstrates it can — but how PPAF can evolve its model to build lasting
resilience alongside delivering urgent relief.

Key Recommendations

1. Institutionalize a Permanent PPAF Disaster Response Pool Fund: Create a dedicated multi-
year fund with contributions from public and private sources as a strategic readiness
mechanism. Use this evaluation's evidence and PPAF's proven track record to advocate for
sustained investment in disaster preparedness.

2. Formalize High-Visibility Partnerships with NDMA and PDMAs: Develop clear Memoranda of
Understanding defining roles, targeting protocols, information-sharing mechanisms, and joint
coordination structures to strengthen strategic positioning and enable faster, more
coordinated responses.

3. Scale Safe Drinking Water Interventions: Make water filtration plants or emergency bottled
water a standard, scalable component in future flood responses, building on the demonstrated
impact in districts like Buner.

4. Leverage Community Structures for Sustainability: Build systematically on Community
Resource Persons (CRPs) and Community Organizations (COs/VOs) by linking relief with early
warning systems, disaster preparedness training, and stronger connections to government
services that outlast the emergency phase.

5. Enhance Documentation and Institutional Learning: Institutionalise systematic recording of
response processes, challenges, and innovations. Conduct timely evaluations to capture
lessons while they are fresh and use findings to continuously improve humanitarian
programming.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

This chapter sets the context for the evaluation by explaining the scale and severity of the 2025 floods in
Pakistan and the humanitarian vulnerabilities they created, especially for poor rural households
dependent on agriculture and livestock. It then introduces PPAF’'s emergency relief response, outlining the
scope of assistance delivered across 45 districts, and clarifies the purpose, objectives, intended users, and
overall scope of the evaluation, including geographic coverage, target population, and the time period
covered by the assessment.

1.1. Background of the 2025 Flood Emergency

The 2025 monsoon floods in Pakistan represented one of the most severe climate-related disasters in
recent years, with widespread and cascading impacts across multiple provinces and two regions. Triggered
by exceptionally heavy and prolonged rainfall, glacial lake outburst floods (GLOFs), and upstream dam
releases, the floods affected millions of people, causing significant loss of life, displacement, destruction
of homes and infrastructure, and severe damage to agriculture and livestock, the primary livelihood
sources for the majority of rural poor households.

The disaster resulted in over a thousand
fatalities nationwide, thousands of injuries,
over two million people displaced at peak,
destruction of tens of thousands of houses,
submergence of vast agricultural land (leading
to massive crop failures and livestock
mortality), and severe disruption to basic
services (education, health, water supply, and
road connectivity)’.. The floods exacerbated
existing vulnerabilities, particularly among poor
and marginalized households, woman-headed
families, persons with disabilities, and
livestock-dependent communities, pushing
many into distress coping mechanisms such as
asset sales.

Figure 1: Villagers with their livestock navigate through
a flooded area in Pindi Bhattian, Punjab, on Aug 31,

In response to the emergency, humanitarian 2025

actors including government institutions, national and international organizations, and civil society groups

mobilized relief operations to support affected communities. The Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund (PPAF),

through its network of Partner Organizations (POs), initiated an emergency response aimed at providing

immediate assistance to households most affected by the floods.

1.2. Overview of PPAF’s Emergency Relief Assistance

The Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund (PPAF) launched an emergency relief intervention to support flood-
affected communities through the provision of essential relief assistance. The intervention aimed to
address urgent humanitarian needs during the immediate post-flood period and support affected
households in stabilizing their basic living conditions.

2 https://www.ndma.gov.pk/sitrepm
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The Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund (PPAF)
mobilized its Flood Emergency Relief Assistance 2025
initiative as a rapid, targeted intervention to support
the most affected communities. PPAF, by leveraging
its extensive network of partner organizations (POs),
community institutions, and field presence,
distributed more than 147,000 relief packages
containing essential food items, non-food items, and
hygiene kits to 49,127 flood-affected households. In
terms of geographical coverage, the scale of PPAF’s
response was national in scope, extending
emergency relief to communities across three
provinces (Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Punjab and Sindh),
Gilgit-Baltistan, AJK and provided immediate
assistance to households in 45 severely 2025 flood
affected districts affected. Additionally, PPAF facilitated 124 medical/health and 141 veterinary camps to
address urgent health needs of 47,926 patients and protect 61,937 livelihoods.

Figure 2: Distribution of flood relief packages at district
Shangla, KP on Sep 02, 2025

PPAF’s operational approach relied on close coordination with Partner Organizations, local community
structures & resources, and district administrations to identify affected villages, mobilize communities,
and facilitate the distribution of relief items and services.

1.3. Purpose and Objectives of the Evaluation

This assignment aims to provide a systematic, evidence-based evaluation of the project's performance and
results, identify gaps, best practices, and lessons learned, and offer actionable recommendations to
enhance future emergency relief programming and implementation approaches. The evaluation measured
progress against the project log-frame indicators (Annex-1) and delivered a comprehensive analysis aligned
with OECD-DAC criteria (Relevance, Efficiency, Effectiveness, Connectedness, Impact, and Sustainability),
while incorporating additional dimensions such as Process Review and Risks & Challenges.

The key objectives of this evaluation are to:

e Evaluate the extent to which the relief interventions addressed urgent needs of flood-affected
communities, aligned with beneficiary priorities.

o Assess the efficiency, effectiveness, and coherence of implementation processes, including
targeting (districts, UCs, villages), coordination with district administrations and other actors,
along with risk mitigation.

e Document unintended impacts (positive and negative), sustainability mechanisms, and potential
pathways to long-term resilience.

e Provide practical recommendations for improving emergency response strategies, including
coping mechanisms for future floods in Pakistan's high-risk environment.

1.4. Intended Users and Use of the Evaluation

The primary users of this evaluation include the Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund (PPAF) management
and programme teams responsible for designing and implementing emergency response and resilience-
building interventions. The findings and recommendations are expected to support internal learning,
improve operational planning, and strengthen the design of future emergency response programmes.
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The evaluation is also relevant for Partner Organizations involved in the implementation of relief activities,
as it provides insights into operational strengths, challenges, and community perceptions of the assistance
delivered. Additionally, the evaluation findings may be of interest to government stakeholders,
development partners, and humanitarian actors engaged in disaster response and recovery programming
in Pakistan.

The results of the evaluation are intended to inform PPAF in future programmatic decisions, strengthen
coordination with relevant stakeholders, create a scalable knowledge base of successes factors, and
contribute to evidence-based planning of humanitarian and resilience-oriented initiatives targeting
vulnerable communities in emergency situations.

1.5. Scope of the Evaluation
1.5.1. Geographic Coverage

The evaluation covered 7 sample-selected districts and 1 Union Council per district, where PPAF’s
emergency relief assistance was implemented. Field data collection was conducted in sampled districts
representing 45 flood affected districts from 5 different provinces and regions, including Punjab, Sindh,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Gilgit-Baltistan, and Azad Jammu and Kashmir. Within these districts, specific Union
Councils and villages/settlements were selected for primary data collection to capture community-level
experiences of the relief intervention.

1.5.2. Target Population

The primary target population for the evaluation consisted of households that received relief assistance
through the project. A structured household survey was conducted with 650 beneficiary households
across the sampled districts. In addition, qualitative consultations were conducted with community
members, including male and female participants through 14 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs), as well as
key stakeholders through 29 Key Informant Interviews (Klls). These included representatives from PPAF,
Partner Organizations, and district/UC-level government officials involved in relief coordination.

1.5.3. Time Period

Primary data collection for the evaluation was conducted between 26 February and 05 March 2026,
allowing the evaluation team to capture beneficiary experiences and early recovery outcomes following
the delivery of relief assistance.
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Chapter 2. Evaluation Framework and Methodology

This chapter explains how the evaluation was designed and implemented. It presents the mixed-methods,
utilization-focused approach used for the study, aligned with the OECD-DAC criteria and informed by a
GEDSI lens. It describes the literature review, sampling design, sample size, selection process, data
collection tools, data quality assurance arrangements, ethical protocols, and the limitations of the
evaluation, thereby showing how the assessment ensured methodological rigor, triangulation, and
credibility of findings.

2.1. Evaluation Approach and Framework

The design adopts a convergent mixed-method, utilisation-focused evaluation approach, aligned with the
OECD-DAC evaluation criteria, and enriched through a GEDSI lens. It integrates HH-level surveys with rich
qualitative inquiry through FGDs, Klls, and relevant secondary sources review. This will combine
guantitative rigor with qualitative depth, ensuring both statistical validity and contextual understanding.
Rather than attribution, the design emphasises contribution analysis, recognising the complex
humanitarian environment and the presence of multiple actors responding simultaneously.

Each DAC criterion is assessed through a combination of:

e Results-level beneficiary perceptions (household surveys, FGDs),
e Process and implementation evidence (Klls, desk review), and
e Contextual and secondary data (NDMA/PDMAs data, MIS, project reports & records).

The approach is explicitly utilization-focused, ensuring that findings & recommendations are directly
relevant to improving the design & delivery of future emergency relief interventions. The overall
evaluation design adopts a phased approach as shared in Figure 3, below:

Feb 2026

Training, Pre-testing
and Data Collection Early to Mid Mar
Phase 2026

End Mar to
Early Apr 2026

Reporting &

Jan 2026 Validation

Phase

Data cleaning,
analysis &
triangulation
Phase

Inception,
Design &
Planning Phase

Figure 3: Evaluation design approach

The evaluation design is operationalised through an Evaluation Framework (Annex-Il). The framework
translates the TOR-specified OECD-DAC criteria into clear evaluation questions, analytical sub-questions,
measurable indicators, and defined data sources. Questions from the data collection tools are also mapped
with the framework’s indicators. The framework integrates gender- and vulnerability-disaggregated
indicators across all criteria, ensuring systematic evaluation of how relief assistance addressed the needs
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of women, woman-headed households, persons with disabilities, elderly populations, and livestock-
dependent households.

Data
Collection
Tools

OECD-DAC
Criterion

Sub-
Questions

Evaluation
Questions

Figure 4: Building blocks of the Evaluation Framework

2.2. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation used a mixed-methods approach, then triangulated both quantitative and qualitative
information. The evaluation methodology was based first on the OECD-DAC criteria for evaluating
development assistance, followed by a multi-stage sample selection to ensure that the selected samples
represented a variety of geographic contexts. The primary data collection methods were household
surveys, FGDs, and Klls. Secondary data and analyzes were reviewed. Triangulation of these thematic
observations with the data from the statistical analyzes, and vice-versa, ensured that the evaluation
captured measurable outcomes along with stakeholders perspective and the context in which the
intervention was delivered.

The below flowchart (Figure-5) reflects the overall approach and methodology adopted by Himat
Consulting for implementing this evaluation exercise:

Sampling Strategy

Sampled Districts & Households|

ﬁ Evaluation Design

Data Collection

Evaluation
Framework

9. &\ &
@i\g@@emveness
= Nl
oK
Connectedness Impact
R —F N~

Sustainability

¢ Mixed-Methods Approach * Household Surveys

¢ Cross-Sectional Assesment

o] P
vz
vz

* Focus Group Discussions

l * Key Informant Interviews

* Secondary Data Review

\ @ Data Analysis

¢ Quantitative Analysis

* Qualitative Analysis

 Triangulation
Ethical Considerations
nd- bl i adeiacles
Confidentiality & Informed Consent
ta Reporting & Recommendations

Figure 5: Evaluation Methodology

2.2.1. Literature Review

A detailed review of project documents was done to help design the evaluation improve questions and
understand findings in context. This included the projects plan, agreements with Partner Organization,
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guidelines, details of relief package (including the medical/veterinary camps and water filtration plants)
and communications documents shared by PPAF. The ‘2022 floods response evaluation report’ was also
looked at, which gave insights into recurring challenges, strengths and changing approaches to emergency
response. Meetings and document exchanges with PPAF helped agree on precisely what to evaluate,
thematic areas and regional/provincial variations.

The project’s logframe was a key reference for this evaluation guiding the assessment of outputs,
outcomes and results. It linked project components with indicators especially for relief delivery, service
provision and beneficiary coverage. The review helped identify assumptions, including the role of Partner
Organizations, community structures and coordination with district administrations. These insights were
used to align the evaluation framework with OECD-DAC criteria, ensuring each criterion was based on the
project’s results and the intended humanitarian response context.

2.2.2. Sampling Strategy and Coverage

The evaluation adopted a multi-stage stratified random sampling approach to ensure that findings are
statistically robust, and geographically representative across provinces, districts, gender, and vulnerability
categories. By stratifying across provinces, districts, union councils (UCs), and villages, the framework
accounts for regional variations in relief distribution, which reached 49,127 beneficiary households across
multiple provinces and regions.

2.2.2.1 Target Population and Sampling Frame

The target population for the household survey comprises all beneficiary households that received PPAF
emergency relief assistance under the 2025 Flood Response across Punjab, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Azad
Jammu & Kashmir (AJK), Gilgit-Baltistan (GB), and Sindh. The sampling frame is derived from PPAF’s
verified beneficiary HH databases and MIS records, disaggregated by:

e Province/region and district, union council & village; partner organisation (PO); sex of HH head
and vulnerability status (where available).

Only households confirmed as direct recipients of PPAF relief assistance were eligible for inclusion in this
evaluation assignment.

2.2.2.2 Sample Size — Household Survey

The HH survey sample size is calculated using the standard statistical formula, as specified in the TORs,

applying:
e Total population (N) = 49,127 beneficiary households
e Margin of error (e) = 4%
e Confidence level (Z) = 96%
e Population proportion (P) = 0.5

This yielded a required sample size of 647 households, rounded to 650 households benefited through food
items, non-food items, hygiene kits and other interventions like health, veterinary camps and water
filtration plants. This sample size provided sufficient statistical power to draw conclusions at the overall
programme level and to conduct comparative analysis across selected districts and gender/vulnerability
categories, as required by the evaluation framework.
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2.2.2.3 Muulti-Stage Stratification and Selection
The sample selection was carried out in four sequential stages, as given in (Figure 6), below:

Stagel: District Selection

- Atleast one district from each province/region; three districts from Punjab due to volume of benefited
households

Stage 2: Union Council Selection

}‘

- Atleast one UC is selected, based on the highest concentration of beneficiary HHs, along with presence
of other interventions (health & veterinary camps and water filteration plants).

Stage 3: Village Selection

- A minimum of two large villages 'purposively' selected, where the number of beneficiary HH is highest.
- Ensuring operational efficiency, while maintaining representativeness within each UC.

Stage 4: Household Selection

|¢

- Hoseholds 'randomly' selected from the verified HH lists provided by PPAF/Partner Organisations.

- Proportional allocation to maintain representation by gender and vulnerability status.
Figure 6: Stages/stratification of Sample

2.2.2.4 Sampling Size (Qualitative and Quantitative)

For FGDs and KllIs the team adopted ‘purposive sampling’ technique and aligned it with the HH
survey locations. Each discussion group size was 15-16 participants per FGD, which ensured the
needed depth of discussion. Men and women headed HHs from the verified beneficiary
household lists (for separate men and women FGDs) were selected for the FGDs. It was made
sure that FGD participants were the beneficiaries and involved in relief efforts coordination at
village level. In addition, they were not the same individuals interviewed in the household survey,
to avoid duplications, respondent fatigue and dominance bias.

Klls were also conducted using a ‘purposive sampling’ approach to capture in-depth institutional,
operational, and contextual insights. KIl respondents were selected based on their direct role in
the design, coordination, implementation, monitoring, or oversight of the project activities. The
table (Table 1) below reflects the sample size for HH surveys, FGDs, and KllIs, which is also in line
with the calculations provided in the RFP with minor adjustment and rounding off (for HH
surveys):



HCPL - Evaluation of “PPAF Emergency Relief Assistance to 2025 Floods Affected Communities”

Table 1: HH-Survey, FGDs and Klls sample

Province/ Region Districts HH Surveys FGDs Klls
Punjab Multan 115 2 4
Kasur 115 2 4
Narowal 110 2 4
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Buner 100 2 4
AJ&K Jhelum Valley 70 2 4
GB Diamer 70 2 4
Sindh Dadu 70 2 4

2.2.2.5 Replacement Sampling

To mitigate risks of non-response, absence, or refusal, the evaluation methodology incorporated a
replacement sampling mechanism. Where a selected household couldn’t be interviewed, a replacement
household was randomly selected from the same village and stratum, using the same eligibility criteria
and proportional allocation logic. This approach ensured that the desired sample size is maintained
without introducing selection bias or compromising representativeness.

2.2.3. Evaluation Tools

The tools were designed in line with the approved Evaluation Framework and OECD-DAC criteria and were
reviewed during field staff training, and pretesting. After getting feedback from PPAF the evaluation tools
were updated before final rollout to ensure clarity, contextual appropriateness, and covering the entirety
of relief interventions. All tools were translated into Urdu and provided in printed form to Supervisors and
Enumerators. This ensured uniform delivery of questions, consistent interpretation of response options,
adherence to standard guidance notes, and reduced the risk of interviewer-led paraphrasing or variation
in question framing during field administration.

2.2.3.1 Household Survey Questionnaire

The Household Survey Questionnaire (Annex-Ill) served as the primary quantitative
instrument for capturing beneficiary-level evidence across all OECD-DAC criteria,
including relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, connectedness, impact, and
sustainability. The questionnaire was initially developed in MS-Word (Inception
Phase). After a series of iterations and technical discussions related the sequencing,
digitalizing and applying skip logics, it was designed in Kobo for administration in JEEEE
sample districts. It was structured to collect household profile information,
assistance received, responses against OECD-DAC criteria, perceptions of outcomes,
and gender- and vulnerability-disaggregated responses.

2.2.3.2 Focus Group Discussion (FGD) Tool

The FGD Tool (Annex-1V) was developed to generate in-depth qualitative insights at
community level and to complement household survey findings through collective
reflection and discussion. It was organised explicitly around OECD-DAC criteria and
included both open-ended discussion prompts and structured, consensus-based Figure 7: Kobo Mobile
qguestions to support comparability across sample districts. The tool was App Interface
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implemented after a thorough pretesting process from Supervisors focused on the sequencing of
guestions and probing notes to check their appropriateness for facilitating balanced participation and
capturing group-level perspectives. Special emphasis was placed on effective time management to keep
the participants involved and generate relevant insights.

2.2.3.3 Key Informant Interview (KIl) Guides

Multiple KIl Guides were developed for distinct stakeholder groups, including PPAF senior and programme
management (Annex-V), Partner Organisation staff (Annex-Vl), and district/UC-level officials (Annex-VII).
Each guide was tailored to the specific role and level of engagement of the respondent group, while
maintaining alignment with the evaluation questions and indicators of the approved framework.

2.3. Data Quality Assurance Measures

Data quality assurance was embedded at all stages of the data collection process, consistent with best
practices, ensuring availability of reliable and consistent data for analysis and reporting. Key measures
implemented are given in the table below (Table-2) and feedback received through all levels was promptly
incorporated to maintain data integrity.

Table 2: Data Quality Assurance Mechanism

Stage Quality Measure Description ‘
Pre-Field Enumerator Training  3-day training of enumerators and qualitative facilitators on tools, ethics,
& Pilot Testing Kobo, gender sensitivity + pilot tool refinement.
Fieldwork Daily Supervision & Urdu translations, Supervisors review forms daily for completeness, logic,
Validation and GPS accuracy.
Real-Time Dashboard Tracking Upload status, enumerator performance, error flagging via Kobo system.
Monitoring Daily debriefing sessions of Supervisors and Enumerators with Team
Lead and Himat Consulting’s head office staff.
Back 10 % Re-contact Random checks or re-visits to confirm accuracy and authenticity.
Checks Verification
Data Error Correction & Immediate resolution (< 24 hours) through feedback.
Cleaning Consistency Review
Reporting Daily Feedback Daily coordination with supervisors to ensure clean dataset.
Session

2.4. Ethical considerations and GEDSI

Special attention was given to gender-sensitive administration. Female Enumerators were designated for
interviews involving women respondents and women-specific modules to ensure comfort, privacy, and
adherence to Do No Harm principles. Overall, the structured preparation phase significantly reduced the
risk of interviewer bias, inconsistent interpretation, and ethical lapses during field implementation. Some
key considerations include:

e Ethical protocols for informed consent, confidentiality, and respectful engagement in post-disaster
contexts.

e Enumerators confirmed that explaining “this survey is not linked to future assistance” helped
reduce expectation bias.

e Participation in the household surveys, FGDs, and Klls was voluntary, and respondents were
informed about the purpose of the evaluation prior to the interviews.

e Enumerators paused briefly after the ‘voluntary participation’ statement to ensure genuine
consent.
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e Gender-segregated FGDs to ensure safe and open participation of beneficiary women.
e Inclusion of indicators on women’s access to hygiene, health, and dignity-related assistance,
o Assessment of differential impacts and risks faced by vulnerable groups.

2.5. Limitations of the Evaluation

The table below (Table-3) captures some noteworthy limitations related to this evaluation and HCPL’s

mitigation strategy to overcome each limitation:

Table 3: Limitations of the Evaluation

Limitation Statement Coping Strategy

Recall Bias: Some respondents may not fully recall
assistance details due to time gap.

Triangulated HH survey data with FGDs, Klls, and
project records/documents.

