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Abstract This report presentgsults ofmonitoringof subproject selection procedures
conducted in 127 communities in north, eastern, central and western AfgBabistan
project selection procedures are founkatecebeen implemented witla generallhigh
degree of professionalidmg Facilitating Partners (FPajth only rare incidences of
deviations from implementation guideling®nitored communitieselected sub
projects according to either a consultation meeting or referdndusoth procedures
were perceivedy villagersto promote thegeneralwill in subproject selection.
Respondents expressed a high level of confidence in both -firejecibselection
procalure and their local Community Development Council (CDC).

|. Introduction

This report presents findings fréime monitoring ofsubprojectselection proceduréld in 10

districts in north, eastern, centrahd western Afghanistancludedin a longitudinal
randomized evaluation of the economic, social, and institutional impacts of thal Natio
Solidarity Programme (NSM). each of the 10 districts, 50 communities have been selected to
participate in the evaluation, half of which were then randomlydsétectreive NSP.
Communities participating in NSP receive block grants, valued at up to $60,000, to implement
subprojects, which are selected by members of the community and the local Community
Development Council (CDC). Within the 250 communitiesipatitig both in the evaluation

and in NSP, random variation was introduced into the method by whimtojeats were
selected by the village community and the CDC, with half selectipngjesttls via a
referendum and half selecting-pudjects via a cenltation meeting. In a referendum, the sub
projects to be funded by NSP block grants are selected in a formal, democratic process by
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! Theseare Adraskan Chishte Sharif, Farsi, and Gulran districts in Herat province; Balkh district in Balkh
province; Daulinadistrict in Ghor provinceHisarakand Sherzad districts in Nangarhar province; Khost Wa
Firing district in Baghlan provingeand Sang TBkht districtin Daykundiprovince. The locations of these 10
districts are displayed in Figure 1 below.
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villagers, while the consultation meeting procedure stresses the building of consensus among
villagers, but leaves theafidecision to the Community Development Council (CDC).

Figure 1: Ten Evaluation Districts
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Note: Boundaries of 10 sample districts are marked in red; provincial boundaries in pink; major rivers in light blde;
capitals with small blue stars; and Kabul with a large black star

Between November 2007 and July 2068 monitorswere dispatchetd observe suproject
selection prockiresin 63 communities assigned to selectoiects using aonsultation
meetingl her eafter 0 ma rnt sandin t64) commounitiegssigmed Uo select sub
projects using a referendunher eaft er 0r ef e $ubpmofect eleatiammmu n i
monitoring aimedtb providean independent angl/stematic accoumg of the integrity of sub
project selectionand the perceptions of villagers of the selection prdcfssation was
gathered both on the basiswb ni t or s 8 dhe sekectiongitodess m aclomonitored
villageas well as from,238 interviewsonducted with villagers following theirtgipation in

the subproject selection procedure, be it referendum or consultation mhéxtamll, the
results of the monitoring exercise indicateat subproject selection proderes were
professionally executed by Facilitating Partners (FBse@ddsithe 10 evaluation districts and
that, in general, villagezghibiteda good understanding tfe function of the suproject
selectiorprocedure and SP.

The monitoring exercise found that, communitiesassigned to select gouipjects via a
consultation meetinghe meetirggweregenerallyvell attended, attracting an average of roughly
70 men and a similar number of wonBllagersn attendanceutnumberednembers of the

2 Given the procedural differences between the referendum and consultation meeting procedures, distinct sets of
monitoring instruments were developed for each, atjhoa large number of questions were common across
both sets.



CDC by a ratio oten to one withanaverag®f severmale angeverfemale CDC member
present.The high levels of attendance did not necessarily translate into a high level of
participation however,with only one out of eight men andone out of 20 womerpublicly

voicing an opinion during the meeting. As is to pected, rates ofapticipation werenuch

higher among CDC membensth four out of ninemale members and one out of every two
womenexpressing an opinio@n averagesix projects were discussgaring the consultation
meeting Monitors were asked tepat the degree of convergence of opinion anvillagers

on the proposed projects.95 percent of casespnitors reported that tloginiors of villagers

and CDC membersoincided while the opinions of male and female participaitsided 86
percent othe time In noneof the 63 moitored consultation communities didnitors report

that villagers appeared afraid or unwilling to express an opinion different to that of the members
of the CDC or any other person at the meeting.