Short-Term Assessment: Focus on early
outcomes, not long-term impact or sustainability.

Used proxy indicators and qualitative insights.

Social Desirability Bias: Respondents may
overstate positive outcomes due to perceived
expectations.

Used neutral questioning, ensured confidentiality,
and cross-validated responses across methods.

10
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Chapter 3. Field Data Collection

This chapter documents how primary data collection was carried out in the field across the
sampled districts. It describes the deployment of trained supervisors and enumerators, the
conduct of household surveys, FGDs, and Klls, and the field realities encountered during data
collection. It also explains how qualitative data were prepared, how quantitative and qualitative
datasets were consolidated and analyzed, and how supervision, validation, and monitoring
systems were used to maintain data quality and consistency throughout the fieldwork process.

3.1. Data Collection and Field Experiences

Field data collection was carried out through trained teams comprising Supervisors and Enumerators for
each sample district (one Supervisor and 3-4 enumerators per district). The teams carried out field
activities in close coordination with Partner
Organization (PO) focal persons to access
selected Vvillages and identify beneficiary
households based on the sampling framework.

Overall, the field experience was largely smooth,
supported by the familiarity of Partner
Organizations with local communities and their
established presence in the intervention areas.
However, in some locations, field teams
encountered some challenges such as difficult
terrain, scattered settlements, and identifying
the sample households. These were managed
through flexible field planning, local/POs
facilitation and replacement samples. Figure 8: Data Collection Team meeting at PO-Hands
Community response to the data collection office in Dadu, Sindh

process was generally positive. Most

respondents were willing to participate and share their experiences, which was helpful in timely
completion of data collection.

3.1.1. Household Survey

HH survey constituted the primary
guantitative =~ component  of  this
evaluation. A total of 650 beneficiary
households were surveyed across the
sampled districts using a structured
questionnaire. Enumerators
administered face-to-face interviews
using standardized Urdu versions of the
qguestionnaire, ensuring clarity and
consistency of questions across the
board. The tool covered key aspects
including household demographics, flood
impacts, priority needs, assistance received, perceived relevance and effectiveness of support, and early
changes in household well-being.

Figure 9: HH level data collection in district Kasur, Punjab

11
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Special attention was given to gender-sensitive data collection. Female enumerators conducted interviews
with female respondents, thereby ensuring collection of reliable data related from women headed HHs,
especially w.r.t the support provided in areas of women hygiene and health. Broadly, respondents were
able to understand and respond to the questions effectively. In a few cases, probing was required to
support recall of events and timelines related to the floods and assistance received.

Buner Dadu Diamer Jhelum Valley Kasur Multan Narowal
H Female 23% 53% 17% 73% 76% 46% 88%
H Male 77% 47% 83% 27% 24% 54% 12%

Figure 10: Gender-wise distribution of sample households

3.1.2. Focus Group Discussions

In total, 14 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) were conducted in sample selected villages (same for the HH
survey) to capture collective community perspectives on the relief intervention. Separate FGDs were
organized with male (07 meetings) and female (07 meetings) participants, to ensure inclusion of diverse
viewpoints. Participation of 16 or more beneficiaries was ensured in each discussion.

Figure 11: Supervisor facilitating a Focus Group Discussion in district Buner, KP

12
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These FGDs explored themes such as priority needs after the floods, perceptions of targeting and
distribution processes, effectiveness of assistance, and observed changes at the household and
community levels. Field teams reported active participation in most FGDs, with participants openly sharing
their experiences and perspectives. In some cases, facilitators had to manage group dynamics to ensure
that quieter participants were encouraged to contribute to the discussion.

3.1.3. Key Informant Interviews

Key Informant Interviews (Klls), 29 in total,
were conducted with a range of stakeholders
involved in the design, implementation, and
coordination of the intervention. These
included:

e PPAF senior and programme
management

e Partner Organizations’ Focal Persons

e District Administration Officials

e UC and Village/Settlement level
officials and local notables

The Klls focused on understanding
implementation processes,  coordination
mechanisms, operational challenges, and

Figure 12: Supervisor conducting interview with
lessons  learned from the response. Community Resource Person (Ashar Javed) - HDF and
Respondents generally provided detailed and other locals at district Jnelum Valley, AJK

reflective inputs, particularly on coordination

mechanisms, targeting processes, effectiveness of PPAF’s relief assistance, transparent distributions and
logistical challenges faced during the emergency response. These insights played an important role in
contextualizing and validating the findings from household surveys and FGDs.

3.2. Qualitative Data Preparation

The qualitative component generated in-depth insights into how PPAF’s 2025 flood emergency relief was
experienced by affected communities, local stakeholders, and implementation teams. While quantitative
data helped measure coverage, outputs, and selected outcome-level indicators, qualitative data
complemented the household survey by explaining why and how the PPAF’s relief assistance performed
across OECD-DAC criteria of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, connectedness, impact, and sustainability.

The analysis primarily drew data collected through FGDs and Klls. Thematic analysis was conducted using
the evaluation framework, with systematic comparison across respondent groups, provinces/regions, and
vulnerability categories. Triangulation with quantitative findings (where available) strengthened the
validity of conclusions. Recurring themes, contrasting perspectives, notable observations and group-
specific experiences were identified and compared across respondent categories.

3.3. Data Consolidation, Analysis and Reporting

After completion of the field-based data collection, all quantitative and qualitative data were consolidated
for analysis. Household survey data were compiled into a structured dataset and analyzed (in SPSS and
Excel) to generate descriptive statistics, including frequencies and percentages for key indicators.

13
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Qualitative data from FGDs and Klls were analyzed through thematic analysis, with findings organized
according to the OECD-DAC criteria.

The analysis process involved triangulation of evidence across multiple data sources to validate findings
and strengthen interpretation. Quantitative results were supported and cross-examined through
qualitative insights, providing a comprehensive understanding of the intervention’s performance. The final
outputs of the analysis were synthesized into structured results, findings, lessons learned, and
recommendations presented in this evaluation report.

3.4. Data Management, Supervision and Field Monitoring

A structured supervision mechanism was established to ensure effective field management and data
quality. Each district team was led by a ‘Supervisor’ responsible for overseeing data collection activities,
guiding enumerators, and ensuring adherence to sampling protocols. Supervisors conducted daily reviews
of completed questionnaires to check for completeness, consistency, and accuracy. Any discrepancies or
missing information were addressed through immediate feedback to enumerators, and where needed,
revisits were conducted.

’ [o' Sohana Baig and 3 others were invited to the meeting.

=

Shoaib Suftan Khan named the meeting RE: Training of Enumerators for Evaluatic

Friday 2:27 PM Meeting started

Khuda Bux Babar & was invited to the meeting.

# Share imite

@

Raiha W was invited to the meeting.

ol

a4 ot ( 6 Said All Mand 4 was invited to the meeting.
B fazr e 4 £ afsha & wasimited to the meeting.
S WA @ ASBASVIAOAR & L f§ taukab d was invited to the meeting.
3 cabeena noor Jb was invited to th
Wi Muhsmmad Shabidiobd % [O sabeena noor o was invited to the meeting.
[ KANWAL GHANI J was invited to the meeting.
e  wrsms %
[6 Fireflies.ai Notetaker Faizan & was invited to the meeting.
s s
) * [ Satia-Jnelum & was invited to the meeting
Sohana Bal
M uu @' i b L3 [ Ettisham Aziz dp was invited to the meeting.
Ul UsmanUmar & 9% @ Bushralramat & was invited to the meeting.
[ sturnmren steina et o 2| [ Vs st 2 e Tl [g shabana kousar g was invited to the meeting.
Q - [
= cp Bushrakramat dg left the chat.
) AVERA 8 was invited to the mest
R [ BIBISAVERA dp was invited to the mesting.
R G afha & et thechat
Q4 ANQURATUL &
[@ ARSHAD lugnu v was invited to the meeting.
Su. SaidAiMend &

Figure 13: Daily debriefing session with Enumerators and Supervisors

Field monitoring also included spot-checking of interviews and observation of enumerator performance
to ensure that interviews were conducted in accordance with the prescribed guidelines, including
ethical considerations and neutral probing techniques.

The key control measures implemented throughout the data collection process include:

e Use of standardized and pre-tested tools across all districts.
o Deployment of trained Supervisors and Enumerators, with regular hands-on guidance.

Daily review and validation of completed questionnaires by Supervisors and Head Office level.

e Reinforcement of informed consent and confidentiality protocols.
e Use of Urdu-translated tools to ensure uniform understanding and administration of tools.
o Close liaison and coordination with Partner Organizations for field facilitation

14



HCPL - Evaluation of “PPAF Emergency Relief Assistance to 2025 Floods Affected Communities”

g “ SUMMARY FORM DATA SETTINGS
M 4 ouiom . | L] 5 hido ok = o
M Reponts 1.3 Validation v Estart v v wcEwmerator v OSwervisor v OWithyour v OConsent/ v QConsent/ v OConsest/ v OConsent/ v ©Comseat/ v
B, oaft o 98 results Name Name permission, may!  Section 1: Section 1: Section1: Section 1: section 1:
proceedwith . Location and.. Location and... Locstion and.. Loeation and.. Location and..
i Avchived © B ooy
v snow a1 - ShowAl v SowAl v SmowAl v ShowAl v StowAl v SowAl v
& vomlonds
o/ FD12,20261015AM  Fep12.2026.  KakadSaena. [ Smahiclaoal (Muta.  Yes Purjan 0120067371337 Mutan
L) o/ FOI22006213PM  Feb122026.  Waaza B Sstalati(heum_ Yes Azad JammudKas. | 341362098 73758 Sena Daman
T IE FeD122026150PM  Fedi2Zoze.  Maanz B SstaLstr(neum. Yes Aza0JammuBKas. | 34138235 73759 Sena Damsn
o/ Fab 12,2026 128 PM. Feb 12,2026 Hra Aziz B SatiaLatif (Jheum . Yes Azad Jammu b Kas. 341384301 73753, ‘Sena Daman
o/ Feb12,2026100PM  Fen12, 2026  Busakmst [ Waga Abbas(Kesw) Yes Purjan NEBNTTIH.  Kasur
o/ Fb12,20261241PM  Feb12.2026. Bustakmat [ Waga Avbas (Kasu) Yes Purian 0B1BNT74250.  Kasur
] FeD12,20261229PM  Fep122026. Bustakmst @ Wagar Avbas (Kasu) Yes Punian 3081835742595 Kasur
o/ Fb1220261213PM  Fep12,2026. Bustakomat [ Waow Anbes (Kasu) Yes Purian WEIEINITALA.  Kasur
o/ Feb12.20261144AM  Fep122026_  Bustvakmat [ Weaqar Aubas(Kasir) Yes Purien 30818395 742595 Kasur
o/ Fe012,20061204PM  Feb12.2026 .  Bushakamat [ Wagar Avtas (Kasu) Yes Pujan 01841774259, Kasue
o/ Feb12.20261222PM  Feb12.2026. Bustvakiamat @ Wagar Avbas (Kasur) Yes Punjad 3081634177425 Kasur
o/ Feb1220261123AM  Fepi2 2026 Bustakmmat [ Wager Avbas(Kasu) Yes Puian NEE?IITA2H_ Kasur
o7 Feb12.2026120PM  Feb122026. Sabalatt [ SatiaLatif(Jhewm. Yes Az Jarmemu & Kas. Sena Daman
o/ Feb11,2026344PM  Fep1),2026.  AseemKausw [ M.UsmanUmar(N. Yes Pusjan 2205693751599 Natows!
o/ F011,2026350PM  Fa11,2026.  Aseomkausar @ M. Usmanumar(N. Yes Purian NSNS0 Narowal
o/ Feb 11,2026 3:59 PM Feb 11,2026 Aseclaausar @ M UsmanUmar(N.  Yes Punjsd 322056018 75159 Narowal
o/ Feb 11,2026 406 PM Feb 11,2026 Aseeaausar @ M UsmanUmar(N.  Yes Punjab 322056648 75160, Narowal
o/ Feb 11,2026 412PM Feb 11,2026 Aseeaauswr [ M UsmanUmar(N. Yes Punjad 3220561 7515097 Narowal
o/ Feo11,2006423PM  Feb1),2026.  AseeKaussr [ M.UsmanUmar (N Yes Puien 2205698575159 Narowal
—_—
e . Em[ =
[ o F - Feb11,2026.. Feb11,2026.. Kéhneezezahra [  Rana Fozia (Dadu) Yes Sindh (Dadu) 26.7328073 67.836...
© /  Notapproved Feb11,2026.. Feb11,2026.. SAdaezainab [ RanaFozia(Dadu)  No
[ o s - Feb 11,2026 . Feb11,2026.. Sadaezainab [  RanaFozia (Dadu) Yes Sindh (Dadu)

Figure 14: Data quality, validation and completeness checks
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Chapter 4. Results and Findings

This chapter presents the core evidence generated through the evaluation by synthesizing household
survey data, FGDs, Klls, and secondary review. It assesses PPAF’s emergency response against the OECD-
DAC criteria of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, connectedness, impact, and sustainability, while also
examining cross-cutting issues such as GEDSI and Do No Harm. Overall, the chapter shows that the
intervention was timely, relevant, and effective in meeting urgent needs and protecting vulnerable
households, while also highlighting areas where stronger transition to recovery and resilience is needed.

4.1. Data Triangulation and Synthesis

The evaluation findings given in the sections of this chapter below are based on a systematic triangulation
of quantitative and qualitative evidence collected through household surveys, FGDs, and Klls. This is
complemented by a comprehensive secondary data review. Quantitative data from 650 sampled
households provided statistically grounded insights into coverage, satisfaction, effectiveness, and
outcome-level changes, while qualitative inputs from FGDs and Klls helped contextualize these findings,
explaining underlying patterns, operational dynamics, and community perceptions.

The synthesis process involved cross-validation across these data sources. Where findings converged, they
were treated as strong evidence of programme performance. Where variations emerged, particularly
across districts, these were interpreted in light of contextual differences such as severity of flood impact,
access constraints, and local priorities. This approach ensured that the analysis reflects both measurable
results and ground realities.

4.2. Overview of OECD-DAC Criteria

The evaluation of PPAF’s emergency relief assistance is structured around the OECD-DAC evaluation
criteria, providing a comprehensive lens to examine programme performance. Relevance focuses on
alignment with community needs and priorities in the immediate aftermath of floods. Efficiency examines
the timeliness and cost-effectiveness of delivery mechanisms. Effectiveness assesses the extent to which
intended outputs and short-term outcomes were achieved.

Connectedness reviews coordination and linkages with stakeholders and available systems. Impact
captures early changes in household well-being and coping capacity. Sustainability explores the extent to
which benefits are likely to continue beyond the relief phase. Each criterion is analyzed using integrated
evidence from surveys, FGDs, and KllIs, allowing for a balanced and context-sensitive assessment.

4.3. Evaluation Findings and Results

The evaluation finds that the programme delivered a strong and timely emergency response, with clear
strengths in relevance, efficiency, and effectiveness, while showing a good performance on connectedness
and early impact. The assistance was well aligned with immediate community needs and reached
deserving and vulnerable households, with high levels of beneficiary satisfaction and timely delivery. It
played a critical protective role by stabilizing household conditions, improving access to food, health, and
water, and reducing reliance on negative coping strategies. Coordination with local actors and institutions
was generally effective, enabling smooth implementation and minimizing duplication. Overall, the
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programme performed strongly as a relief intervention, while highlighting the need to better integrate
early recovery and resilience components in future responses.

“PPAF was amongst the first responders to reach the flood-affected communities. Its well-
coordinated and systematic efforts have set a new benchmark for humanitarian assistance.

PPAF’s presence on the ground, its strong partnerships and the transparency reflect what

effective national response should look like.”

Federal Minister for Poverty Alleviation and Social Safety, Syed Imran Ahmad Shah

4.3.1. Relevance

Findings indicate a strong alignment between the assistance provided and the priority needs of affected
households. 65% of households reported that the assistance addressed all three of their top priority needs
(Food, Medical Care & Safe Drinking Water). The most prioritized needs included food, medical care, and
safe drinking water, reflecting the immediate survival concerns in the post-flood context.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

H Yes, addressed all three M Yes, addressed two Yes, addressed one

Figure 15: HHs reported, relief assistance met their top priority needs

Targeting effectiveness is further supported by the fact that around 50% of beneficiary households were
BISP recipients (Figure 16), indicating that the intervention reached economically vulnerable populations.
Additionally, over 90% of beneficiaries rated the assistance as relevant or extremely relevant (Figure 17),
reinforcing strong alignment with community needs. This data reflects the responses collected from
sample households related to the PPAF’s interventions relevance to the local community needs.
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Figure 16: Households which are BISP beneficiaries
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H Not relevant at all Not very relevant Somewhatrelevant ®Relevant  ® Veryrelevant

Figure 17: Households reporting relevance of interventions with local needs

Qualitative findings reinforce these results. FGDs highlighted that food, hygiene kits, and water-related
support were particularly valuable in areas where market access and water systems were disrupted.
Women respondents specifically emphasized the importance of hygiene items in maintaining household
dignity and daily functioning. KllIs further highlighted that inclusion of food assistance; hygiene items &
water-related support was particularly relevant in locations where flood damage had disrupted access to
markets and safe water sources.

Women were specifically asked (through the women enumerators) to share their experiences w.r.t the
needs and priorities of women or girls that were addressed by the assistance they received (Figure 18).
Amongst the responses “Hygiene and Menstrual Items” was shared by 34% of the women respondents as
their most relevant need that was addressed through the assistance package they received.

18
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0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Privacy or dignity-related needs (e.g. separate arrangements, female staff)
m Limited waiting time at distribution points
B Hygiene and menstrual items
B Didn’t experience any violence or harassment in receiving assistance

W Access to female health services or medicines

Figure 18: Needs & priorities of women or girls addressed by the assistance

The figure below (Figure 19) captures the community-level and PPAF’s targeting (and its clear
communication at local levels) relevance affecting household’s ability to benefit from the relief
assistance.

Clear information
about eligibility,

Presence of local
authorities or

. timing, and
community leaders ;
location
37% o
37%

Community
cooperation and
support during
distribution
26%

Figure 19: Factors affecting HH's ability to benefit from the relief assistance
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4.3.2. Efficiency

The intervention demonstrates high levels of efficiency, particularly in terms of rapid response and delivery
mechanisms. A significant 89% of households reported that PPAF was among the first responders,
highlighting strong institutional readiness. In terms of timeliness, 75% of households received assistance
within the first four weeks, including around 30% within 1-2 weeks.

No 50%
11%
40% 45%
30%
30%
20%
10%

0%

89% -
B Within 1-2 weeks B 3-4 weeks = After a month

Figure 20: HHs reporting PPAF amongst the first responders to provide relief assistance (left) and Timelines - HHs
received assistance after the floods (right)

Accessibility of distribution processes was rated highly, with over 95% of respondents reporting ‘clear prior
information” and ‘convenient access to distribution points. Key enabling factors included prior approval of
emergency funds, pre-qualified vendor networks, and the use of digital management systems to ensure
supply chain visibility.

100% 99% 97% 98% 98% g9, 95%
86% 839
79% 80% ?
80% 68% 74% 73%
° 63%
60% 53%
40%
20%
0%
Convenient & Prior Intimations Minimum Waiting Low Distance of Crowd Management
accessible location Time Distribution Points

B Men B Women M Average

Figure 21: Factors affecting accessibility of HHs in receiving assistance packages

Evidence from FGDs and Klls further strengthens these findings. FGDs described distribution processes as
organized and respectful, with no major procedural issues. Klls highlighted the role of Partner
Organizations’ local presence and familiarity with communities in facilitating efficient targeting and
delivery. However, a few localized delays were reported, primarily linked to verification processes, access
constraints, and coordination challenges at the field level.

20
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Another vital feature which contributed towards PPAF’s efficient implementation is its ‘Centralised
Monitoring Dashboard’. Figure 20 below shows its homepage. The web-based interface was accessible to
all the management levels from senior managers to field-level distribution partners’ staff.
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Figure 22: PPAF's Centralised Monitoring Dashboard

4.3.3. Effectiveness

The intervention was highly effective in achieving its intended outputs and immediate outcomes. Survey
data indicates that over 95% of households reported that assistance met theirimmediate post-flood needs
to a ‘good’ or ‘great’ extent, with high levels of overall satisfaction.