In 74 percent ofommunitiesassigned to select guimjects via referendumonitors reported
that polling stationsvere staffetby the FP,with pollingstations being manned by members of
the village community in 19 percent of c&sedd percenbf monitored polling ations alist

of eligible voters was available and, in 97 pestenonitored polhg stations, supervisors
checked to see whether tteanes of/otas off against those on the.llstonly half of polling
stations, howevewerethe thumbs ofthosewho had votedmarked with gen or ink.87
percent of monitored polling stations contasegghrat®oothsfor men and womerand in 83
percentof referendum communitiepolling boothswere deemetb satisfactorily safeguard
v ot er s.®Ballg boreswareuguallyeither a closed box (47%) or a closed box with a lock
(51%) Despitethe number of communitieswith unlocked ballot boxes) 98 percent of
referendum communitiesponitors expressed confidence that the ballot palpadsbeen
changedorior to vote counting.Vote counting alsappeas to have beemenerally fair and
transparent, with monitors reporting tWidagers were prevented from monitoring the counting
of the votesn only 3 percent of communities

Little difference was observed betwemraitation and referendum communities in terms of
the number of selected projectsth an average ofour in each casén 97 percentof
corsultation communities and 98 peragneferendum communitigbe subproject selection
process was completed aetbsted projects announaaa the same dayin 100 percenof
referenduncommunitiesand 96percentof consultatiorcommunitiesmonitors reportedthat

the selected styrojectavere hose supported by the villagéise most populaubprojects in

both referendum and consultation communities wese related toirrigation vocational
training or literacyxourses for womerdrinking waterroads and bridgesnd electricity
followed by projects that provide drainage or flood proteéltrmough the types dcub
projects selected through referendum and consultation communities were generally quite similar,
there were some notable differen€essnmunities that held consultation meetings were more
likely toselectroads and bridgd€the difference is statistically significarthats percentevel)

and community centefthe difference is statistically significanihetlOpercentlevel) while
referendum communitisglectedewer community center projects and more drainage or flood
protectionprojectgthedifference istatistically significantthe 10 percenievel).

The majority ofthose participating isubproject selectioprocedureexpressed satisfaction
with ther local CDCand believed thaemocrati@lections constited agood way to select the
CDC memberdnterviewees perceived that the primary role @@ii@is to provideassistance
to villages and to implemerdeveloment projects for the communitpterviewees seemed
generally satisfied with tinelusiveness of the sploject selection procedure andtiipe and
range of the proposexilibprojectsWhen asked what determined tlaigcision to support a
particularsubproject,a slight majorityof respondents stated that tleeysidered a candida
subpr oj ect ds p ot te miltagedelelopment, tfoloivdd uthei lacation of the



project, the opinion of the village leadmngthe project coslthough, on average, responses
were similatacrossreferendum and consultation communitmgre people in referendum
communitiegrioritized consideration of a candidatepsubo j e@rdribudianto community
developmentThe overwhelming majority of pesdentsexpressed confidence in thab
project selectioprocess, stating that they trelypected it to determine project selection
outcomes.

The report is structured into 5 sections: Section Il provides a descriptiorsufghgect
selectiorprocedursandthe form ofconsultation meetisgndreferend prescribed for the 250
evaluatiocommunitiesSection Il discusses thecess by which the monitored communities
were sampled from the pool of 250 evaluation commu8gietton I\describethe monitoring
instrument and process; and Sectipnegents an analysis of the monitoringtees

Il . Sub-Project SelectionProcedures

In addition to the formation of a local Community Development Council (CDC), a core
component of NSP is the disbursement of block grants to participating communities to facilitate
the implementation of syivojects,which usually are focused on improving community
infrastructure or teaching skills to villagers. In accordance with the participatory methodology of
NSP, the involvement of community members in the selection-mfogerdis is stressed. The
Operational Mamal of NSP mandates that the CDC should, in consultation with villagers, draft
a Community Development PIEDDP)to outlinethe needs of the community gobpose

various projects that could be implemented to help the community meet thoge foetbes

round of consultation between the CDC and the village community is then prescribed before the
CDC selects sytrojects to be submitted to NSP for financing

Within the 250 communities participating both in the evaluation and in NSP, random variation
wasintroduced into the method by which -gubjects were selected by the village community
and the CDC, with half selecting-pubjects via a referendum and half selectingrejdrts

via a consultation meetifgirther details on both procedures are peoMiaklow:

1 Referenda In those villages assigned to selecpmajbcts according to a referendum, all
villagers which were eligible to vote in the CDC election are given the opportunity to vote,
by secreballot, for the suproject they most wished to saplemented=Ps were directed
to organizeeferenda in much the same manner in which they organized the CDC election,
ensuring secrecy of ballots, merference of voters, and providing assistance to confused
or disabled voter#t least 50 percent of eligible voters in the village must vote in the
referendum in order for it to be valid.