58% 37% 4% O

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Good extent M Great extent M Some extent M Very little

Figure 23: HHs reporting PPAF’s Assistance helped meet post-flood immediate needs

Disaggregated analysis of satisfaction levels shows strong approval across all assistance components,
particularly for water filtration plants, food items, and hygiene kits, where satisfaction levels were
consistently high. Additionally, around 70% of households reported that food assistance increased meal
frequency and met their daily consumption needs.
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Water Filtration Plants

Veterinary Support

Medical Support

Hygiene Kits

Non-Food Items

Food Items

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

H Highly Satisfied B Satisfied B Somewhat Satisfied Dissatisfied

Figure 24: Relief Assistance Interventions - Households’ level of satisfaction

Women-specific questions were administered through women enumerators during the HHs data
collection. The contents of ‘hygiene kit’ included items to meet women daily dignity needs. The below
pie-chart reflects the levels of satisfaction women showed w.r.t the contents of the hygiene kits
distributed as part of the assistance package. The majority of women respondents i.e. 90% rated the
contents of hygiene kits to be highly effective/effective in a situation where floods completely changed
the dynamics of their daily life.:

Somewhat satisfied Dissatisfied
7% 3%

Satisfied
39% Highly satisfied
51%

Figure 25: Women/girls satisfaction with contents of hygiene kits

The figures below (Figure 26 & 27) reflect the overall effectiveness of the ‘Medical Camps’ and
‘Veterinary Camps’ launched by PPAF in partnership with various stakeholders.
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No, medicines were not N/A - Did not use medical Some medicines were free, Yes, all medicines were
free camp others required payment free

Figure 26: Respondents reporting on availability of medicines at Medical Camps
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M Effective M N/A - did not use veterinary camp M Not effective B Somewhat effective = Very effective

Figure 27: Respondents reporting effectiveness of 'Veterinary Camps" organised in their Union Councils

Qualitative findings (from FGDs and KllIs) further confirm effectiveness in PPAF’s relief assistance package
and interventions. The key evidence documented during these sessions include:

e Interviews with PQ’s staff cited ‘online MIS’ to be a critical success factor in effectively targeting
the beneficiaries and overall supply chain management.

e Majority of FGDs reported that medical camps treated common flood-related ilinesses and
reduced the burden of ‘paying’ for treatment.

o Key informants viewed the intervention as aligned with flood-affectees requirements, especially
in locations where formal service systems were disrupted or unable to respond adequately.

e Veterinary services helped protect animals that were central to household livelihoods in several
areas (though it was not relevant for all the communities across the board).
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4.3.4. Connectedness

70% 63%
The evaluation finds strong evidence of PPAF's 0% 53%
effective coordination and connectedness  50% 47%
across stakeholders. Survey findings indicate  40% 37%
that assistance was largely distinct or only  30%
minimally overlapping with support received by  20%
beneficiaries from other sources/programmes,  10%
suggesting good coordination and reduced 0%
duplication. Yes No
The analysis in figure below (Figure 29) reflects ®Men ®Women

% of HHs reporting “Yes” in graph (Figure 23),
meaningly the beneficiaries which received
assistance from other sources (government, UN,
NGOs, etc.), majority of them reported that PPAF’s assistance package was either completely unique (blue
bars in graph) from others or there were minimal level of items similar to others (grey bars in graph)

Figure 28: Households having received flood relief
assistance from other organizations or government
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Kasur _ H Mostly distinct, but few duplications
Jhelum Valley [ ESRGANIEZ - W Substantial Overlaps with Other
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Diamer _- m Assistance Package was completely
distinct
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Figure 29: PPAF’s assistance complemented other support you received or were there overlaps/duplications?

The evidence from qualitative discussions broadly reinforced the HH survey findings. In addition, the
following key pointers were identified:

e Coordination, partnership, and transparency acted as defining features of an effective response,
setting a benchmark for future humanitarian work.

o Key informants reported: district-level coordination meetings & information sharing mechanisms
with NDMA/PDMAs helped guide geographic targeting and reduce potential duplication of
assistance .

e Strategic engagement of senior political leaders emerged as a pivotal mechanism for accelerating
relief-package distribution, resulting in better bureaucratic responsiveness and undivided
administrative attention.
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e Productive connectedness between district administration, PPAF, and its partner organizations —
enabled seamless communication, joint information sharing, and coordinated planning that
contributed to a notably coherent and well-managed district-wide response.

o Weekly coordination meetings with all the stakeholders served as key platforms for reviewing field
updates, identifying gaps and duplications, and ensuring that relief efforts sufficiently avoided
overlap.

e Pre-existing local networks and CRPs — Local actors helped communicate, verify, organize,
distribute and maintain trust.

e Coordination, partnership, and transparency acted as defining features of an effective response,
setting a benchmark for future humanitarian work.

e Strong partnership between PPAF and partners such as Allied Bank Limited (ABL) and Transparent
Hands (medical camps and supplies) helped leverage financial and technical resources for
enhanced beneficiary coverage.

4.3.5. Impact

The interventions within PPAF’s
relief assistance package
contributed to meaningful short-
term improvements/ impact in
household well-being. A substantial
91% of households reported
reduced need to borrow money or

sell assets, indicating a protective \
effect against negative coping

strategies. Yes
91%

No
9%

Similarly, a large proportion of
households reported
improvements in overall well-being
at household level, with most indicating changes to a ‘good’ or ‘great’ extent following the assistance.

Figure 30: PPAF’s assistance reduced household’s need to borrow money
or sell assets?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Good extent M Great extent B Not at all Some extent Very little

Figure 31: Households’ well-being changed compared to before receiving PPAF’s relief assistance

The most significant impact that PPAF’s assistance created at the community and household-level was the
immediate availability of food items’ at the doorsteps of flood affected, which helped meet their daily
dietary requirements without being forced to sell their assets or borrow money.
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Figure 32: HHs reporting impact of PPAF's assistance towards meeting theirimmediate food needs

The other major impact was helping the communities in managing their family’s health needs, through
the Medical Camps and availability of free medicine. This helped households to avoid spending money on
health issues and priorities other pressing needs.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mNo mYes

Figure 33: HHs able to save or avoid spending money that would otherwise have been used for illness or treatment

Access to safe water also contributed to improved health outcomes, with more than 70% of respondents
confirming reduced flood-related disease risks due to PPAF’s support in facilitating access to safe drinking
water through water filtration plants.

No
29%

Yes
71%

Figure 34: HHs confirming Water Filtration Plants helped reduce chances of flood-related diseases
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The pie-chart below shows some immediate positive impacts of PPAF’s assistance for aspects related to
daily food needs, health, stress, etc.

Health and Survival of None of these Reduced Stress
Livestock 1% (Assistance Package)
9% 12%

Health of HH members
30%

Enabled meeting daily
dietary requirements
48%

Figure 35: Household experience positive changes after receiving assistance

The graph below reflects the early indications of positive changes reported by women respondents; they
experienced as a result of this assistance, enhancing their community-level role and more awareness
regrading disasters and available services.

25%
20%
19%
15%
10%
5%
0%
Don’t Know No Noticeable Positive More Visible in Stronger Social More information
Change Community Meetings Networks about

Services/Support

Figure 36: Women experiencing early indications of positive change

Qualitative insights suggest that while the intervention did not fully eliminate financial stress, it provided
critical support that helped households manage immediate pressures and avoid severe coping
mechanisms. FGDs indicated that the presence of free veterinary and medical services contributed to
addressing urgent health concerns among both community members and livestock-dependent
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households, and enabling households to save money related to paid health services. Women also reported
early signs of increased visibility and stronger social networks, indicating emerging social impacts beyond
immediate relief.

4.3.6. Sustainability

The evaluation findings suggest that while the intervention delivered strong immediate impact,
sustainability remains mixed. A large proportion of households (89%) reported that they were able to cope
better with flood impacts, selecting their ability to a ‘good’ or ‘great’ extent following the assistance.

Not at @it |

Very litthe% I

Some extent  [NNNSYSN

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Figure 37: Extent PPAF’s assistance helped households cope better with flood impacts

A total 74% of women reported continued access to health services post-relief, indicating some sustained
benefits.

Don't know
21%

p—=— .

5%

Figure 38: Post Relief-Assistance, women able to continue accessing Health Services

In terms of households establishing or strengthening post-assistance linkages and contacts with relevant
local and government entities, the survey results indicate that where linkages sustained, they were
primarily with community organizations and local government services. And nearly 29% of households
reported no new or strengthened institutional linkages. The graph below ( figure 31) depicts data related
to sustained linkages creation.
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Figure 39: Post Relief-Assistance, Households Established/Strengthened Contacts

And the figure below (Figure 40) shows the utilization of these established/strengthened contacts, when
asked by respondents, if they any of the household members used any of these contacts in last three
months:

= Yes = No

Figure 40: Respondent utilizing the strengthened/established contacts in last three months

Qualitative findings emphasize that long-term recovery depends on follow-on interventions. Communities
highlighted the need for livelihood support, early warning systems, environmental measures, and income-
generation activities to sustain gains. Existing community structures, including those established during
the 2022 flood response, were found to play a catalytic role in sustaining communication and support
mechanisms. FGDs also indicated that community members continued to rely on established
communication channels, such as phones, WhatsApp groups, mosque announcements, and collective
meetings, alongside active roles played by community leaders, COs, VOs, and women’s groups in
information sharing and mutual support.
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The evaluation findings indicate that Gender Equality, Disability, and Social Inclusion (GEDSI)
considerations were meaningfully reflected in the design and delivery of the intervention, particularly
through inclusive targeting, high satisfaction levels among women beneficiaries, and equitable access to

services.

Quantitative results show that around 90% of
women beneficiaries reported their satisfaction
with the contents of hygiene kit. Women FGD
notes also reflected the same notion that
inclusion of hygiene kit in the relief assistance
package surely contributed towards addressing
women needs and dignity.

In terms of early indications of positive change
(impact), a majority percentage of women
respondents reported having more information
about services/support or having stronger
social network post flood relief assistance.

Somewhat Dissatisfied
satisfied 3%
7% ‘V
Highly
Satisfied satisfied

39% 51%

Figure 41: Women Satisfaction with contents of Hygiene Kits

No Noticeable Positive
Change

Don’t Know

More Visible in
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More information
about
Services/Support
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Figure 42: Women experiencing early indications of positive change

The below graph (Figure34) reflects both men and women equally benefited from PPAF’s assistance in the
form of medical camps for flood-affected communities.
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Figure 43: HHs able to save money after receiving services through the Medical Camps

Qualitative findings reinforce these results, with women in FGDs highlighting the importance of hygiene
kits, access to medical camps, and improved availability of safe water as key contributors to household
well-being and dignity. In some cases, women also reported increased participation in community
discussions and stronger informal support networks, indicating early signs of positive social change.

From a Do No Harm perspective, the intervention was largely implemented in a manner that minimized
risks of social tension and exclusion. Survey findings reflect strong satisfaction with targeting and
distribution processes, and FGDs generally described these processes as transparent and well-organized.
However, in contexts where needs were widespread, some resentment among non-beneficiaries was
reported, not as a result of flawed targeting, but due to the visible distinction between recipients and non-
recipients in highly affected communities. This highlights the sensitivity of humanitarian targeting in
resource-constrained settings. Importantly, there was no evidence of elite capture, significant conflict, or
misuse of resources. Coordination with local actors, use of community structures, and clear
communication during distributions contributed to maintaining trust and social cohesion. Overall, while
the intervention adhered well to Do No Harm principles, the findings suggest that enhanced
communication and community engagement could further mitigate perceptions of exclusion in future
responses.

4.5. Process, Risks and Safeguarding

The evaluation findings indicate that PPAF's emergency relief assistance was implemented through
processes that were largely perceived by beneficiaries as transparent, well-organized, and respectful.
Household survey results suggest that the majority of respondents received timely information regarding
distributions, understood the eligibility and distribution processes, and reported that assistance was
delivered in an orderly and dignified manner. Beneficiaries generally indicated that field teams
demonstrated respectful behaviour during interactions, with no widespread concerns regarding
discrimination or preferential treatment.
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Figure 44: HHs reporting their perception of clear and consistent processes for receiving relief assistance

Household survey findings indicate that largely beneficiary households were largely aware of the available
complaints and feedback mechanisms (Figure 45), suggesting that information on raising concerns or
seeking clarification was effectively communicated during programme implementation. Qualitative
consultations further confirmed that communities generally knew whom to approach, either through
Partner Organization staff, Community Resource Persons (CRPs), or local focal persons, contributing to
transparency, accountability, and beneficiary confidence in the intervention.
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Figure 45: HHs reporting their awareness on available complaints management

From a safeguarding perspective, the evaluation found no evidence of systematic protection concerns,
exploitation, abuse, or coercive practices associated with the delivery of assistance. Female respondents
participating in the household survey and Focus Group Discussions reported that they were generally
able to access assistance safely and without restrictions. 97% HHs repeated that women were treated
respectfully during the assistance delivery. Qualitative findings further suggest that the presence of
Partner Organizations' local staff and Community Resource Persons (CRPs) contributed to maintaining
trust, facilitating communication, and reducing potential protection risks during distributions.

The assessment nevertheless identified a few operational risks inherent to large-scale humanitarian
responses. In communities where flood impacts were extensive, some non-beneficiary households
expressed dissatisfaction over exclusion from assistance, despite generally acknowledging that targeting
had prioritized the most vulnerable families. This reflects a common humanitarian challenge where
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resource limitations may create perceptions of inequity rather than shortcomings in the targeting
methodology itself.
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Chapter 5. Conclusion and Recommendations

This chapter synthesizes the overall findings of the evaluation and presents the key conclusions emerging
from the assessment of PPAF’s emergency relief assistance using the OECD-DAC criteria. It highlights the
programme’s major strengths, particularly in terms of relevance, timeliness, efficiency, effectiveness, and
coordination, while also reflecting on the limitations of a short-term relief approach in addressing longer-
term recovery and resilience needs. The chapter further distills the main lessons learned and best practices
identified through the evaluation and translates them into a forward-looking agenda for strengthening
future humanitarian programming. In doing so, it provides a clear evidence-based bridge between findings
and action, ensuring that the evaluation contributes not only to accountability, but also to institutional
learning and improved response design.

5.1. Conclusion

The evaluation concludes that PPAF’s Emergency Relief Assistance to the 2025 flood-affected communities
was a timely, relevant, and operationally effective response that addressed critical survival needs during
the immediate post-disaster period. The programme performed strongly across the core OECD-DAC
criteria, particularly in relation to relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, and connectedness. Evidence from
the household survey, FGDs, Klls, and document review consistently shows that the assistance package
responded well to the priority needs of affected households, especially food, safe drinking water, hygiene
support, medical care, and veterinary services. The intervention also reached economically vulnerable
groups, with a substantial proportion of beneficiaries already linked to BISP, and was generally perceived
by communities as well-targeted, useful, and responsive to local realities.

In terms of efficiency, the response demonstrated strong institutional readiness and field-level
coordination. A large majority of households identified PPAF as among the first responders, and most
surveyed households reported receiving assistance within the first four weeks of the floods. This was made
possible through a combination of early fund mobilization, use of pre-qualified vendors, digital
management systems, partner presence in affected locations, and reliance on local community structures
and Community Resource Persons. Distribution arrangements were largely viewed as organized and
accessible, and the response appears to have achieved strong value for money by leveraging existing
networks rather than creating parallel systems. These findings reinforce the conclusion that PPAF has a
credible and effective delivery model for rapid humanitarian response in difficult operating environments.

The evaluation also finds the intervention to be effective in meeting immediate needs and protecting
households from deeper crisis. A very high proportion of respondents reported that the assistance helped
them meet their immediate post-flood needs to a good or great extent. Food packages contributed to
improved meal frequency and basic consumption, medical camps reduced the need for paid treatment,
veterinary camps protected livestock assets, and water-related support helped reduce disease risk in
relevant locations. Beyond immediate outputs, the intervention had clear short-term protective effects: a
large number of households reported reduced need to borrow money or sell productive assets, and
respondents also reported improvements in household well-being. Women’s accounts further suggest that
the intervention had early social effects by supporting dignity, strengthening informal support networks,
and improving access to information and services.

Connectedness was another notable strength. The evaluation found limited evidence of duplication,
suggesting that PPAF’s assistance was largely complementary to support provided by other actors.
Qualitative evidence indicates that district-level coordination, information sharing with NDMA/PDMAs,
administrative facilitation, and trusted local relationships helped improve geographic targeting and
smooth implementation. This coordination function was especially important in contexts where
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infrastructure disruption, difficult terrain, and administrative bottlenecks could easily have slowed relief
delivery. At the same time, the evaluation suggests that while operational coordination was strong, more
formalized institutional arrangements with national/provincial disaster response institutions would
further improve role clarity, information flow, and strategic readiness in future large-scale emergencies.

The evaluation’s main qualification relates to sustainability and the limits of a relief-focused model.
Although the programme generated important early benefits, these gains remain fragile without follow-
on support. While many households reported improved coping capacity and some strengthening of
linkages with local services, markets, community institutions, and government actors, a sizeable share
reported no new or strengthened institutional connections after assistance. Communities were also clear
that flood recovery needs extended beyond the scope of emergency relief and included livelihood
restoration, livestock rehabilitation, early warning systems, environmental protection, and other resilience
measures. This means that the programme was successful as an emergency intervention, but the durability
of its results depends heavily on what happens next.

The evaluation finds that PPAF has demonstrated a strong and credible humanitarian response capability
built on community presence, operational agility, and trusted partnerships. The central strategic
implication is not simply that PPAF should continue doing what it already does well, but that it should now
build on this strength to develop a more integrated disaster response model that links rapid relief with
early recovery, resilience-building, and institutional preparedness. In a context where climate-related
shocks are becoming more frequent and severe, the challenge ahead is no longer only rapid response, but
response that also protects recovery pathways and reduces the likelihood of repeated crisis.

5.2. Lesson Learned and Best Practices

1. Local Networks Are a Strategic Asset

Lesson: Pre-existing community structures and PPAF’'s Community Resource Persons were central to
rapid delivery, local access, and trust-building.

Takeaway: Continue investing in and social capital as a core institutional strength for faster, more
credible, and more reliable emergency response.

2. Preparedness Determines Response Efficiency

Lesson: The speed and efficiency of relief delivery were shaped significantly by decisions, systems, and
partnerships that existed before the disaster.

Takeaway: Strengthen anticipatory planning, preparedness systems, and pre-agreed operational
arrangements to improve response timeliness and effectiveness.

3. Access Constraints Remain a Key Operational Risk

Lesson: Delays, where they occurred, were driven primarily by access-related challenges in affected
areas.

Takeaway: Strengthen field-level coordination, access planning, and verification arrangements in
advance to reduce implementation delays during future responses.

4. The Response Reinforced PPAF’s Core Institutional Strength

Lesson: The intervention reflected PPAF’s comparative advantage in community-based outreach and
rapid mobilization.

Takeaway: Continue building on community-driven delivery models as a defining strength of PPAF’s
humanitarian response architecture.

5. Assistance Design Must Reflect Context
Lesson: Priority needs varied across locations depending on geography, severity of impact, and local
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conditions.
Takeaway: Future response packages should allow greater contextual flexibility so assistance can be
tailored to differing needs across affected areas.

6. Sustainability Depends on the Transition Beyond Relief

Lesson: The benefits of emergency assistance are at risk of fading unless they are linked to follow-on
support.

Takeaway: Design future responses with clearer pathways from relief to recovery and resilience,
including livelihoods, preparedness, and early warning measures.

5.3. Way Forward

1. Transition from relief-centered to a phased humanitarian approach

The way forward for PPAF is to move from a primarily relief-centred model to a phased humanitarian
approach that links immediate assistance with early recovery and resilience-building. Future responses
should continue to protect the strengths evidenced in this evaluation, speed, relevance, strong community
engagement, and operational discipline, but should also include deliberate pathways for households to
transition from stabilization to recovery. This may include integrating livelihood restoration, livestock
recovery, reactivation of service access, shelter support, and community preparedness elements within
an expanded response architecture. A phased model would be especially valuable in Pakistan’s climate-
vulnerable context, where flood emergencies are increasingly recurrent and the boundary between
humanitarian response and resilience programming is becoming thinner.

2. Strengthen Institutional Disaster Governance

PPAF should also use the momentum of this response to strengthen institutional disaster governance. This
means formalizing strategic coordination with NDMA, PDMAs, district administrations, and relevant
technical departments, while also defining clearer operational interfaces with partner organizations and
local institutions. More formalized agreements and information-sharing arrangements would enhance
coherence, reduce delays, and strengthen PPAF’s visibility and convening role in future emergencies. The
findings suggest that coordination worked well in practice; the next step is to systematize and
institutionalize it.

3. Setup a permanent disaster response financing mechanism

A further forward-looking priority is to deepen PPAF’s preparedness systems. A permanent disaster
response financing mechanism, stronger contingency planning, improved response protocols, standard
learning systems, and scalable operational templates would help preserve the efficiency gains
demonstrated in this intervention. Preparedness should include not only financial and logistical readiness,
but also stronger data systems, package flexibility, inclusive targeting protocols, and field communication
mechanisms that can be activated quickly during future crises.

4. Embedded learning model as core preparedness function

Finally, PPAF should treat documentation, after-action review, and operational learning as core
preparedness functions. This evaluation has already generated a valuable body of evidence on what
worked, where constraints emerged, and how field systems adapted. To maximize institutional benefit,
those lessons should feed directly into updated response SOPs, staff orientation, partner protocols, and
future programme design. In that sense, the way forward is not only programmatic but organizational:
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strengthening PPAF’s ability to respond faster, learn faster, and connect relief more effectively to resilience
outcomes.
5.4. Recommendations

The recommendations presented in this chapter are drawn directly from the evaluation findings and are
intended to support PPAF in strengthening the design, delivery, and sustainability of future emergency
responses. Detailed recommendations are provided in the table below (Table 4).
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Recommendation

Establish a
permanent PPAF
Disaster Response
Pool Fund

Formalize
coordination with
NDMA, PDMAs,
and district
administrations

Scale safe
drinking water
interventions in
future flood
responses

Detailed Description

should
readiness through a

PPAF institutionalize
disaster
dedicated multi-year response
fund supported by public, private,
philanthropic, and development
partner contributions. The fund
should be linked to predefined
activation criteria, rapid
procurement arrangements, and
internal response protocols so
that resources can be mobilized
without delay.

PPAF should establish structured
coordination arrangements with
national, provincial, and district
disaster management authorities
through formal MoUs, standard

operating  procedures, data-
sharing protocols, and joint
planning arrangements. These

should clearly define targeting,
referral pathways, information
exchange, and operational roles
during future disasters.

Safe drinking water support
should become a standard
component of flood response
programming in highly affected
districts. Depending on context,
this may include water filtration
plants, temporary community
water points, household-level
water treatment options, or
bottled water where immediate
safe supply is not possible.

Table 4: Recommendations

Rationale / Evidence from
Evaluation
The evaluation showed that
timeliness and efficiency were
major strengths, with nearly
89% of households identifying
PPAF as among the first
responders and around 75%
receiving assistance within
four weeks. Building a
permanent pooled mechanism
would help preserve and
strengthen this readiness
advantage.
The evaluation found
connectedness to be generally
strong and duplication
(limited) but also highlighted
the need for stronger
formalised institutional
linkages and clearer
coordination mechanisms for
future large-scale responses.

The evaluation found strong
beneficiary appreciation for
water-related support, and
evidence indicated reduced
flood-related disease risks in
areas where water filtration
support was available. Safe
water consistently emerged as
one of the most valued needs.
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Priority

High

High

Medium = Short Term

Suggested Lead
Timeframe Responsibility
Medium PPAF Senior
Term Management /
Finance and
Strategy Units
Immediate | PPAF Senior
to  Short | Management
Term
PPAF
Programme
Wing

Government,
private sector,
donors,
philanthropic
partners

NDMA, PDMAs,
district
administrations,
Partner
Organizations

WASH
Partner
Organizations,
district
administrations

teams,
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4 Leverage
community
structures for
continuity,
preparedness,
and sustainability

PPAF further strengthened the
Community Organizations, Village
Organizations, Community
Resource  Persons, women’s
groups, and other local networks
not only for relief distribution but
also for preparedness,
communication, early warning
dissemination, referral support,
and post-relief follow-up. These
structures can serve as continuity
mechanisms between relief and
resilience.

The evaluation repeatedly
highlighted the value of local
networks and community
structures in enabling quick
access,  trusted delivery,
communication, and follow-
up. It also found that
community-based linkages
helped sustain some benefits
after the relief phase.

Medium

Short
Medium
Term

to

PPAF
Programme
Wing

Partner
Organizations,
COs, VOs, CRPs,
local leaders
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Annex-1: Progress Update to Project’s Logframe

This section provides a structured progress review against the project’s results framework, comparing

baseline values, targets, and actual progress achieved. It shows how the intervention performed against
the overall objective, specific objective, and expected results, including delivery of food packages, hygiene
kits, NFls, medical camps, and veterinary camps. In this way, the chapter serves as a concise results-

accountability section that links field evidence with programme targets and reported accomplishments.

Results Chain
Overall To contribute to
Objective

among flood-
affected
populations of
Pakistan

To provide
protection
assistance to
flood-affected
targeted
households and
address their
immediate social
needs, with a

vulnerable and
marginalised
groups, such as
women and
disabled-headed
households,
during a short-
term relief phase

o
2>
=
o
(7]
2
)
o
0
&
(S
]
%
(%]

poverty reduction

particular focus on

Indicator

% of targeted

households
reporting
satisfaction with

the relief support

received

1. % of targeted
households that
received relief
assistance
packages
(disaggregated by
gender, age and
disability status of
household head)

2. % of women and
PWDs reporting
satisfaction with
distribution
arrangements
(timing, location,
safety,
accessibility)

Baseline
0%

0%
households
supported

0%

Target
> 80% of targeted

households report

satisfaction.

1. 100% of
targeted
households,
including
women/disabled
headed
households (if
available) reached

2. >280% of
beneficiaries
(women and
persons with
disability if
present) report
satisfaction with
distribution
arrangements

Progress
90% of HHs report
satisfaction

1. 100% HHs
(including women/
disabled headed
HHs) reported
having received
the assistance
package

2. 87% of women
and PWDs report
satisfaction with
distribution
arrangements
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Expected Results

Expected Results

Results Chain

Result 1: Improved
access of target
households to safe
and nutritious food
Result 2: Enhanced
self-esteem and
psychological
wellbeing of
households
through provision
of personal hygiene
products and
essential household
items leading to
better sanitation
practices and
quality of life
Result 3: Improved
access to primary
basic health
services through
providing
immediate medical
assistance,
including treatment
for waterborne
diseases, injuries,
and other flood-
related health
issues

Result 4: Enhanced
access to essential
care of livestock
through setting-up
veterinary health
camps, including
vaccination,
treatment for
injuries, and
nutritional support

Indicator Baseline

1.1. No. of
households
receiving food
packages

2.1. No. of
households
receiving hygiene
kits

0 HHs

0 HHs

0 HHs
2.2. No. of
households
receiving essential
non-food household
items

3.1. No. of medical 0

camps organised medical
camps

3.2. No. of patients

treated in each 0

district patients

(disaggregated by treated

gender, disability)

4.1. No. of 0 camps
veterinary
camps/drives
organized

0
4.2. No. of animals animals
treated /vaccinated  treated

Target

49,127 households
receive food
packages

49,127 households
receive hygiene kits

49,127 households
receive NFls

124 medical camps
organized

No. of patients
treated across 120
medical camps

141 veterinary
camps/drives
organized

No. of animals
treated/ vaccinated

Progress

49,127 households
receive food
packages

49,127 households
receive hygiene kits

49,127 households
receive NFls

124 medical camps
organized

47,928 patients
treated

Results Chain indicator __| Baseline | Target ______| Progress _____

141 veterinary
camps/drives
organized

61,937 animals
treated/ vaccinated
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Annex-2: Project’s Log frame

Results Chain Indicator Baseline Target Sources of Data Assumptions
/MoVs
Overall To % of targeted 0% > 80% of targeted =~ Monitoring - No major new
Objectiv = contribute households households reports flooding disrupts
e to poverty reporting report distribution and
reduction satisfaction satisfaction. response
among with the activities
flood- relief - Security
affected support situation in
populations | received target areas
of Pakistan remains stable
To provide 1. % of 0 1. 100% of Beneficiary lists; | - Local govt.
protection targeted househol | targeted Relief political and
assistance households ds households, distribution community
to flood- that received | supported | including records; leaders continue
affected relief women/disabled beneficiary cooperation
targeted assistance headed feedback - Access to
households | packages households (if forms/Monitori | affected areas,
and address | (disaggregat available) ng reports roads/bridges
their ed by 0% reached remain
immediate | gender, age functional
o social and disability 2. 280% of - Community
B needs, with | status of beneficiaries acceptance of
:g. a particular | household (women and aid distribution
o focus on head) persons with - No major
5J‘=: vulnerable disability if supply chain
‘ZJ_ and 2. % of present) report disruption
v marginalise | women and satisfaction with
d groups, PWDs distribution
such as reporting arrangements
women and | satisfaction
disabled- with
headed distribution
households | arrangement
, during a s (timing,
short-term location,
relief phase | safety,
accessibility)
Result 1: 1.1. No. of 0 HHs 49,127 MIS data, - Distribution
Improved households households Distribution sites remain
access of receiving receive food records, accessible.
2 target food packages monitoring - Households
ﬁ households = packages report safely store and
_"é to safe and use food
9 nutritious received
§_ food
o Result 2: 2.1. No. of 0 HHs 49,127 MIS data, - Households
Enhanced households households Distribution utilise kits
self-esteem | receiving receive hygiene records, properly
and hygiene kits kits
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psychologic
al wellbeing
of
households
through
provision of
personal
hygiene
products
and
essential
household
items
leading to
better
sanitation
practices
and quality
of life
Result 3:
Improved
access to
primary
basic health
services
through
providing
immediate
medical
assistance,
including
treatment
for
waterborne
diseases,
injuries,
and other
flood-
related
health
issues
Result 4:
Enhanced
access to
essential
care of
livestock
through
setting-up
veterinary
health
camps,

2.2. No. of
households
receiving
essential
non-food
household
items

3.1. No. of
medical
camps
organised
3.2. No., of
patients
treated in
each district
(disaggregat
ed by
gender,
disability)

4.1. No. of
veterinary
camps/drives
organised
4.2. No. of
animals
treated
/vaccinated

0 HHs

0 medical
camps

0 patients
treated

0 camps;

0 animals
treated

49,127
households
receive NFIs

124 medical
camps organized

No. of patients
treated across
120 medical
camps

141 veterinary
camps/drives
organized

No. of animals
treated/vaccinate
d.

monitoring
report

Medical camp
setup reports,
monitoring
reports,

MIS data

Medical camp
setup reports,
monitoring
reports,

MIS data

- No secondary
flooding
contaminating
hygiene facilities.

- Qualified
medical staff
available

- Communities
able to access
camp sites

- Veterinary
medicines/suppli
es available

- Livestock
owners bring
animals to camps
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including
vaccination,
treatment
for injuries,
and
nutritional
support
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Annex-3: Evaluation Framework

Criterion

Main Evaluation
Questions (from
RFP)

Sub-Questions/Aspects

Suggested Indicators

Data Collection

Related
Questions from
Instruments

1. Relevance

2. Efficiency

Evaluate whether
the
implementation
processes and
relief assistance
were aligned with
the needs of the
target beneficiary
households, the
proposed results
and guidelines as
well as being
relevant to PPAF’s
overall mandate.

Assess and
document
whether the
implementation
strategy and
approach were
the most efficient.

- To what extent did the relief
interventions address the
urgent needs of flood-
affected communities?

- How well did the assistance
align with beneficiary
priorities (e.g., food, health,
hygiene)?

- Most significant aspects of
the project environment that
affected the achievement of
project objectives.

- Was the assistance relevant
to PPAF's mandate in poverty
alleviation and community
resilience?

- Were inputs utilized
efficiently and timely?
- How timely was the
distribution?

- Efficiency in resource
allocation.

- % beneficiaries (disaggregated by sex
and vulnerability) confirming
relevance of assistance.

- % of women/girls reporting that
assistance addressed their specific
needs.

- % HHs confirming that the received
PPAF relief package adequately
addressed urgent post-flood needs
(disaggregated by sex of household
head)

- % HHs in targeted villages reporting
that their village was among the "most
affected" in the UC (Cross-verify with
village-level flood data from NDMA,
other sources)

- % HHs reporting that medical and
veterinary camps adequately
addressed their most urgent post-
flood health and livestock-related
needs

- Level of perceived influence of key
environmental factors on project
objectives, as reported by
stakeholders

- Variance (in days) between planned
& actual delivery of relief packages
(disaggregated by district and
beneficiary type).

- Cost per household assisted vs
budgeted unit cost (disaggregated by
sex of household head).

- Desk review: Project
log-frame, proposals,
guidelines.

- Primary: HH-level
surveys, separate FGDs
with women/men, Klls
with PPAF/POs/district
officials.

- Triangulation:
Beneficiaries &
stakeholders feedback
vs reports and
dashboard.

- Desk review:
Financial records, work
plans, MIS data.

- Primary: HH-level
survey, Klls with
POs/field teams,

HH-16; FGD-2;
Kll-2-6; Kll-2-7;

HH-18; FGD-5;
KIl-3-23

HH-17; FGD-3;
FGD-4; KII-3-9

HH-13; FGD-6;
FGD-7; KII-1-9;
KIl-3-6

HH-17; FGD-4;

KIl-3-21; KII-3-22

HH-19; FGD-8

DR;

DR: KII-2-18
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Criterion

3. Effectiveness

Main Evaluation
Questions (from
RFP)

Was the relief
assistance carried
out timely?

How efficiently
were the allocated
resources utilised
to achieve the
stated objectives?
Was there any
alternative cost-
efficient approach
to achieve the
desired
objectives?

Evaluate how
effectively
allocated
resources were
used to transform
inputs into
outcomes. Report
on the
effectiveness of
relief assistance in
achieving project
objectives.
Consider the cost-
effectiveness of
relief assistance

Sub-Questions/Aspects

- What alternative cost-
efficient approaches could
have been used?

- To what extent were project
outputs and outcomes
achieved?

- How effectively did the
assistance improve food
security, and livelihoods?

- Was cost-effectiveness
optimized?

- Progress against log-frame
indicators.

Suggested Indicators

- Level of perceived timeliness of relief
distribution as reported by
beneficiaries (from ‘very timely to
‘delayed’)

- Proportion of budget allocated to
gender-specific items (e.g., dignity
kits, women'’s health camps) vs
utilization rate.

- % respondents reporting the relief
distribution processes (e.g., fair
targeting, prior announcements,
minimal waste, good coordination,
reasonable waiting time at
distribution points) to be well
organized and efficient

- Funds utilization ratio.

- Number of feasible alternative cost-
efficient modalities (e.g., cash
transfers, vouchers, community-
managed distribution)

- % HHs satisfied after receiving relief
packages, health services & veterinary
support (disaggregated by sex of
recipient/head).

- % of women reporting improved
access to safe hygiene/health services.
- % HHs reporting that the medical
camp services effectively reduced or
treated urgent health issues (e.g.,
diarrhea, skin infections,
fever/malaria, respiratory problems,
or maternal/child health needs)

- % HHs reporting improvement in
immediate food needs, and livelihood

Data Collection

separate FGDs with
women/men

- Analysis: Cost vs
Actual comparisons
with gender lens.

- Primary: HH-level
surveys, separate FGDs
with women/men,
field observations.

- Desk review:
Distribution registers,
PO reports.

- Triangulation:
Beneficiary surveys vs.
health data.

Related
Questions from
Instruments
HH-20; FGD-9;
Kll-1-12; Kll-2-
17; Kll-3-14

DR;

HH-21, HH-22,
HH-23; FGD-10

DR
HH-24; FGD-11;
KIl-2-19

HH-27; FGD-12

HH-28; FGD-12;
KIl-3-23

HH-29; HH-27;

FGD-14; KIl-2-21;
KIl-3-21

HH-25; HH-26;
FGD-12;
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Criterion

Main Evaluation
Questions (from
RFP)

and assess
whether available
means were
optimally utilised.

Sub-Questions/Aspects

Suggested Indicators

recovery (disaggregated by sex of
recipient/head).

- % HHs that accessed veterinary
camps reporting that the services
effectively treated or prevented
livestock health issues (e.g.,
deworming, vaccination, wound
treatment, or disease control)

- Cost-effectiveness ratio: Total project

Data Collection

Related
Questions from
Instruments
Kll-1-10; KlI-1-
11; KII-2-20; KlI-
3-20

HH-30; HH-27;
FGD-15; Kll-2-21;
KIl-3-22

assistance carried
out by other
agencies.

- Operational coordination
mechanisms or referrals involving
gender issues (e.g., joint women-
focused distributions, or shared
gender data in cluster meetings) with
other agencies.

- Documented & verified instances (2-
3) of active complementarity (e.g.,
joint needs assessments, referral

expenditure divided by the number of DR
HHs reporting improvement in
immediate food needs, health
conditions, and livelihood recovery.
4, Assess whether - Were PPAF's efforts - Coordination mechanisms - Desk review: Meeting
Connectedness | the relief coordinated with other established with other agencies minutes, coordination DR; FGD-16;
assistance and actors? (NDMA, UN, INGOs, etc.). records, reports. Kll-2-14; KlI-2-
processes carried - How coherent were internal = - Informed area (UC/villages) targeting | - Primary: Klls with 15;
out were processes? through coordinated efforts with PPAF/POs/district KlII-3-17
coherently linked - Did the assistance district administration/NDMA, other administration/gender
to each other. complement efforts by agencies. officers, separate FGDs | DR;
Whether relief NDMA, INGOs? - Documented examples (at least 2-3) with women/men Kll-3-7; KII-3-8
assistance of strong internal process linkages, (proxy questions)
implemented was identified and verified through
linked and triangulated evidence (progress DR
complemented to reports, meeting minutes, and staff
the relief interviews)

DR; FGD-17; KllI-
2-15; KIl-2-16;
KIl-3-18
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Criterion

5. Impact

Main Evaluation
Questions (from
RFP)

Assess and
document the
project objectives
achieved so far
and the
intervention
potentially leading
towards the
fulfillment of the
project outcomes.

Sub-Questions/Aspects

- What short- and medium-
term impacts emerged?

- Contribution to livelihood
restoration and resilience?
- Secondary/unintended
positive impacts.

Suggested Indicators

mechanisms, geographic/ sectoral
division of labour, or resource sharing)
amongst PPAF's intervention and
other humanitarian actors (NDMA, UN
agencies, INGOs, govt, etc.)

- % HHs reporting positive changes in
well-being indicators (e.g., reduced
food insecurity, improved health
status, retained livestock, and
enhanced community resilience)
(disaggregated by sex of
recipient/head).

- % HHs reporting that the received
food items were sufficient to meet
their household's immediate food
needs (disaggregated by sex of
recipient/head).

- % of HHs that accessed medical
camps, reporting a significant
reduction in household illness burden,
thereby able to retain resources

- Community- or HH level resilience-
enhancing practices or mechanisms
adopted (e.g., joined CO/VO, early
warning linkages, women organized,
community linkage with govt.
departments)

- % HHs reporting that they did not
sell or distress-sell any major assets
due to the immediate support
received (disaggregated by sex of
recipient/head)

- Unintended positive: Enhanced
women's visibility in community

Data Collection

- Primary: HH-level
surveys, FGDs.
- Desk review:

Health/education data,

PO reports.
- Analysis:

Contribution analysis

with gender lens.

Related
Questions from
Instruments
DR; Kl1-3-18; KlI-
3-19

HH-33, HH-34;
FGD-18;

HH-35; FGD-19;
KIl-1-13;

HH-36; FGD-20

HH-38, HH-39;
FGD-22

HH-37; FGD-21;
KIl-3-29

HH-40; FGD-23;

Kll-1-14; KlI-2-
24; KII-3-25

48



HCPL - Evaluation of “PPAF Emergency Relief Assistance to 2025 Floods Affected Communities”

Criterion

6.
Sustainability

Process Review
(Additional)

Main Evaluation
Questions (from
RFP)

Evaluate the
institutional,
social, and
economic
sustainability of
the benefits after
the relief
assistance was
completed. Assess
linkages
developed by
target beneficiary
households with
primary and
secondary
stakeholders and
explore the
continuity and
upscaling of
project outcomes.
Document key
processes and
identify gaps and
good practices in
the process
undertaken during
the project
implementation.

Sub-Questions/Aspects

- Mechanisms for sustaining
benefits post-intervention?

- Sustainability of
institutional/social/economic
benefits?

- Linkages with stakeholders
for continuity/upscaling.

- Recommendations for
coping mechanisms.

- How were processes
designed, monitored,
improved?

- Identify gaps and good
practices.

- Clarity of roles, feedback
loops, supervision.

Suggested Indicators

meetings or strengthened social
networks from collective distributions.
- Strengthened social networks or
community support mechanisms
indicating improved access to
information/early warning systems or
community decision-making

- % of women maintaining access to
health services post-relief.

- Beneficiary communities expressing
increased confidence in their ability to
cope with or recover from future
floods

- % HHs reporting active linkage with
primary or secondary stakeholders
(e.g., local government services,
markets/suppliers, financial
institutions, community organizations,
or development programs) that was
established or strengthened by the
PPAF relief assistance (disaggregated
by sex of recipient/head).

- Clarity of partner roles and
guidelines (including gender
protocols).

- Level of clarity & consistency in key
implementation processes (e.g.,
beneficiary selection, relief packages,
distribution planning, monitoring, and
feedback mechanisms)

- Operational robustness (local POs,
approvals, procurements, logistics,
financial management, quick fixes,
etc.)

Data Collection

- Primary: HH-level
surveys, Klls with

POs/district officials,
FGDs, women-focused

field visits.
- Desk review: PO
reports.

- Desk review:

Operational manuals,

training reports.

- Primary: FGDs, Klls
with project
teams/district

officials/gender focal

points.

Related
Questions from
Instruments

HH-41; FGD-26

HH-42; FGD-27;

HH-43; FGD-25;
KIl-2-25; K11-3-29

HH-44; HH-45;
FGD-24; KIl-2-26;
KIl-3-30

DR

DR; KlI-2-8

FGD-29; KII-3-28

HH-50; FGD-30
DR; KllI-3-26

DR; KillI-2-29; KIlI-
3-27
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Criterion

Main Evaluation
Questions (from
RFP)

Sub-Questions/Aspects

Suggested Indicators

- Existence and use of (gender-
sensitive) complaint/feedback
mechanisms.

- Frequency of supervision visits.
- Strength of feedback loops and
adaptive management during
implementation.

Data Collection

Related
Questions from
Instruments

Risks and
Challenges
(Additional)

Evaluate access-
related risks and
challenges, such
as volatile security
situations, floods
impact on
beneficiary
household
economic
position, and
administrative
bottlenecks.
Provide
recommendations
for effective
coping strategies.