The number and type of proposed-pudjects to b@laced on the ballat to be decided by
the CDC in consultation with community membEi®wvever, h order to ensure that
referenda are meaningfiRs were require to chettlat the number of proposed sub
projects be at least three more-udjects thatouldbe funded using the combined value
of the estimated NSBtock grant and the communitpmtributionand to ensure that all of
the proposed subrojects were practical and eligible to be funded by NSP

In order to facilitate the participation of illiterate villagers in the referenda, FPs were
requested to prepare voting ballots which itestine proposed stgyojects, with voters
indicating their one preferred project out of those listed on the Da#otesults of the
referendumare binding upon the CDC and the communiand suiprojects are to be

3 It was thus considered important that the CDC estimate the cost and expected community contribution for each
proposed suiproject included on the ballot.



prioritized for funding according to thember of votes they recei¥ée three (or more)
proposed suprojects which receive the lowest number of votes are not to receive funding
from NSP block grants.

1 Consultation Meetings In those villages assigned to selecpmajbcts according to a
congiltation meeting, the loc@DC i to convene aneeting open to all villagewsnd
moderated by one or more CDC representativesscuss and decided whathsprojects
will be selectefbr fundingby NSP block grantdlthough the purpose of the conatitin
meeting is to build a consensus among villagers and the CDC, the consultation meeting
procedure leaves the final decision up to the CDC. This is in contrast to the referendum
procedure, which of course places the full authority for the decision lanihs of
community members.

At the start of the meetinGDC representativégve the responsibility éxplain each of

the proposed subrojects noting the expected cost of each -pubject, as well as the
expected value of the block grant to be disduby NSPMeetingparticipantsare then to

discuss which syirojects should be selected for NSP fundirige structure of the
discussioris left to the discretion of the moderat@DC representatives may express their
opinions first and invite resposskom the community members, or they may ask the
meeting participants to speak first before giving their opinion. In order to make progress
towards a consensus, CDC members may employ informabppnoisedure (such as a
showof-hands) when appropriateut no formal or binding vote should be held before,
during, or after the meeting.

Following theend of discussionthe CDCis to meet to decide upon the final list of-sub
projects which are to receive funding. The CDC may decide to communicate this list to the
participants at the conclusion of the Consultation Meeting or, in the event that consensus
between the CDC and community nmbers was unable to be reached during the
Consultation Meeting, may alternately decide to deliberate in the hours or days following the
meeting to determine the final Iébt more than three days following the conclusion of the
Consultation Meeting, tieDC will be required to submit tbelectedist of subprojectso

the FP

These two subroject selection procedures were developed in close coordination with FPs to
ensure they did not conflict with existing norms of NSP implementation and could be
sucessfully administered by FPs with existing staff and training cafacigesde the
administration of the two syinoject selection procedures, FPs were given an implementation
manual in Dari, English, and Pashto, which provided detailed guidetmegmmciples and
procedures of referenda and consultation meétings.

It was considered thabti of the subproject selection procedures patential advantages and
disadvantages. The key advantage of the referendum is that it is directly derlocnfiigeea

is given an equal and unimpeded opportunity to express his or her preference as to which project
should be selected. However, there are practical reasons why this may not be an optimal
selection procedure. A consultatiased procedure, forstance, permits knowledgeable or
experienced villagers to share their expertise and, if seated on the CDC, to exercise that expertise
in making a final decision. Given that the success of projects may be relatad tactpecibf

which the generalllage population may not be knowledgeable, it is conceivable that leaving the
final decision to the CDC may result in the selection of more appropriate, and ultimately more
successful, projects. On the other hand, the consultation meeting procedure lmay enab

* The Dari, English, and Pashto versioof the implementation manual are publicly available at:
http://web.mit.edu/~cfotini/www/NSHE/sti.html
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members of the CDC to select projects that serve their interests over projects that serve the
interests of the general village community, so no one selection method appears superior to
another.