- What barriers affected
implementation?

- Assess risks (security, flood
impacts, administrative
issues).

- Recommendations for
effective coping strategies.

- Most significant
environmental aspects.

- Most significant risks/challenges
faced during implementation (e.g.,
access barriers due to damaged
roads/bridges, recurrent flooding,
security volatility, administrative
delays in approvals/NOCs, economic
shocks from crop/livestock loss),
including gender-specific risks.

- Vulnerable beneficiary HHs (woman-
headed, PWDs, elderly, or livestock-
dependent) reporting that flood-
related risks/challenges had a greater
negative impact on them as compared
to others

- Documented risk mitigation
measures implemented during the
project (e.g., contingency planning for
access, alternative distribution points,
coordination with PDMA for security,
pre-positioning of stocks, rapid
response to administrative
bottlenecks)

- Differential impact on men- vs
women-headed households (e.g., due
to prolonged/recurrent flooding,
damaged infrastructure, security
volatility, administrative delays,
market disruptions, etc.)

- Primary: FGDs, KllIs
with PO, field staff,
beneficiaries (separate
women groups).

- Desk review: Progress
reports, incident logs.

DR; FGD-31; KlI-
1-13; Kll-2-27;
KIl-3-13;

FGD-33; Kll-1-14

DR; KlI-2-28; KlI-
2-28; Kll-3-16
FGD-34

FGD-35; FGD-36;
KIl-2-30; KlII-2-31
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Criterion Main Evaluation Sub-Questions/Aspects Suggested Indicators Data Collection Related
Questions (from Questions from
RFP) Instruments
- Practical, evidence-based
recommendations for coping
strategies (e.g., contingency planning
for access/security, safe access for
women, GBV prevention in
distributions, enhanced coordination
protocols, etc.)
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Annex-4: Household Survey Questionnaire (with Urdu Translation)
Aoldlgun § 2 90 5loyeS

Guiding Note: Male and female enumerators shall be engaged for carrying out HH survey, based on the
HH head being male and female, respectively.
b g 30 olw & 565 4S 3 ol ol 8 3l LS ligal 65 09y Slade (3193 59 350 J & 2 9w 9034 1095 Bl
-BAL (g

Introduction by the Enumerator

d)la:) SOJSJS)LQJU
Assalam-o-Alaikum. My name is and | am part of an independent team conducting an
evaluation on behalf of the Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund (PPAF). We are speaking with households

who received emergency assistance during the 2025 floods to understand how the support was delivered
and how helpful it was for affected families.

Your household has been randomly selected for this survey. The information you share will be kept strictly
confidential and will be combined with responses from many other households. Your name or identity will
not be used anywhere. Your participation is completely voluntary, and if at any time you feel
uncomfortable or do not wish to answer a question, you may skip that question or stop the interview.

This survey is not linked to any future assistance or benefits, and your answers, whether positive or
negative, will not affect any support you may receive. The interview will take approximately 20-25 minutes.

With your permission, may | proceed with the interview?
o Sl (§ 0 5K oyt 0Ll 52 gy a8 0 Hlise 355 Sl (e 9l _ pblee - Sede DLl
4G g3 § ol olal g8y 0gs & s § 2025 5 Uk U 20 ) Ob e 0PSO -0 0 I B3l SO
-Aow ol dpae (S 09 o 8 UGN 08le 9l (55§ eald Db S Ske S S L Lgzmaws 4y
B Sl 6S) dpas y yobo JuSo oS Slaghas 83,8 owid § QT - v LELS Catin 5 9k 33Uas J 8 29w ol o5 8 S T
CSa § QT -8 3 § e b o oS C3lian b pL B QT B3 LE xS il S lils & 0g3leS ,S0s anedl 9!
o 2T 55 ol s & Qlgzr B Ulges (S OT L g g DT 2 65 T €89 o2 (8 551 09l . AiBL) 5 y5b Jaa
-0 Bl (38w Sy 2901 b Ly e/ (3w S943 95 Ulg
S Iy dhe 9 OT ciie b Ogw Ctto 0lg3 by & O hal can s Shaio ar 28 b Slkel 08T g3 (oS 2 9,0 @
-8 oS0 e 25 e 20 Loy o 929,81 ol -8 Ogr e SIS 31 5 30 2

CUsp S/l 1S 89 909,501 o 1S e lrl (§ QT

Section 1: Location and Household Identification
Sl (§ 31568 9l plio 11 (paSiw

e Province/Region: [ Punjab [ Khyber Pakhtunkhwa I Sindh [0 AJK (1 GB
e District:

e Union Council:

e Village / Mohallah:
e Household ID: (Auto Generated)
e Enumerator Name & Code:
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Supervisor Name & Code:
Partner Organization (PO):
Date:  / /2026
Start Time: End Time:

e  GPS Coordinates:

Guiding Note: The above data items will be pre-filled and not to be asked by the respondent/HH.

Ol &8 [ weisS 9 0gar 3BT [ b [ 1950 9350 s [ wlow [ 1ddas / digee
o
JudgS oo
d=ao / 056
(04l LIS 2 o9k HB395) e g3ls S
39S 59l pb B oS Hlas
355)_9\ \AU SQL&S

O)Lﬂ )\.) C,S!,\’b

2026/ ___/ ___ )6

By 8 plus| 1edy 85T
B S g3 e Sldbin

B3l Lazrer s 1S/ 0 Ol (el 9l § 0w 700 e dg Sloshae YU damyiin 195 Gl

Section 2: Respondent Profile

S5l g oipd Olg= 12 HaSuw

Respondent Name
Gender: [ Male I Female I Transgender
Contact #:
Age of respondent (years): [18 or above]
Relationship of respondent to household head:
1 Self O Spouse [ Son/Daughter [ Other (specify):
Is the household head: [1 Male [ Female [ Person with disability
Total household size: ___ persons
Number of children (under 18 years):
Any household member with disability: [1 Yes L1 No [If yes, number: ]
10. Occupation/Income source of HH members before floods (Multiple responses):
I Agriculture/livestock worker [1 Non-agricultural (1 Daily wager [ Enterprise/ Shopkeeper []
Services (barber, tailor, etc.) [ Government Job [ Private Job
1 No Source [ Other, please specify
11. Is your household BISP beneficiary?
[ Yes L1 No
12. Is this household currently residing in the same location as during the floods?
L] Yes [ No (temporarily displaced) [J No (permanently relocated)
13. If “No” in Q12 above, for how long was your household temporarily displaced?
L] Less than 1 week [ 1-4 weeks L1 More than 1 month

aukwn e

L No

53



HCPL - Evaluation of “PPAF Emergency Relief Assistance to 2025 Floods Affected Communities”

14. What type of damage did your household experience due to floods? (Multiple responses)
1 House fully damaged 1 House partially damaged [ Livestock lost [ Crops fully destroyed [1
Crops partially destroyed [ Death I Injury/illness [ Loss of income source

1. ol Bodips Clg>
2. iz il O 0 O aye O 1 pui
3. el dlayly

4. (o9l ew o1 L 18] i(Jlw) yoe § adde oo

5. ) 8 odigd Oly aw olpe & 545

xS cabzg) K00 O e/t O ole Sos O a0

6. vt y9dae O enyge o O iy olp 8,681
7. shdl il gbygS S
8. (S e Ul 18) Slas3 § 09z
9. [ s 0k ST o O ok 0105 sbiyeS S8 8 h9das

10, (o0 &l 2 bl date) dand 8 JUsT / g E331 S 18 Ly o Mo -

O 6555 &) O (0429 613 ¢pln>) lods [ I8 /350460 T oyl denge O (35 ¢ O )9 Sl 58/ sl
OsSses 0

S by xS el 500 O (g sl 365
11. T g Jlgsl o5l Sﬁl)fjﬁ Sy (@S _plaion ﬁb@f&ﬁﬂtjs

O e Odob

12. g5 0h9s & O 97 w0 e 3 4 (gl B9 Ll 418 4 LS

O (G J&5 52 s9b Jatue) a0 (565 2 2 9k o2le) ard O 0k

13. Sl g Jitie ) & 25 G35 o5k 2)le AeS B QT e " Dlsz e 1Y I 9l S
53 s olo 1 [ iy 4—1 [0 S e ity O

14. (g uato) Slgy OLaks § pud 1S 58 31,655 OF aw 429 § Dl

O abad O 6l 53 ysb Jao thaad T 0las § Ogatioge [ iy Olah 5 j5b 95 95 545 [0l 52 y5bo JuSo Oa
Obais 8 odel @13 O Gylew/Sgz [ wge ol 5 ysb 93>
Section 3: Relevance
cinlhae 13 HaSuw
15. Immediately after the floods, what were the three most urgent needs of your household (Select
any 3)?
1 Food [ Safe drinking water [J Shelter / housing materials (1 Clothing / bedding
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1 Hygiene items [J Medical care [ Livestock support (1 Cash / income support
1 Non-food items (related to WASH, kitchen, anti-mosquito, lighting, etc.)
1 Other (specify):
16. Which out of the following assistance did your household receive? (Multiple responses)
1 Food Items [ Non-Food Items [ Hygiene Kits (1 Medical Support (I Veterinary Support [J
Filtered Water (through Filtration Plant) (1 None
17. Did the assistance you received [Food Items, Non-Food Items, Hygiene Kits, Medical Support,
Veterinary Support, Safe drinking water through Water Filtration Plant (in Buner only)] address
any of your top three priority needs as you mentioned in Q15?
[ Yes, addressed all three [ Yes, addressed two [ Yes, addressed one
O No, addressed none
15. e 355) o s 095 D92 G198 e e (8 § S S T cdns D98 & O
(oS o8
O s / 258 T 0l 8 sl / 08 oy T 3 Logima 8 iy [ UleS
0 ode § Gukel / 0 [0 3o (§ 0gadnge [ el S ob [ bl § oo Ollaa>
01 (Blaie o 05 SHBY € il 7S 3 503) 58T 595 01
O (oS cabog) s
16. (blsz suaie) € e Slal (o 058 58 L9 588 & DT ae o b5 o
O 3L ouis 8 [0 &yguuw Syisbg L slial (oo [0 (S (§ Cose Olaa> [ sbeinl § 348 ¢ O sbedsl § 3S
036 35S T (a3 & idly i)
17 ol (b (S § oo Ol celusl Shgs s celedl Shss] dlkal lg 5 9 Jguoge 55 QT LS
Sbygne (8 el o8 § QT3 [(0se s Bro) GL S s Bghme )3 & e i fild § 3L «yygeun S53559
SE LS ,83 10 V0 Jlgw 3 QT aS Lz LS 15y 65 (S aw o
O LS bl 58 Sl c0ly T LS blses 58 9 ol [ LS bolses o5 0gid <0l
O LS Ut bolien 58 (oS eongd
18. How relevant was the above-mentioned assistance to your household’s most urgent needs at
that time?

§ 05 dilaio S 3l Vb 0)9S e aw Blod 8 g pi 5198 aw o § 318 S QT 3y

Assistance Type Very Relevant Somewhat Not very Not relevant
ud (§ olal relevant SL3TY) relevant relevant at all

09)9e 3B ST u> S 0gige 00 vige S
V)9 e o

Food Items

sbal § Sy
Non-Food Items
sbsl Shos A&
Hygiene Kits

§ o ol
oSS

Medical Support
caglan gl
Veterinary
Support
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Assistance Type Very Relevant Somewhat Not very Not relevant
PO UKV relevant V9390 relevant relevant at all
09)se ! Su> (S ogigeedly  0giee SIL
09)9# o o
Coglae S 509
(S e & 0gedge
)

Safe drinking
water through
water filtration
plants*
oDl (a3 Sl
Sw Bgaze 23 S
aLs

* This option will be asked only to sample households from Buner District.

B3l lezgr e 093168 e 5 g s o il 4

Guiding Note: Question 19 will be asked by female enumerators from women respondents only.

-8 crezsr OB Hlad (iflgS we OBk Clyr (8l o 19 Jlguw 18395 oy
19. Which of the following needs and priorities of women or girls were addressed by the assistance
you received? (Multiple responses)
] Hygiene and menstrual items
1 Privacy or dignity-related needs (e.g. separate distribution arrangements, female staff)
1 Access to female health services or medicines
] Limited waiting time at distribution points
1 Didn’t experience any violence or harassment in receiving assistance
a0 K) SUS g o5 Olowzyi ygl ©byg o (o 095 3 75 § S b ilg> 5 Sl J19 S 90 Jgwoge oS OT
O OSes Dbl 00L))
O Ol § pa gl o Glaa>
O (dhoe ol ccolollanil S o5 S in) loyg o Bt s yB9 b 48 (25
O Gy S obgal b wleds §couo J 5 onilg>
O ey B )Ual oy ololie S opund
[ g o Liabeo 6 Slaolp b 5085 S s 2 (S Ogd & 355 ool ol

20. Which of the following factors most affected your household's ability to benefit from the relief
assistance? (Multiple responses)
1 Presence of local authorities or community leaders
1 Clear information about eligibility, timing, and location
1 Community cooperation and support during distribution
e SO) EIIS 531 00b) s a2 Do (§ 381 036 s Slkol (§ 31,68 8 T3 Jolge aw 095w e b3 o
um USM bl 0oby))
O $o9790 § vileiuy o9aS b o> (2lio
O ©loglas zudly e 2 0L & plie Hal g eyl
00 5 9l 9lad ' (259468 Olyga & oveandis
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Section 4: Efficiency

S35 14 iSuw
21. Was PPAF [mentioning Partner’s name as well] amongst the first organizations to respond in your
area by providing relief assistance?

T8 ol ome 0gardass 2 1o 55 el dlel Cady e 3l & T [0S 5S3 L pU Bl e8] Lal l g 4 WS

I Yes [d No
If No, which organization?

e (g 055 55 cn S|
22. How soon did your household receive assistance from PPAF (through PO Name) after the floods?
Ta9e Jpoge Sl (338 dlukal w (a3 & 9l ) &l 2l 3 39S 3168 & T & e
1 Within 1-2 weeks [ 3-4 weeks [1 After a month

day S ole SOl 0,8l S Ggiy ¥-Y [0 501 S Ogiay Y-V O -

23. Was the assistance delivered at a convenient and accessible location?
$8S § pabd s plae 3layy BB gl Canlin Sl kel LS
[ Yes O No
If no, please explain:
028 C>lzg 95 o S5
24. Were you informed in advance about distribution time and location?
165 LSS e o 2 o 2 0L 8 plie gl 89 8 ol oS QT LS
[l Yes L1 No
25. What factors affected timely accessibility of HHs in receiving assistance? (Multiple responses)
(0t 08 ©blga 0303 ae SGl) SIS 31 o 38 ol lel B9y W 8 0918 3 slge oS
I Minimum waiting time [ Low distance of distribution points (1 Crowd management [ Prior
intimations [ Accessibility of distribution points

[l QégSJlJé.ﬁ‘fS

O Lo eMbl o A2
O Gy S5 ©lalie § and
26. In your opinion, which other types of assistance would have worked equally well or better for
your household in this situation? (Multiple responses)
] Cash assistance
[ Vouchers to buy items from local markets
[J Combination of cash and in-kind assistance
[ The assistance received was the most suitable option
1 Don’t know / cannot say
5 b 5350 0005 b 550 (o (51 2 AMel 503 (v 055 ) & SINS S T e Joxiyge ol e Jls & T
(08 0Sen Sblgz 03b) ae SU) § 85 (S
| Sldal Ua3
O 5789 A & Sy sl e Jhb plie
O de gazo B oldel (§ sledol ygl Ui
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O B8 V)90 v e D1l Jlg 2 9 Jguo 90
O Ko &S 16 [ o potae

Section 5: Effectiveness
Cusiga 15 (A8
27. To what extent did the assistance help your household meet immediate needs?
[1 Great extent [1 Good extent (1 Some extent [ Very little (1 Not at all
€8 20 (10 2 S g2 ST > S 95 Wlyg b 198 S 215 & LT3 Slukal
O ool e
0SS o> =
0SS u> 8
O S e
0 o6 U

28. After receiving the food assistance, how did your household’s daily meals change compared to
before?

[d Increased and were sufficient [J Increased but still not sufficient (1 No change
§ 5T S LS e Ll & L e 0gileS S Wlioy S 31S S T ety & 5 8 ol el § Shygs
O &6 3531 &S 23
O 6 356 a2 &2 05 S 5
O Gow 0t s 355

29. Please rate your satisfaction with the assistance received.

S Gk 4z § Oligobol (Gl Sluol 04l Jgu090 2,5 0l
Assistance Type Highly Satisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied 7431\
oud (§ ol Satisfied relae Satisfied ekae pe Dissatisfied

Fakae G S5 (oS 28 3k

Food Items

Ll § Shgs
Non-Food Items
bt Shes A2
Hygiene Kits
oS

Medical Support
Caglas (ob
Veterinary
Support

Cdglas 9

(S e & usaige
ge)

Safe drinking
water through
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Assistance Type Highly Satisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied Highly
oud (§ ol Satisfied relae Satisfied koo pe Dissatisfied

Fakae G S5 (oS & Gl
S INEYY UN Y

water filtration
plants*
BEONIREAIILR L)
AR Jo}a:u & ).5 i
LS
* This option will be asked only to sample households from Buner District.

B Al lazgy e 053168 ine S ais gy Bo (] 4

Guiding Note: Question 30 will be asked by female enumerators from women respondents only.

-§ ez OBS jlad ilsS e OB Qs (15 Do 30 Jlgw 195 Blady
30. Are you satisfied with contents of the hygiene kits provided to meet women and girls’ hygiene
management needs?

L1 Highly Satisfied [ Satisfied L1 Somewhat Satisfied [1 Dissatisfied [1 Highly Dissatisfied

5 5 § comp pllai> (5§ ould o & Oy o § plasil & Conpo Ollad> (S 09483yl (lgS DT LS

S elae a lge

O relae L0

O elas

O relas S u> (o8

O el ps

O chaks s Sl

31. Were any medicines provided at the project-supported medical camp given to your household
free of cost?
1 Yes, all medicines were free [1 Some medicines were free, others required payment
1 No, medicines were not free [1 Not applicable (did not use medical camp)
C 8 63 Aglan D 55 51568 S 0T gl (58§ el o aosS (oo pUSH 43 8 CSuzg o LS
O g aoglae Db bgal pled 0l
O 66 S92 S8 § 425 s dslas Do lgsl g8
00 s o 4 9lee Db lgal e
O (LS 0t Jleaiasl GaasS (o) s GBI Jo18
32. For the livestock services at the veterinary camp, how effective were the services in treating or
preventing health problems?
1 Very effective LI Effective [1 Somewhat effective [1 Not effective [1 Not applicable (did not
use veterinary camp)
S S50 5 e pled Sy b e & Piluw § o cilods § 0gadige (o aesS S5 9
Bl
0 53
O S50 S u> (a8
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0 S350
O (LS Ut Jloaiasl aasS (553703) o 3! 1B
33. [Asked only from sample HHs of Buner district] How effective did you find the Water Filtration
Plant in meeting your HHs safe drinking water needs?
1 Very effective (I Effective [ Somewhat effective [1 Not effective [1 Not applicable (did not
use Filtration Plant)
CQL S w bgame § SIS S LTS Cdh phuld yilg [l ez aw 093l e . alis pigr B0
Tgp Coll 350 SIS U 2 S hgr oS Oy §

U 850 e

O Yse

O P50 S d> (o8
0 S50 n&

01 (LS b Sl 39 005) (s ! blo

Section 6: Connectedness

ST o 291 sy 16 (piSpus
34. Did your household receive flood assistance from other organisations or government?
[ Yes O No
9w U098 (o2 v ler (§ CuagS> b Ogandail 1S3 olukel (§ e 953105 S TS
O o O ok
35. If yes in Q34, in your opinion, did PPAF assistance complement other support you received or
were there any overlaps and duplications?
L] Types of assistance were completed distinct
L1 Mostly distinct, but few duplications
1 Substantial Overlaps
dkal 503 19 3 94 Ugaoge 95 9T 5 alal (§ il 4l 3 4 US e 31 § T 95 e 0b Vg o V¥ Jlgus )51
S8 29790 S 591 JLSS 395 e ol WL § eSS §
O e S JSIL pludl (S olukel
O 83 35250 DS 425 oS s S 3 003
0 6 29790 Gebisgl obled

Section 7: Impact

OIS T7 S
36. In which of the following areas did your household experience positive changes after receiving
assistance? (Multiple responses)
1 Ability to meet daily food needs
L] Health of household members
1 Health or survival of livestock
1 Ability to cope with future shocks (e.g. savings, support, reduced stress)
1 None of the above
Tumsn ogeummn UbAS Cudo day § 3 58 ol Slual 68 51,65 S QT o Ugands aw 095 aw oo 23 30
(08 050 SUls 0045 o )
O cvodo § 2,5 G Obygre § S 8 4y,
O coue § ol S 5168
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37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

O b cous § ussise
O cooduo § &ad aw (5 o0 5L oo ez Ha) Ogaae § Judins
O ot 35 e oo Vb 0y955a
Compared to before receiving assistance, how has your household’s overall well-being changed?
[1 Great extent [1 Good extent (1 Some extent [ Very little (1 Not at all
T & U S > (S 3900 9 T (F90m0 § 3145 & O o Lolie & Lo o 35S ool Slokel
O ool e
0SS o> ¢!
0SS a> (o8
O S e
O o S
Were the food items your household received sufficient to meet your household’s immediate
food needs?
LI Largely sufficient [ Sufficient LI Partially sufficient LI Not sufficient
& & 255555 Syg e JME G358 § 2105 & T eludh § Sbgs 19 3 9w 090 S 2148 8 ST LS
‘e 3
O 35S u> s
0 gs
O &8 nosb o3
[ gkt
After receiving services from the medical camp, was your household able to save or avoid
spending money that would otherwise have been used for illness or treatment?
[d Yes [ No [ Not applicable (did not use medical camp)
Sos g 92 LS 8 a3 bbb du 09 3 38 S OTLS & 38 ol ot oS SSoide
gy Jawial 2 ke b Sl
O WS o o canS SSodns( o $8Y O e O 0k
Did the assistance reduce your household’s need to borrow money or sell assets?
[ Yes [ No [ Not applicable
LS (S 95 Coygnd § ae SBIL A (28 IS S 0T 5 Slual LS
O o Sl B8 O e O 0L
[Asked only from sample HHs of Buner district] Did the consumption of safe drinking water
through Water Filtration plants help reduce the chances of related diseases at your HH-level?

[J Yes [ No [ Not applicable (did not use Filtration Plant)

42.

Joaiaol & 3b 8 o Bgazme and & Gulid A iy [3lr ez 92 aw 0918 i & i Aig2 o]

5 000 (0 3 S (5 95 Ul & Lgaslows diilaio (e 31,8 & ST 5
O 1S e Jlamianl M o3 ( e 3 BB O (d O 0L

After the floods and the assistance received, has your HH adopted any of the following practices

to better cope with future emergencies? (Multiple responses)

[] Joined or strengthened a CO or VO or permanent liaising with LSO

1 Established or improved links with early warning or disaster information systems

0 Women in the household/community became part of organised groups or committees

LI Improved links with government departments (e.g. health, livestock, disaster management)

1 None of the above
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o 3 70 o S el g aw Y oKy S udtias 3 318 S QT LS ey § lkel 0 Jguo 90 )9l CMes

(o & Lz 22 llgr suate) T bl Jae 365 o

[ 6,8 050 dlasl) bganan b gy Joalis oo palais (2o b (3550s5

[ By e b 5, @306 Jaslay giles & allas Gloglan § BT ol Gl

0 Uiy a5 0 gainsS b 092958 plaie (il (§ (S990s5/31,65

O ble fp gy gl S )plasl S ol (ewgo cwain( V9S>0 (58w

O ot 39S e e YU dzydia

43. Do you think these practices or linkages (selected in Q42) will help your household or
community cope better with future floods or emergencies?
O Yes, a lot O Yes, to some extent [ No [ Don’t know

ot eine 9 (339488 b 31568 S T (&8 oS e (o FY Jlgan 92) Jarly b lolutdl 4y e Jbs & OTLS

T8 0 ode e e gy aw Y (2K b O

L ool e 0l

|:| & > _@.‘geScQLg

O o

L o polas

Guiding Note: Question 42 will be asked by female enumerators from women respondents only.

-§ ez OBS slad ilsS e OB Qs (55 Do 42 Jlgw 1095 Sleky
44. As a result of receiving assistance and participating in distributions or related activities, did
women in your household or community experience any positive changes in participation or
social connections? (Multiple responses)

1 Women became more visible or confident in community meetings or gatherings
1 Women interacted more with other women and built stronger social networks
[0 Women had more information or awareness about community services or support
[0 Women were consulted or listened to more in household or community matters
1 No noticeable positive change
1 Don’t know
L 193 § $9uS b 3145 & QTS e 2l & S8 o 0gea S Ao b o 391 3 S Sl Slukal
(U8 OSes Sbls 030 ao ) §(§ puganmn (b Cudho 355 e Jaslg) (rlows b Sl 3
[0 58 g slazel 5 b obles 03b) e Silelaszl b 0g3BMNe (§ (269408 (xSl g5
O bl )9 s (arlows bogano 191 LS @6 dlar)y 03b) gl §° oilys K00 3 oslss
O Gt Jolo BT L loslas 005 e 20 8 e b lous (§ (35545 55 cilss
0 &8 g b § 01 L LW )5 03b5 (o Mlolae S (35965 b a8 aw crilg>
O ot s Coto udly 395
O o polas

Section 8: Sustainability

SIS 18 S
45. Has your household head or any adult member been more involved in community meetings or
decisions related to emergency preparedness or community issues after the assistance?
[d Yes [ No [ Not applicable (no such meetings/groups)
5SS el Glaio aw Sluse & ($59505'b 008w S3lal 3,9 1 39S Lol & 31455 OTLS
Se g ol 00 s & Slual 0 Ogbasd b gDl
O 06 p0957 oM 355 sl SMB! 8 O o O 04
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46. After the emergency relief phase ended, were women in your household able to continue
accessing health services when needed?
1 Yes, without major difficulty 1 Yes, but with some difficulty (1 No, access became difficult or
stopped [ Don’t know
S5 Olods § oo 3 5 5 g b (ilg> SIS S OTWS o § 5 g o35 & oo 8 olel 28y
fuSw 45) Gl 3wy
08 K S v ol
O gle & S 435 o5 ol
O &8 o o b S Gl e
U 0 polre
47. Did the assistance help your household cope better with flood impacts?
[1 Great extent [1 Good extent (1 Some extent [ Very little (1 Not at all
€55 3o e el Ay aw SIS S O 95 3148 S DT 5 el LS
D ool e
0SS o> ¢!
0SS a> (o8
O S cw
O e S
48. As a result of the PPAF (through PO Name) relief assistance, has your household established or
strengthened contact with any of the following services or entities?
L] Local government services (e.g. health, livestock, disaster management)
] Local markets or suppliers
I Financial institutions (banks, microfinance, savings groups)
[0 Community Organisations (COs) / Village Organisations (VOs)
1 Other development programmes or NGOs
L1 None of the above
S 0alal b leds (S 1o B3 703 3 3185 & QTS o it 8 Sl Cady (a3 8 sl g) @l el g g
S oo LS bgino b LS @316 alanly gilc
O ((JU'QJJI i Nty (SR o Slin) Olods- ngjs 2o
00 553w b JBL (ol
O (955 cam spuilid 9,k i) 2 1) GWLe
O orenais § 058/ (raedass 3 50s8
O 5l ol b bS5 L85 L%
O ot 395 aw oo b dmydie
49. Have you or any household members used any of these linkages (selected in Q48) in the last
three months?

1 Yes [ No [ Not applicable (no linkages established)
S e (04 s e 48 Jlgas) dailay O e Ugiee 8 M 3 99 (S 8 218 8 STL LS
?4 QSJW|3§

O (&8 oS o6 036 by (355) ons GBI BB O s O 0k

Section 9: Process, Risks & Safeguarding

dadxd jgl Wilyas ¢ Jos 19 S
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50. How clear and consistent were the processes for receiving relief assistance in your area (e.g.,
how you were selected as a beneficiary, how you were informed about the distribution, and
how the items were given out)?

L] Very Clear & Consistent [ Clear & Consistent [1 Somewhat Clear & Consistent
1 Not Clear & Inconsistent [1 Very Unclear & Inconsistent
8 (Soxina 9l dly IS Joe § 558 Juol> slual (e 3Me & T
(elsd b oS slatl )3 LSLS allan S o 13k 8 ool S LS stin gy (S Boniane 9k o5 T Sl
o8 )
0 (Sovtnn 9l gudly Cuge
O (Somivwe y9l T2y
O Soxivne )9l zdly S i (S
O Sovime A& 9l gidly e
O (S p£ )9l gdly a6 S
51. During that time, the relief was being distributed in your area, which of the following challenges
did your household or community face?

[0 Damaged roads/bridges made it hard to reach the distribution point
LI Flooding or bad weather delayed the distribution
] Security problems or fear of violence made it difficult or unsafe to go
1 Long waiting time or crowds at the distribution point
(1 Problems with how beneficiaries were selected (e.g., some deserving people were left out)
[ Any other problem (please specify):
(6 095 o e B3 73 95 995 b 3185 8 T o5 (o b (§ v Skl o 3Me & T o 093 o
S5 1,8 Lol Mo
[ b Uiy o Ly S5 plin S o e o/ S 0y
O § 230 (e presds 3 gunga Oh3 b Oan
O Lgamme pe b Sine oo Jl cBgs- 80083 b Sl §)9uSw
O s bWl (b s plie S s
01 (28 o e ol 31 s 428 ) s (30 DU S (pionians
O 028 colipg oS oly(” s y9l 355
52. Were women and vulnerable groups treated respectfully during assistance delivery?
[ Yes [0 No [ Don’t know

SLELT iy o plis) gl & w8 1955 9l cilys 0b9s & Ll § 3lkal LS

53. Did you feel safe and respected during distribution and interactions?
I Yes (0 No

TS ogunma j3ae 3l Bgamma 98395 5 OT LS Ohes & wdlelad gl o3
o Dok

54. Were you aware of the complaints or feedback mechanisms?
I Yes [J No
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T3 ofT o )b & pllas & a3 3L WLEs OTLS
Do Dot
Closing Statement (Enumerator to read):

Thank you for sharing your time and experiences. Your responses will help gauge performance of this
assistance and improve future emergency assistance for flood-affected communities.

(w.mj.g OAZJS)M) C)l;&.) L;U.‘L‘S‘:

o u)h.w)yi wﬁagumédobeg_bS)Sg;l.ul o ubb}igﬂ AJJK.w 535S fud by ygl cdyg SUT
5_u%wbugwwlbwﬁslmld&wwwéiuy.u}mfoylm
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Annex-5: Focus Group Discussion Tool (with Urdu Translation)
dogosd-|Il: AT E s>bo ;‘1)3_;‘)‘539

Guiding Note: Separate FGDs for men and women shall be conducted; male & female ‘Qualitative Facilitators’ and
‘Note Takers’ shall be engaged, respectively.

g add &g H9l B g Grlare’ 93 59l 3pe AL -5 il 3163 (o il SIS J S g3y 59l 09dye 198 E Glainy'
2SO el

Section A: FGD’s Type & Location
plio 9l puud (§ Alae 09,8 (uSgd 1l A

e  Province: O Punjab O Khyber Pakhtunkhwa O Sindh 0 AJK (I GB
e  District:

e Union Council:
Village / Mohallah:
FGD Type: O Men [0 Women
Date: __ /__ /2026

Start Time: __ End Time:
Partner Organization (PO):
Facilitator Name & Code:
Note-taker Name & Code:

o Ol cSB O peiS 9 ugez T [ adiew [ g6 gise s [0 ol [ idoguo

o

. JuudsS 52
dxe / 038
o 08l O ape O ipwd § dobe 09,5 (S5
© 2026/ /___ g

Cdg K plus 1edg K5l
. 345 59! el 8,8 Cgu
. 595 191 e 6 Jlg & pudsd

Section B: Participants Profile
d)ﬁ S;Sf’b HEE WL S

e Total number of participants: ___ (Recommended: 15-16)
e Representation (tick all that apply):
[0 Men-headed households [0 Women-headed households
[ Households with persons with disabilities (1 Displaced households
[ Livestock-owning households [1 Agriculture land-owning households
o (VF-10 10,5 g=i( ) s S (S £6,%)
© (s S 5 0SB Ol 3 o 0f) Sl

0 31,65 Iy (salr § 08153 0 31565 g (il § 09350
0 51565 545 o O 51568 Jlg 31,31 y3dane
0 21065 S & 00 (25 0 21065 So & 0gedoga
Introductory Script (To Be Read Aloud by the Facilitator)

(Lay cow 5107 il day3 § 8 Cgan) Sl (3)la3
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Assalam-o-Alaikum. Thank you for joining this discussion. We are an independent team working on behalf of Pakistan
Poverty Alleviation Fund (PPAF) to learn from communities affected by the 2025 floods. This discussion will take 35-
40 minutes.

SYV0 05k § auisled S 46 ool okl Gl 0Lty 57 Ut 5 ST SOl o -40S8 65 9y ol e 5538 ol -Side 3L
S Jeidne 5y o ¥ Y0 oSS ) - (0 S 08 W & 2eSm o 2945 0,30 s OV

We would like to hear your views about the assistance provided; what worked well, what did not, and what could be
improved. There are no right or wrong answers. Everything shared here will be kept confidential, and no names will
be used. Participation is voluntary, and you may choose not to answer any question. Let us speak one at a time and
respect each other’s views.

bt b e 365 - USn b LS i LS )9l oS (0 LS oS o8 gz LS -5 ol s L 8 0T (e 2 )b 8 slutal 03,8 ol o
& S LT gl e wBLsy cSa LB 3 LS (g Jloninl ol §6S 331 B 3l WS s> oS 31z s (55§ st Ol -0 v o
S el B oVls & 4 w90 S0l gl (S 0l SOl (e B9 SOl T - 28w ,S QLRSI E 00 46 Olg> 8 Ulgen

Do you have any questions? [Answer each question politely and be specific]
| think now we are ready to start the discussion!
[ prgme sl 2 o Saudls gz 6 Jlgew ] Seo iy 35S EOTLS
oW 535S B G o 0l e JUS 2 e
Section 1: Relevance
Cillan 11 (A
1. What were the most urgent needs of your community immediately after the floods?

S LS s ne 6198 aw o § (B398 § T g9 & Ohews

2.  Which of these needs were addressed through PPAF (through PO Name) -supported assistance?

SLELS hgw a3 8 ool Bygan - (a3 & pb ol ) ol 2l 3 3 58 ©yg o (o 058 aw e O

3. Could you recall and share w.r.t the timing (urgent response) of the PPAF (through PO Name) team in
distributing the relief packages? [Facilitator probes: 1-2 weeks, 3-4 weeks, More than a month]

S 29k 8§ Jesd) )98 an Mg & ouandd § 32 Solel 3 @8 S (a3 S ol )l ol gy S o Sl & Sab TS
o0l olo SOl iy F-Y e xby Y-) i3loiy o § 58 o] S8 Glon0E

4. How relevant was the below-mentioned assistance to your household’s most urgent needs at that time?
[Facilitator pre-requisite: Ask if participants received all below mentioned ‘types of assistance’ and then mark
responses only for the received assistance]
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LS S ez 1o Sy oigd Cgiun] § o8 dlaio (235 3l (5860 (o i3 W 5 gt ()58 (il § S 8 T g el
S Y Ol $S lblsr I 8 Sl dls 39w Jgo90 Bro 582 09) v Gow Uswose 'pludl § sl ples (55 62 w55 s84)]

Assistance Type Very relevant Relevant Somewhat Not very Not relevant
d (§ olual v9)ge 3Ll V9390 relevant relevant atall

SSu> (8 mPoigeodly  0gige JSIL
V9) 9o e

Food Items
el J&Sb?
Non-Food Items
sl Shgs
Hygiene Kits
S § oo ol
Medical Support
gl ob
Veterinary Support
Cglae Sy 9
(S e & vgeiwge
)
Safe drinking water
through water
filtration plants*
S oDl rtile 319
A4 6 ag Boame 29
* This option will be asked only to sample households from Buner District.
* B ez J 8 050l & ugiheS e s o Bro kil 4

Guiding Note for Q4: Ask group to discuss briefly & agree on one option that best represents their collective view for
each type of Assistance received.

S e ol Ll (ol ) & Slukal 0 U098 (5 pad o 03l S S [ricin 09 45 S 00,5 1058 Gl d £ F Ul
-5 B, Ssled (e § Adge (sloixl & 0l g

Notes (in case of varied responses): (o ygo § blg> Calizen) wigs

5. Please share your thoughts on the assistance relevance to women, girls, children, and persons with disability, in

meeting their immediate food, hygiene, and health needs.
Blaie o e gro 3 S hgs 65 Wlyg e § Cono y3l Coup Olads «Slyss- (5388 (§ 31,3 j9dan y9l U9z «05SH ¢(ylgs @591)3
-U:USgSIJuI s Al

6. Compared to other villages in this Union Council, how was your village affected by the floods? [Facilitator probes
(if needed): damage to houses/infrastructure, loss of livelihoods, crops & livestock, displacements, duration of
floods]

S/ DB (g 990 53]) oliaz JE I gn] Slo e wlS e ke OFB B OT bl & 0g3led 505 8 JudsS (xig ol
43190 8 O (386 J& cOlals § O gadnge y9l 0shad cObads § jilas comﬁ§§h3
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7. If we compare all villages in this Union Council, where would you place your village in terms of flood impact?
[J Among the most affected villages [1 Moderately affected [ Less affected than most villages

€5 e LS 58 LB Al 0T e Blod & Il & s 95 (1S dilge 8 s plas & Juud g g ol oSS
O 5ke o aw 0g5kd 53 00L) [ 0y3lie s Jlie! T (o 095l 83b0 03L) v s
Guiding Note for Q7: Ask group to discuss briefly & agree on one option that best represents their collective view.

oA § BBga (slaizl & Ol 92 (S i bl Ll SOl gl (1S Eammy Taicis 09 45 S v 29,5 18098 (lakgy o S V Jlgu
30 5, Suiles

8. What conditions or factors in your area helped or made it difficult for the relief assistance to achieve its intended
objectives? [Facilitator probes (if needed): Local leadership, coordination, role of COs/VOs, complementarity by
other agencies, community cooperation]

§ S My 3n b 3 9y i 5B50ke 0 35S ol dolie dislhae S UgreSs S3lel Jolss b @I s 08 e 3MMe S T
[loas eSS § 0ol 505 10,8 Ogadas § 038/(3945 (ST o «0ld (2lio 159 9.2 S1) Glaiy o & 8 geune
09l 8 (55545

Overall Probing-related guiding notes (Relevance):

(Sals) w398 SIASE Blato ao Kiogyg 2 95k (£ 900
e  How did relevance differ for different groups (women vs men, livestock owners vs non-owners, etc.)?
e Did relevance change as the flood situation evolve?

oS it S Cailhae W S (oney Sl p dblies OBl 8 geduge c3y0 dolios xlsS) Ugns)S Calie
oSS dn cilas oy A Sl ge § O LS

Section 2: Efficiency
S35 12 HaSw

9. Was PPAF [mentioning Partner’s name as well] amongst the first organizations to respond in your area and
provided flood relief items?
[JYes LI No
If No, which organization?

sladsl (S3lal (Pheww 91 45 Jalds (e Ugandaid Jlg 2> Jeed) il g e S T [0S 83 g2 pb Bl eSIA] il al g g WS
U ol
S oalyd

O e Oob
S el (g 058 55 S

10. How soon did assistance reach the community after the floods?

11. What worked well in the distribution process? [Facilitator probes (if needed): fair targeting, prior
announcements, minimal waste, good coordination, reasonable waiting time at distribution points]
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abiad (S g (S (DLl Sy sy By Blaain 1[5 09,2 1) Sz ) gean] IS 8 ez 3 s oS e oo § e
gﬁjd_g.&uﬁ)%lxoblhf_wc&l o~ 43!

12. Apart from the assistance that was provided, what other ways of support do you think could have met your
needs more efficiently or with less cost or effort? [Facilitator probes (only if needed): cash transfers, vouchers,
community-managed distribution]

Bl & GaagSLe8Y Sbaw diyb 50 03b) o5 ©lyg o § QT b aw 095 19l & 3o o Sl 5 0T cogdle 5 slutal 03, wuly
poreens pUATI 335 8 (559405 5y 8l9 ¢ ks 4B 2( 13 353 S92 Bo) Dl (§E Clgiun] g 8K S gy

Overall Probing-related guiding notes (Efficiency):

e Were distribution locations and timings suitable for women?
e Timeliness ratings: 1-2 weeks, 3-4 weeks, more than a month?
($296) @l 31 &g Glakey (5020
© S osige o & oles Ol sl wlalie & i LS
. Soob) a ole SOl ey 4-3 caip 2-1 (6o domyd CBg

Section 3: Effectiveness
M6 3 aSiw

13. How did the assistance help households meet immediate food, health, hygiene, safe drinking water (only for
Buner district) or livestock needs?

SS9 S ©yg s § Ugrings b (A & g gt Bpo) G Bl & an oo Ollad> (oo «Shygs (592 95 UgleS 3 Slkel
S8 e b (S e

14. How the assistance helped reduce HH’s hardships and stress? Share examples

-5 old (e S ol (53 3o (11e 3 5SS sk S 98 55 (ad gl e (§ 31683 Sl

15. How did the medical camps help households in this village deal with urgent health problems after the floods?
[Facilitator probes: Treatment of common illnesses (fever, diarrhea, infections), Care for women, children, or
PWDs, Availability of medicines and advice]

S5 3 b (S e e aw il & oo (5395 55 UgIS 3 0gerS (sl e 03B el s S D
S 2osdue 590 DL9dl ((Jlg 4505 (§ 3131 Hodas b Ugze 08l ¢(HaSudS] e l3v) ke B ugplaw ple 1 S by plaiie
Gl
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16. What changes, if any, did households notice in the health of their livestock after using the veterinary camp
services? [Question on usage of Veterinary Services (Yes/No) should be preceded; And Facilitator probes (use
selectively): Recovery from illness or injury, Prevention of disease (e.g. vaccination, deworming), Reduction in
livestock deaths, Improvement in feeding or animal condition]

C3ow 55 1 S pegmuins O (5 05 e Come (§ Oedgs &) dn 8 35S Jlamisl Wl (§ oS S53A09 3 0giInS
b Slow (028 Jleasasl 5 ygb ylidl) 2 S Cbibg s )3l £3r lzgr e Jlgwe y (/L) il & lods (55309
Fgoze § Pl L Shgs (5 ume Dlgal § Ogadings (3195 )l 2 5 (aninanSos Hia) plgs Soy § Silow (@b Come o S
GAR e el

Overall Probing-related guiding notes (Effectiveness):

e Did medical camps reduce illness-related expenses?
e Did veterinary services help protect or improve livestock health?

(o & coliog Blaie av CuBin) udsd Gleimy (£9ame
o T3 e 28 (S S Wl Blate s Sl 3 0gsesS (b LS
o S8 o 255 e b S bk S Comio § Usedoge & Oleds Gyifbg LS

Section 4: Connectedness

Olalas ol dhasly 14 S
17. Did different organisations know about each other’s work here, or did they work separately?
O Fully O Partially O Not at all 0 Don’t know
TS 2 SIS 3 0 b congd 08T o a5 S 4 w95 SOl Ol rondiail Cakises LS
O sosk JaSe
O »osk s3>
O o S
0 o polas

Guiding Note for Q17: Ask group to discuss briefly & agree on one option that best represents their collective view.

e § Gibge (£laizl § 0l 97 (S it il Lunl SO pgl (S oo Tratses 09 48 S aw 29,5 1855 Sloy W § IV Jlgws
g 5,8 Sl
18. Which of the following did you observe during the relief response? (Multiple responses)
[ Joint or coordinated distributions focused on women
[ Referral of women or girls to services provided by another organisation
[ Information sharing about women’s needs between organisations
[0 None of the above
[ Not sure

(bl duaie) TLS ouylins (w8 e ao 3 dzydie 3 T Oh9s & Jeedy Saldal
0 S gy b aSin 3550 5 als>
O dlg> 8 0985 b (milgs o & Dlads 03,5 oplyd aw Byl (§ @ulail S ru9d (a8

O SIAsl 8 Olaglas o 2 )b & @lyg o § 0ls3 Olsd & garas
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O -0t 35S aw oso YU drydin

Guiding Note for Q18: Ask group to discuss briefly & agree on one or more options that best represent their collective
view.

S g0 (slotzl § 0l 97 (S it Tl 0303 b SOl gl S G Traises 09 45 S aw 99,5 195 Sloiy J & VA Jlgee
-0gw 35 Ssled (e
Overall Probing-related guiding notes (Connectedness):

e Were community leaders or local authorities involved in coordination?
e Did assistance help connect communities to other services?
(& dash) @Bl 3l ©g5 Glaiy (F30200
¢ S el (e S Ay pB (plie b 5H3d (HgaS LS
o S8 e 35S bgspe aw leds (Gw90 oS eSS dldel LS

Section 5: Impact
S5 b

19. What immediate positive changes did you observe in households or the community after receiving assistance?
[Facilitator probes: reduced food insecurity, improved health & hygiene status, retained livestock, reduced
drinking water-related infections (only for Buner district) and enhanced community resilience]

Lads pue (§ Shgs 10Utz (§ 5 Cgan] TUS odyline O 9o o oS 2 9b (5399 e (595 b 0gilrS & OT s & ke shasl

S 5 g o) (S e piSel Blaie aw 3b S LSS D133 65 Usrings (dxiyge i § S Olaas gl G (55 o
WLl e S (§ (S99l

20. Thinking about the food assistance your households received, how sufficient was it in meeting your household’s
immediate food needs? [Facilitator probes: meals consumption pre & post assistance]
[ Fully sufficient for immediate food needs
[ Partially sufficient (covered some needs but not all)
[0 Not sufficient for immediate food needs
[ Not applicable (did not receive food assistance)

Guiding Note for Q20: Ask group to discuss briefly & agree on one option that best represents their collective view.

&5 5,55 55 Ohygas § Shsx 6198 § 0919 585 S OT 4 e g Srgw owo 20 & dlal § Shgs Jlg abe oS Uglly 1§ S T
Sde e Ay 59l L oS (§ 3 1l (§ 8 Cgi] S g5 38 (S

] - 38 sk UKo W S Dbyg e § Shss )9

O (U plad oS @ B,S dbll 5 by po 425) 38 0ok S5
a -2 o B8 A & whyg e § Shs 68

o (o oo dlal § 3S) e B! L6

§ ga (#loir) £ 0l 57 (S e ol Lol Sl gl (S oms [ 09 45 S e 29,5 1053 Gl L & Y- Jlgs
-5 5,8 Susled cpsige
Notes on meals comparison responses:
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O¢ a Jlg> § Wbls § algn S 0gileS

21. After households used the medical camp services, how did this affect illness in your households and the need to
spend money or other resources on treatment? [Facilitator probes: Reduced need to visit private doctors or
pharmacies, Savings on medicines, transport, or consultation fees, Ability to use saved money for food, repair, or
other needs, fewer sick days]

Include notes, citing reasons, if majority participants didn’t use medical camps:
RN 091 LS J3lie S 58 Slow 10 093S & RT3 ol e S 358 Yol Glods (§ e SSods aw il (S 09l 45
S 00 09 § 355 2395 Usranyd b 09 SIS Cagsdlyy 1 liizd (§ 58 Csiu] SUS 2 Ciygne § 35 g Bilug LS00 b edye
03 o (S el § 35 Jlonrual 03y (55 Glaw ) & by p 505 b aapa (3U6S ez putd Go9le b ey geandlys g
LS Ut Jloainl 8 canS Joden 3 65 53 005 51 ¢S Jolds pudgs S g &3 Wlg> B g

Guiding Note for Q21: Ask group to discuss briefly & agree on one option that best represents their collective view.

i § iBge (slaizl &0l g3 (28 i ol Ll ol gl (12S Gy Taicen 09 48 S aw 29,5 195 Glaiy J & Y Ulges
g 1,8 Sl
o

After receiving immediate assistance, how did households manage their financial needs? Did most households
have to sell important assets, or were they able to avoid doing so? [Facilitator probes (use selectively): Sale of
livestock, land, tools, machinery, or household goods, Borrowing instead of selling assets, Using relief assistance to
cover urgent needs]

e 355 Ll 09 WS'L o 50 e 361 o) 95 0931545 55 095 LS SUS gy uS 58 lpg n> Jlo (g9l 3 0gllg 85 chay & o Slol (59

301 cca9,8 § Ololuw loyaS b ciSivdion gl ccna) cLgwdga (1S Jloninl 5 9l Cueitia) Olikiads JE o] § g 28w S )5
Jlosiwl B 31l Solel W & 5 8 hg2 oS Olyg ao S)98 Ui 12,8 3w § Az

22. Which of the following changes have occurred in this community since the relief response? (Multiple responses)
[ More households joined or became active in COs/VOs
[0 Women organised themselves for mutual support or decision-making
[J Community established or strengthened links with government departments
[ Collective savings, resource sharing, or preparedness actions
O Improved access to early warning or disaster-related information
[ No significant new practices or mechanisms adopted

Guiding Note for Q23: Ask group to discuss briefly & agree on one or more options that best represent their collective
view.

(©blgr suaie) S BT OLbAS (o0 095 aw 1o 3 700 e (B39 ol e A S Joed) S0kl

O 3o Jlxd b 3 g Jolie (e Ogats § 0IB b (35968 31545 s
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S aBge (slaizl § O 92 (1S i il awnl 035 b Ul gl (0,8 s Ticn 09 48 S aw 29,5 195 (laiuy o S VY Ulges
~0g 3,8 Sl epie

Did the relief activities change how women participated in community interactions or supported each other? If yes,
how? [Facilitator probes: Women attending or speaking in community meetings, Relief distributions creating new
connections among women, Increased confidence in approaching community leaders or service providers]

§ S 35 0L 81 S 3o § s> Ul b W dha> i S e Gz b (§ G908 3 (6193 4 . BT s e OgasSw (S3lel LS

[on 3w M Jaola) &8 Oloyd S oles o vl § Gy e 305 pp b S o 30 (39968 (x6lg3 1lininns (§ 8 geeane
0 Bgw Lol (o slazel (o 958 dlasly aw 0glly 35S @hyd (oo b 5p3d ($590sS

Overall Probing-related guiding notes (Impact):

o Did women'’s participation or visibility in community activities change?
e Did assistance help households retain resources or assets?
e Did savings due to assistance helped spend resources on other key priorities?
() @l 2l &58 Slargy (£ 500
© Sa daw S Cue b eSa § ofleS o 0geSe § (9SS
oSS e M5 DbB SBI L Jileg oS UgileS 3 Slel LS
oSS e S 7 Bl p Ol el S0 3 G e dzg § Sl LS

Section 6: Sustainability
GIMY 16 (bSmn

23. Have households or women established new linkages with community groups, government services, or markets?
[Facilitator probes: local government services, markets/suppliers, financial institutions, community
organizations, or development programs]

GesS (2o iz (§ 56 Ssen] Su oS @6 Jarlay 8 g8l & 09 b el 5B (98 33565 5 x8lsS b 0sIeS LS
21895 U355 b ¢ nantails (535488 ¢ I3l GWLs ¢ 3/ puitSHle cslods

24. Do you think the benefits of assistance will last?
[0 Yes [ To some extent (I No
Reasons for choosing the option:
‘?z B s)l?£|5é£;|u|454 US]jS%)TL_;S
O-o 0SS o> SO0k
Slszy § 305 ine 55 il

Guiding Note for Q26: Ask group to discuss briefly & agree on one option that best represents their collective view.
il Ll SOyl (28 oy Tpaties 09 4 S aw 09,8 198 Sty o S V8 Jlgur

25. How did people in this village share information or make collective decisions (during floods & relief assistance),
compared to before the floods? If one or more options are selected, do people anticipate sustaining these
practices? (Multiple responses)

[0 Use of phones, WhatsApp groups, mosque announcements, or community meetings
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1 Role of community leaders, COs/VOs, or women'’s groups
[ Mutual help or collective action during recent risks
Notes:
S8 Lasd slotiz b LS Sl 8 Sloghas S (0h9o & skl Skl ygl M) 3 0558 S 038 ol Lolae & d e Dhas
(©blg Saate) S 245 @895 § 265 b3y 95 sk Ol Sgh LS ¢ Blar LS Glsisl 8 ooyl a5l b S
O Jlorianl 8 35050 355065 b bl § darans cpu9)S ol udly crgd
O S8 09985 olss b cogadais § 0IBL 35ueS c0dloiny & (3945
O QBlol sl bade el ohss § whhs 4>
oy

26. Since the relief assistance and medical camps ended, have you or your family members (especially women and
children) continued to access health services? [Facilitator probes: government health centers, lady health
workers, private clinics, or any other facility]

S lods §eoue 3 (097909 oBl9> R ygb pels) aldl & Ol § OTL QTS wa § 5 g 035 oS (gb gl Slel Solkal
g 5095 (355 b « Sl Cugadl 3,59 giker G e Sl 8w 10l (§HE Clgw] T (4D W)l Bl

Overall Probing-related guiding notes (Sustainability):

e  Access to community structures, govt. services, other programmes?
e Continued access to health or livestock services?
e  Strengthened community cooperation?
(WIaSL) @l 3l ©g8 Gleiy (£9ae
o SpalSen S coleds L sS ¢l 5 e (sigusS
. ?éLw)WgSSObbéuﬂylgw
© LS by 58 Gglal (suS

Section 7: Process, Risks and Safeguarding
cbla> Hol Olyas ¢ Jos 17 S

27. What were the strongest aspects of how assistance was delivered? [Facilitator probes: Timely assistance, The
way items were distributed, Behaviour of the staff, Location of distribution points, Food before severe hunger]

P X 3Gy £ Los 44.5f_7b SMJ;@‘ Wil CBgy ioldss é)saw(cdj 155‘9.1“\ o9 .]ow 2 ol @\félgu.@ &SQLLM
BleS L v S ol cplio 8 ololie s

28. What did you like most about the team's presence and the way they worked with the community? [Facilitator
probes: Local teams or COs involved, listening to concerns, treating women respectfully, explaining things clearly]

- LT iy LS 0315 s 0 Bl S 35 08 gl & (33505 19l $29750 § 08 55 T
T2y o LS LT G o ol il & 8195 (LS U 58 L ¢85 Jolid AU (259 b e (1o 1 S oLy latia
o8 § ol sk
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29. Did you or anyone in your family or close community share a concern, complaint, or suggestion? [Facilitator
probes: about the items in the package, how distribution was done, treatment at the camp, fairness, safety]

5 s 309725 b Collls g 3953 959 (oS 8 (955 (S b OIS & QTL QT LS
[cdlax cJos dilaaio cSohu (o GaasS come 23 & HE Ayl § oS (o 2 )b & sletl 3990 e TS 1 S C>biby elatial

30. What risks or challenges did the community face during distributions? [Facilitators probes: Access-related risks,
Administrative bottlenecks, Gender-specific vulnerabilities, Problems reaching the site]

3T o somider b cilshas aw 095 0lgd & poreandid 587 (S 905
[ o azming S5 plie § il 09365 (o guascn (fio «398) (sUatil cllas Blaio po Yl ig S cmliog plais]

31. Some challenges affect women, girls, elderly people, or persons with disabilities more than others. In your
experience, did any of specific risks or difficulties make it harder for these groups to receive assistance?

Loblhas pols SIS e 2525 & T - 355 3le 03L) aw 0993 55 L1 pgdan b 33l @ 592 «05sS) cilss siker 425
Ths Uy s 1S ol slikel W S 029,801 3 e

32. Ofall the risks and challenges you mentioned, which one(s) do you think had the biggest negative effect on your
household or community during the relief distribution period?

00L) s oo 53 (S90S b 318 S DT 0Ol9s & sy (§ ksl o Jbs & QT b8 S35 OTE 2 s e Ok 59l Slylas alas O
GA3 5 S Wyl (e

33. For the challenges you have shared, which ones do you think had the biggest negative effect on women-headed
households compared to men-headed ones during the relief distribution time? (Multiple responses)
[ Traveling to the distribution point or medical/veterinary camp (damaged roads, bridges, long distances, or
security concerns)
[J Waiting in lines or dealing with crowds (safety, harassment, or physical difficulties)
[ Getting information about when/where assistance would arrive
[ Managing livestock or crop losses while waiting for veterinary support
2 0318 I3 (salars § xSlo3 e blie 8 093p0 089 8 e § by e I 8 T e LS SIS wgniber o2 3 T
(SDblsz suain) T3 90 Cipe OLI (e 03L) o s 055
O (olaas @bl b (590 ool i cosSie ) BS 5o B eaS G0/ Sodne b S8l g G
O (Q)&.&m L;Lm«:-lgcbjsul-wbﬁ c&bb)mdfwbb;)w\wuﬂy
O -8 o O/ sltol 4 1S ool Csloshes 30 2 3 ol
O 5 plasl §obbais § oghad b ugrdoge 5 g 35S HUALIE Eygaw (553709
Ko

Others:

34. How did women-headed households try to cope or overcome these extra challenges?
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68 S GudisS (§ 3b 926 2 OV b el aw Ot QU1 01 5 093145 g (swloms § 05155

35. Inyour opinion, what could the relief team have done differently to make the process easier or fairer (especially
for women-headed households)?
s il § 08193 3 ogb L) (65 (S SIS e Byl Calisee W 8 Sl A b Ol oS Jas ol @8 (Salial e 31 § &
S & 0l

Overall Probing-related guiding notes (Process, Risks and Safeguarding):

e Any exclusion, tension, or conflict?
e Any suggestions to reduce harm in future responses?

Thank participants and close the discussion!
(bl ysl Sl cJac) gl Sl g5 Jlakey (£ 3amet
¢ Sasl L Bl s 35S
© e dsS J 8 3 S S obal e desy & ks
95 iy oy gl 408 B 60
FGD Guidelines/Facilitator Notes:

General:

e  Encourage participation from quieter members.

e Avoid attributing statements to individuals.

e  Probe differences across gender, age, and vulnerability.
e Avoid blame, speculation, and inflammatory language.
e Treat contradictions as valuable data, not errors.

e Commit to learning, not debating.

0393 & )8 g / dgol laiy & oo 29,8 (S5

L9ee

© S AL Aoy § Sk § OShl O
oS RS a3 S Oy bl aw 3120
¢S B § 88 S S sl as i

o oS S aw 0L SO Jlasal ) BUT (el ¢l ol
o okkle (rgman 3 (5ard 58 Dilalas

C oS § A0S G S s B S

Evaluation Specific:

e Anchor probes to PPAF's actual relief: relief packages (food/non-food/hygiene items), medical/veterinary
camps, community presence, coordination with local POs/district administration

o If there is disagreement amongst participants, record the majority view, and briefly note dissenting
perspectives in the notes.

e Probe for gender differences: Regularly ask "Was this the same for women-headed households?" or "How
did this affect women/girls differently?"
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e Encourage participants to base responses on actual experiences, not expectations.

e Encourage participants to reflect on most households, not exceptional cases. If views differ, record the
majority view and key reasons.

o Debrief immediately after each FGD: Facilitator + note-taker discuss key themes, surprises, and quality
issues.
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Annex-6: Key Informant Interview Tool — PPAF’s Senior/Programme
Management (with Urdu Translation)

Cuinzign 18950/ figas

Introduction by the Moderator
el § By e Bylas
Assalam-o-Alaikum. My name is and is with me as note-taker. Thank

you for taking the time to meet with us. We are conducting an independent evaluation of PPAF’s
Emergency Relief Assistance to communities affected by the 2025 floods. The purpose of this discussion is
to document institutional perspectives on the design, implementation, coordination, and early results of
the response, and to capture lessons that can inform future emergency and early-recovery programming.
This is a learning-focused exercise and not an assessment of individual performance. Your inputs will be
treated confidentially and reflected in an aggregated and anonymised manner in the evaluation report.

With your permission, we would like to proceed with a few open-ended questions that should take
approximately around 40 minutes.

-om 29790 3 gk 8 s Al (uSgh il 4 pe 29 ?U Lo - Sale adudl
Sl alg g dls dlr § pabd o5 0gaignsS 0lie an O V-V oy (40,5 K I iy J S e gile o sley
O bé@&yﬁhuaﬁs)bwdb oj.)\d«p.n.og}iuzsuul d‘{d);",)-’b")‘)‘ &‘Suyajfﬂ Sldwl L;K.uu
291 8% s Jedtas 52 9 B)S Jaolo Bleael sl 59l ey Joldo U5 S1tl 391 ¢ SigT oy coldlias 31523 S oy o
s U o9 B $25E § 08 S 29) & S 3550 32 S Sl -0 B JB0us ) S SaelySon S o Sl
6 3l LS Jolis e 181 pliaS 59l (£ 9020 (0 gy (§ e 3 391 B 5l ) s 58 loglan 03,8 oyl S T

BT \JOIR @www‘u&eﬁ'\awﬁi-eﬁhviuy‘awéef-eémwu}?‘é%‘

Section 1: Respondent Profile and Role

23S 59 gy B odips Olsz 11 S
1. Name and Designation:

2. Department/ Unit:
1 Senior Management [ Programme [ Operations [1 Grants [1 M&E / MIS [ Finance ]
Partnerships [ Other

3. Roleinthe 2025 Flood Emergency Response:
[ Strategic oversight
1 Programme design
1 Partner onboarding and coordination
1 Monitoring / reporting or finance
1 Resource mobilization or logistics

4. Date: / /2026 StartTime: End Time:
1. D.X(‘.C)j‘ ‘Ob
2. Edgy /[ dSe
D_}S)JDQL\JL}US!,WDULJJLODW‘&‘F‘/Dybj&j&bﬂ&ﬁﬂﬂuy‘ Dﬁ)sjyljuww
3. IS e Joedy 2By g S Y- Y0 -
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O oS Saoful
O o3 pliSyy
O oandlsS sl Sdhe oT AL
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4, Cdg el iedy SJ’L&LT 2026/ / 1@)5
Section 2: Relevance

el 12 GaSw

5. Atthe outset of the 2025 floods, what were the key factors that informed PPAF’s decision to launch
the emergency response from its own resources? [Moderator Probes: severity, geographic spread,
government response, comparative advantage]

535 8o% dosy 28w o Blivg 2l & il ol 3 g 23 § 07 6 Joloe ol e O3S o ST S Db S Y- YO
038 (Ll ¢ Josd) (209> ¢5Dug LIy (o Al d 2}3)3_9.4] LS dlasd

6. How were priority provinces, districts, and initial target populations determined at the head-office
level? [Moderator Probes: NDMA/PDMA data, partner intelligence, rapid needs assessments]

Gloiy o & Ad9e( SUELS 5 oo § el i 03 8 0g2abT o Bty Gltia) yol (g1 €2 300 e b (oS
03l 5 byg 0§98 cologlas Sl eS8l ek golasl 2l s3 d/&‘(“*:“ &3 ol

7. To what extent do you feel the response aligned with PPAF’s broader poverty alleviation and
resilience mandate?

g @las & dato § Silw Sad gl Wil 5 oyt S ruuwy &l ol g g SSu> uS Josy 4 e Jbs S OT -

8. How were decisions made regarding the mix of assistance (food, non-food items, hygiene kits,
water filtration plants, medical and veterinary camps) and implementation planning?

D9l (%4'556)34@3)‘9\ SSodue ¢ S OdwAld 3lg (S § Como Olad> el 348 O «Shgs-) s ;alu\n\
T8 oS auiS Liad o 2 b S G wguais (§ delilas

9. Were there trade-offs or constraints that influenced what could or could not be included in the
relief package? [Moderator Probes: funding ceilings, logistics, market functionality]
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Fo3le] S b . S L LS Joli LS (o S (Slutal 4 (g3 (3,55 530 92 (13 UiB95) b gl (gl (395 LS
codlad 5&,5)& cwg‘i‘o}’ c&i.lg.w Kk tow9]

10. In hindsight, were there any priority needs—particularly for women, persons with disabilities, or
livestock-dependent households—that could have been addressed differently?

& 5 09148 g 555 Hbamil y Ogatinga b alydl Hgdae ((iilss y yeb LOE— g A S 355 IS 03y
— P LS > LS > e Byl Calisie (i

Section 3: Efficiency & Effectiveness
A6 9§56 13 (i
11. How did PPAF identify and onboard Partner Organisations (POs) for this response?
TS awsS Cdgass yol el § Ogaddais s cSLa A 8 Josdy ool o il Al g g -

12. What worked well in leveraging PO local presence and experience during the emergency phase?

LS o8 gzl 3 v S e S8l 036 s 0 525 )9l $os90 (2lae 019> S Aoy 2By

13. What implementation challenges were encountered at the partner level, and how were these
managed from head office? [Moderator Probes: access, reporting, quality, compliance]

o092 3] TLE LS asS AT 601 o T iy 19l el B)S Ualas B Ggamiber S8 3 o § s St
oS Qleme « S99y ¢ 3l)]

Section 4: Connectedness
.]ag) 4 u-&&:.w

14. How did PPAF engage with NDMA, PDMAs, district administrations, and other agencies at the
strategic level?

LS Jgaduo
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15. Were there any formal or informal coordination mechanisms that significantly influenced
targeting, coverage, or avoidance of duplication?

Slie ek 0Ll 68 Ol J&3 b (g e By 3w &5 033800 (raua3)TsS Lowy A& b ddaslisl 39SLS
Y

16. From head office perspective, how effective was coordination on gender-related issues (e.g.,
women-focused services, referrals, data sharing)?

33 (Ss Bl (Ol dlg> clods J9Sie 4 xlgs Sliw) Jlus Blao ww Ciino o a3 dlads § uﬂéT{w
g g0 LS (ydaind)lsS

Section 5: Efficiency
SUSE15 S

17. How would you assess the timeliness of the response from approval to delivery, given the evolving
flood situation?

parsnid CB9n § Jaed) S5 ey S5 J aw Syghaie T G iy & Jlxiygee g G § Db
95 S anS

18. What were the main cost drivers in this response, and how were efficiency considerations
balanced with urgency and access constraints?

Bl & 08595 § Sl ygl e oS Wllaiss & $3,8)8 ol (8 gl et S 55u3h5 & <8Y (Soly e s ol
LSS Ojlgie

19. Why didn’t PPAF consider alternative modalities (e.g., cash, vouchers, local procurement)? Why
were these not adopted?

LS Lyl s 098 95 O § (Sl 2l 5y2319 ¢S ko) LS s 0965 19 2 syl ol 3 sl 2l g 3

Section 6: Effectiveness

66 paSuw
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20. Based on monitoring data and feedback, to what extent did the assistance achieve its immediate
objectives of protection and stabilisation of affected households?

oS 55 daolie (598 Al § il y9l Jaams & 0gilygS 03l 5 Slkal ¢y dliis (§ 3G gl Hlads 9 Slael & 31,5
WS Jol> S5 u>

21. What evidence do you have regarding the effectiveness of water filtration plants, medical and
veterinary camps in addressing urgent needs?

Ton 0o Wb & QT S 5 S0 95 0ghane 6190 § 0seeS G309 19l (b Dy aAld il

22. Were there any notable differences in effectiveness across provinces or partner organisations?

T G 553 B (39S e A6 e 0gedas 5L b Vgugue LS

Section 7: Gender & Inclusion
Cudgadd ygl uier 17 i

23. How were gender and vulnerability considerations operationalised at the design and
implementation stages?

LY e Jos S 5 @llabmed § (5)9505 49l (fiuo o Jolpe S 3l ygl 3153

24. Did PPAF observe any unintended positive or negative gender-related outcomes emerging from
the response?

TS oyline 5 I3 (pio (i b ko gigie pE (S 19 3 99 Iy e Jasdy ol 3 il 2l g g S

Section 8: Impact & Sustainability
ML 59 3 18 (S

25. Beyond immediate relief, what early changes—positive or negative—do you observe at household
or community level?

T om S — (o b oo — 0ldids 3l 3 e (§ (5394 b 9byeS OTLS ¢S ey aw iy (55
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26. How has PPAF’s 2025 flood emergency response been designed or leveraged to contribute to
longer-term resilience of the affected communities, beyond immediate relief, and any early signs
of this transition?

Grbe hsb § #8505 030 av ol b 0 LS LS 03153 oo (o8 oS sy (#80p & D § 2025 8 il g g
oo W8 blo ausS 9SSBT Gl g2 (8 S (aixio Ll 9l cogdle & lkal (598 ) & WIS A o Sz

27. Have any linkages been established between beneficiary communities and government systems
or services that could continue beyond the relief phase?

0 &)l ST e PRy 63\M|5?4 lgw @3 ddasl) 35S Oy & Glous b plas B0 )9l wgueS g a3l ou3l8 LS
o LS
ta

Section 9: Risks & Challenges
e o9l e 19 aS

27. What were the most significant risks faced during implementation (e.g., access, security, political
pressure, reputational risk)?

§(oslas B oy (513 (b 39S ¢ 3l o) 8 aw 095 Wlylas oyl 03] aw anw Olygs &3S

28. How did PPAF adapt its strategy as floods expanded or conditions changed?
Tyl iS58 a9l 3 il ol 3 32 33 S SV b gy & ke

29. What internal systems (decision-making, approvals, MIS) supported or constrained adaptive
management?

L § cobo> éﬁUabl S Gpdycdblge ) («Syghaie il dasd, Pl Gloglao 9 &j{,pl,o) plas Sl 055
?.\_9.).2.0

Section 10: Lessons Learned and Recommendations
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lilaw ygl Gl 5 S 110 (piSiwr

30. What are the top three lessons PPAF has drawn from this emergency response at an institutional
level?

S oS ol B ol 0 e 055 3 Gl 2l 3 g aw Joeyy 2B ol 3 aw Gl o)l

31. What specific changes would you recommend for future emergency relief interventions—both
programmatically and institutionally?

o)l3l gl e Bloxd S o893 — 8 (08 0925 § UsuhidS pogmasee oS W 5 ogislde Saldel By o Jituna OT
Cxosk 3=

32. Is there anything you would advise donors or government counterparts to do differently to enable
more effective emergency responses?

& 355 Jd 55 Jasdy (Biy 5350 0015 o Usmare oy G09S b OB igd ek OT 92 0 sz el 35SUS
T o0 015800 5 358 o sy il

Closing Question

33. Isthere any critical issue or insight related to the 2025 floods response that we have not discussed
but you feel should be reflected in this evaluation?

@ WS OToS o S w3 o 0 o @ S b s oyl 35S Blate aw Joed) & D S 2025 LS
oy USlez o parsedd ul oS
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Annex-7: Key Informant Interview Tool — Partner Organization Staff
(with Urdu Translation)

dlas (oulas

Introduction by the Moderator
el § By e Bylas
Assalam-o-Alaikum. My name is and is with me as note-taker. Thank

you for taking the time to meet with us. We are conducting an independent evaluation of the Pakistan
Poverty Alleviation Fund’s emergency relief assistance provided to communities affected by the 2025
floods. The purpose of this discussion is to understand the implementation experience from the Partner
Organisation’s perspective i.e. how activities were carried out on the ground, what worked well, and what
challenges were faced. This is a learning-focused exercise and not an audit or assessment of your
organisation or individual performance. All inputs will be treated confidentially and reflected in an
aggregated manner to help strengthen future emergency responses.

With your permission, we would like to proceed with a few open-ended questions that should take
approximately around 40-45 minutes.

39 A S Ao aw o - Vg i S5 Hekay gl 4 pe ST 2L Lo - Sle pdll
S Jl9 Sl § s 5 #5908 03lin o Dheww S 2025 § 8 (pdisalil B9k OlaSy oy S S QT W § IS
Ugrmos w515 dlats §° o a03UET 78)L 68 0 525 § Al Jos ke B ton ool - ) I 035l BT B slel (Sl
35590 30 S Sl 53 ByS lsluo B Ogmider S 9 S 0 Lo LS e 08 (65 planil sl (S bS5 0003 (om0
s o & 3o o by ogmane o8 Jasd) (28w 8 Julituws - pansad b OITE S3,S)6 6ol b ol § QT S &5 o Gmo
S5 § 48 5 eb (£oeme SO s B 3r Uy gile S ()la))) 98 Oleghas

-8 oS0 a0 4540 Loys e o2 S ol U 8T 3l & e¥lgun JgS 428 o il S il § T

Section 1: Respondent Profile and Role

23S 59 oy B odips Qs 11 S

1. Name

2. Organisation Name:

3. Designation / Role:
L1 Project Manager
[ Field Coordinator
O M&E / MIS Officer
[ Logistics / Procurement
L1 Community Mobiliser

4. District:
5. Date: / /2026 StartTime: _ EndTime:
1 ol
2. ob S ot
3. IS fous
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Section 2: Relevance

6. Based on your field presence, how severe was the flood impact in the areas where your
organisation implemented PPAF-supported activities?

Sl alg gl edas § OT ol W i LS 31 OMlw (e 093 O ¢ 3l § S9290 o dhid § OT
€S 486 OlkeSre Jls A o 095

7. How were Union Councils, villages, and beneficiary households identified and prioritised?
[Moderator Probes:, district administration, community verification, PPAF guidance]

TS 63 S gy 9l bt (5 0g31eS Jlg 3gsl 08l gl Lgiliasd cushudsS (s

[Blosy il 2l g @ e § (39S cepollaiil (2 1 3]

8. In your view, did the targeting effectively reach the most affected and vulnerable households?
Why or why not?

e S L 0SS zmia S 1S )938S 9l 0,3lie 83L) o o iy 350 SEHB LS e L3 (§ T

9. How well did the assistance package (food, non-food items, hygiene kits, water filtration plants
(only for SRSP), medical camps, veterinary camps) match the immediate needs observed in your
communities?

(o & g ol O ol Do) LDl riald 319 (S § oo Ol Go3T 393 O «Shgs) g olunale
Teo BlgS oo b (431 (55 e 0901972 6398 19 Sl 500 e 19465 § T (GaasS (§3709 S Sodee
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10. Were there specific needs of women, children, persons with disabilities, or livestock-dependent
households that required additional adjustments?

GLel J 8 o2 o Dlyg o pegmie § 0 paxie n Ugsdoge b il jgdas s (lss LS
§ 8 e § Cinduardyl

11. Were there any priority needs that could not be addressed during the emergency phase?

T 65w i § Ut 93 090 & dmpe 2Ky 52 (105 Slyg o (2uyd (35S (gl LS

Section 3: Efficiency & Effectiveness
69 25613 aSew

12. Please describe how the relief activities were implemented in your area—from planning to
delivery or service provision.

Cond b Joanyd S Sk bgaaio — 88 (§ 55 awsS UlaeyS Salkal o $Me 8 LT &S (S 0l oS ol
S5 ol §

13. What aspects of implementation worked particularly well? [Moderator Probes: community
mobilisation, distribution arrangements, service delivery]

OLlanl & i S (ranydbgs (55uS pwan AS] SUS o8 ezl 2 sl ol 3 dske oS & S
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14. What were the main operational challenges faced during implementation? [Moderator Probes:
access, weather, security, staffing, verification, crowd management]
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15. How timely was the delivery of relief items and services in relation to community needs?
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16. What logistical or supply chain challenges did your organisation face?

G153 0,8 loleo O gamibir cpzr ki b Sz oS oS oudis § T

17. Were there any adaptations or local solutions used to overcome these challenges?

8 oS Jloninl J> (2lis b ciblge 355 W § b 8 ugmikir OIS

Section 4: Connectedness
by 4 paSew
18. How did coordination work with PPAF teams during implementation?
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19. What coordination took place with district administration, or other organisations at field level?
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20. Did you observe any duplication, gaps, or complementarities with other agencies’ assistance?
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21. Were there any coordination mechanisms or referrals related to women or other vulnerable
groups?

€ 29790 Ol Alg> b 03560 - aa3)TsS (355 Blate ae 05409,8 19345 503 b (xlg LS

Section 5: Effectiveness
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22. Based on beneficiary feedback, how effective was the food assistance in meeting immediate
household food needs?

T8 S5 S dlkal § Shg> e 35S hgr 65 Db i § Shigs oyeS S99 2 iy § WIE S 0glly Sledl osld

23. What feedback did you receive regarding the water filtration plants (only for SRSP) and medical
camps in addressing urgent health issues?
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24. How effective were the veterinary camps in treating or preventing livestock health problems?
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Section 6: Gender, Inclusion, and Accountability

25. How were women, female-headed households, and other vulnerable groups identified and
prioritised?
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26. Were there any challenges related to women’s participation, access, or safety during distributions
or services?
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27. Did you observe any unintended positive or negative social or gender-related effects of the
assistance?

TS oyline 5 Ol 3latie o Lo b (rlows (o b Codin S3l)) e (eS8 S ol 3 OTLS

90



HCPL - Evaluation of “PPAF Emergency Relief Assistance to 2025 Floods Affected Communities”

28. What complaint or feedback mechanisms were in place, and how were issues addressed?

SLELS o S oS Jilwo 9l clgh S9290 J iyl 8 3L b collar LS

Section 7: Monitoring, Data, and Quality Assurance
gl @15 gl S (315 17 S
29. What monitoring and reporting responsibilities did your organisation have under this project?

S Ol 43 LS § Siyen 09l QLSS § ot § QT i § ESzg 3 o

30. How was beneficiary data collected, verified, and shared with PPAF?
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31. Were there any data quality challenges (e.g., missing data, verification issues)? How were these
resolved?
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Section 8: Impact & Sustainability
GISL gl 1 18 aSuw

32. Beyond immediate relief, what early changes did you observe among households or communities?
[Moderator Probes: reduced distress sales, improved coping, social cohesion]
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33. Did the project help establish or strengthen linkages between communities and government
services or community organisations?
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34. Have you observed any resilience-enhancing practices emerging at household or community
level?
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Section 9: Risks/Mitigation, Lessons Learned/Recommendations
Oliylaw/Blanl 58 S i/ Olylas 19 (paSun
35. What were the most significant risks or constraints faced during implementation?
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36. How did your organisation adapt when conditions changed or challenges emerged?
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37. What are the key lessons learned from implementing this emergency response?

T &8 S LS ol e 355 386 58 Joesy 280y o

38. What practical recommendations would you suggest for improving future PPAF emergency relief
responses?
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39. Is there anything else you would like to add that we have not discussed but consider important?
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Annex-8: Key Informant Interview Tool — District Administration/UC
Officials (with Urdu Translation)

OLwdl & apellaml

Introduction by the Moderator
el § By e Bylas
Assalam-o-Alaikum. My name is and is with me as note-taker. Thank

you for giving us your time. We are conducting an independent evaluation of the Pakistan Poverty
Alleviation Fund’s emergency relief assistance to communities affected by the 2025 floods. The purpose
of this discussion is to learn from your experience and observations as a key public-sector representative
who engaged with the response through field visits, meetings, coordination and overall administration.
This is a learning exercise to understand what worked well, what challenges were faced, and how future
emergency responses can be improved.

With your permission, we would like to proceed with a few open-ended questions that should take
approximately 20-25 minutes.
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Section 1: Respondent Profile

gy odigd Olgx 11 HaSuw
1. Name, Designation and Office

2. District:

3. Rolein 2025 Flood Response:
1 Overall coordination
[1 Damage assessment / reporting
1 Relief coordination
[ Security / access facilitation

4, Date: ___/__ /2026 StartTime:____ EndTime:
1. A8 ygl ode ol
2. )
3. IS owe Jeedy ke § Y- YO L
[ D5 (£ 50
[ &JxJ/(w,‘“éOw
O O 3)TgS L)
O g § Gy / G )9eSum
4. —CA§3 L;lil&‘_:&ég S)LCT 2026/_/_1&3)5

Section 1: Relevance
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5. From the district administration’s perspective, how severe was the impact of the 2025 floods in
this district compared to other affected districts?

Lk UsS 31 Ul 2025 (10 g ol Lolie S gl 0,500,505 cnu i bt § apollanil sl
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6. What were the main criteria used by the district administration to prioritise Union Councils or
villages for relief assistance?

Jlosiael hlas G0y aw 098 5 dwellal (slid J & A 7y 95 0sild b 0ghadsS (i ) S Sl Calyy
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Section 2: Connectedness & Efficiency
S5 39l Cbogae 12 iSws

7. How would you describe coordination between the district administration and relief agencies
during the floods, including PPAF and its Partner Organisations?
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8. Were there any mechanisms used for sharing information on affected areas, needs, or beneficiary
targeting (e.g., meetings, shared lists, assessments)?
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9. From your observation, did relief agencies coordinate sufficiently to avoid duplication and ensure
coverage of the most affected areas?
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Section 3: Relevance (Targeting)
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10. In your view, did the areas and communities supported by PPAF represent some of the most
affected and vulnerable within the district? Why or why not?

29 0530 03L) w aww H I 5 i 15 9eS y9l UgINe Bl glad § il pl g Y LS e Sl & T
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11. Were there any notable gaps or overlaps in coverage that you observed during the response?
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Section 4: Efficiency & Effectiveness
269 $356 4 aSew

12. How timely was the arrival and delivery of relief assistance by PPAF, relative to the evolving flood
situation?
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13. Did district-level access, security, or logistical arrangements facilitate or constrain relief delivery?
Please explain.
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Section 5: Gender, Inclusion, and Community Engagement
Cudg pae § ($59465 )9l ead gads ¢ udr 15 S

14. From the administration’s perspective, how well were women and other vulnerable groups
considered in relief planning and delivery?

TLE Sy I LiS 6 099,85 1935 5503 29l calss e onsd )9l Sy diagnaia (S3lhal ¢ 5l dlas S dollat

15. Did you observe any community-level issues (e.g., tensions, complaints) related to relief
distribution? How were these addressed?
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Section 6: Impact & Sustainability

16. What immediate positive or negative outcomes of the relief response were most visible at district
or community level?

SIS H9l 3116 aSw
3T a5 0L w5 e (§ ($9065 b i LS (o b ko LS 5 y5b (5398 8 Josy s3Il

17. Do you see any linkages or practices emerging that could improve preparedness or coordination
for future disasters?
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H. Lessons and Recommendations
Sl las gl Bl

18. What are the key lessons for improving coordination between district administration and relief
agencies in future flood or disaster responses?
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19. What specific recommendations would you give to organisations like PPAF to strengthen future
emergency assistance at district level?
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Closing plus

20. Is there anything else you would like to add regarding the flood response or coordination efforts
that we have not discussed?
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Annex-9: Risks and Challenges

During the implementation of evaluation activities, certain operational and contextual challenges were
encountered, which were effectively managed through proactive planning, field-level adaptations, and
methodological safeguards, ensuring that the quality and reliability of evaluation findings are not affected.
The table below (Table 3) reflects some key challenges faced, alongwith the relevant mitigation measures
adopted:

Table 5: Challenges and Mitigation Measures

Risk / Challenge Severity Mitigation Measures Taken
Beneficiary identification & Medium Engagement with PO focal persons and community
verification delays representatives to validate and locate households; use of

replacement sampling where required

Recall Bias from Respondents | Medium Use of probing techniques; simplifying questions;
triangulation with FGD and KIl data to validate responses

Beneficiary sensitivities Medium Careful facilitation of FGDs; clear explanation of
during FGDs evaluation purpose; ensuring balanced participation and
neutral moderation

Time constraints for High Deployment of multiple teams simultaneously; strong

Fieldwork supervision structure; daily progress tracking and
adjustments

Variation in Local Contexts Medium Contextual interpretation of findings; use of qualitative
data to explain variations; analysis disaggregated where
relevant

Logistical Coordination Medium Pre-field planning meetings; clear communication

Challenges protocols; designated focal persons at district level

Language and Low Use of Urdu-translated tools; reliance on local

Comprehension Barriers enumerators familiar with context; supervisors support

during interviews

Potential Response Bias Medium Assurance of confidentiality; neutral phrasing of
(Courtesy Bias) questions; triangulation with FGDs and Klls
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