[l . Sampling of Communities for SukProject SelectionMonitoring

In selecting communities feubproject glection monitoringhe evaluation teaaspired to a
form of stratification that was methodologically sound while logistically . fédsthkample
was stratified across space, covering all 10 districts and different geographical locations within
districts. Within each district, the sample of communities was stratifiedsaziresgment
variation with half of the selected communiteggresenting consultation meetings and the other
half representing referendadacross time, encompasssugpproject selectiaheld early, in

the middle, as well as late in the prodessnglemonitor was deployed to each evaluation
district to obsem thesubproject selection procesdth theobjective ofnonitoing subproject
selections imt least 12illagesin each districtln total 127 subproject selectionsere
monitored in the 10 evaluation districtsvering 63 community consultatiors @4 referenda
The full list of communitiesonitoreds provided ippendix |

Due to the differential rates of progress of FPs across the 10 districts, the administration of sub
project selection procedures spanned from December 2007 until JUbu@068his period,
ninemonitorswere deployed to the 10 evaluation districts to conduct monitoringpobjsab
selection procedureghe monitor assignments and dates during whicprejgdot selection
monitoring occurred are provided in Table 1 below:

Table 1: Monitor Assignmentsand Dates of Sub-Project Selection

District Monitors Date
Adraskan (Herat) Qaseem / Noor Habib December 2007 i January 2008
Balkh (Balkh) Zalmai January 2008
Chisht-e Sharif (Herat) Qaseem June 2008 i July 2008
Daulina (Ghor) Munir April 2008 i May 2008
Farsi (Herat) Sultan December 2007
Gulran (Herat) Qaseem March 2008 i April 2008
Hisarak (Nangarhar) Ghafar January 2008 i February 2008
Khost Wa Firing (Baghlan)  Abed November 2007 i December 2007
Sang Takht (Daykundi) Latef April 2008 i May 2008
Sherzad (Nangarhar) Baser April 2008 i May 2008

In addition to the information collected through the monitoring epryéct selection, FPs

were requested tmllect information on sytrojectselectioain all of the 250 NSP evaluation
communities. The list of reporting materials FPs were asked to submit is presented in Appendix
Il1. At the time of writing of this repothesematerialdavebeenfully collected from FPs and

are beingorocessednd analyzed for publication in subsequent reports

I\VV. Overview of Monitoring Instrumentsand Process

The duty of the monitor was to observe ddeninistratiorof the subproject selectioand,
upon its completiortp interviewparticipantsaabout the seléon procedure and a number of

® Financial and logistical constraints restricted the monitoring of-psoject seledon procedures to
approximately half of the 250 NSP evaluation communities.



other issues relating to NSP and the €Id&he event that a monitor witnessed a problem with
the selectionprocesshe was instructed to document it in detail. If the problem was determined
to be gravdfor instanceif voting did not occur in a referendum commurotyif forms of
intimidation was occurringhe monitor was instructed to contact the evaluation coordinator in
Kabul. The monitor was explicitly instructed not to interfere iselihetion process or try to
affect the outcome in any way. Although FPs knew their work would be subjected to
monitoring, they were not aware when that would happen as the monitoring &ohtaule
districtwas knowronlyto the evaluation team atigt monitor

Given the procedurdifferences between the referendum and consultation meeting procedures,
distinct sets of monitoring instruments were developed for each, although a large number of
guestions were common across both Betsteferenduncommunitiesfour instrumentsvere
developed: (1Referendum Repor(2) Polling StatiorReport, (3)Polling StatiorDetailed

Report, and (4)ostVote InterviewFor consultation communitjésere were two instruments:

(1) Consulation Meeting Report, and (2) Pdsteting Interviewln both referendum and
consultation communities, monitors were asked to record the names and costs of each of the
proposed and selected projects. In consultation communities, monitors were asked to record the
names of the projects that were discussed and themofmiale and female villagers and male

and female CDC members who spoke for and against each of the propgsepcisb
Similarly, in referendum communities, monitors were asked to record the number of votes each
proposed suproject receivedrurtherinformation on these instrumentgisvided below:

Referendim Communities

1 ReferendumReport The ReferenduniReportconsist®of 38 questiondesigned tprovide
an assessment wfhetherthe referendum was conducted in accordanceguiielines
providedby the evaluation team and the NSP officeinstrumentollectanformation on
polling stationscharacteristicgjuration of wting; transparenc and accuracy of vete
countingnumber, typeandannouncemertdf selectedubproject, and general imprésss
of the transparency and fairnesthefreferendumMonitors were instructed to complete a
separateReferendunReport for each monitoregferendumcommunity A total of 64
Referendum Reports were completed across annequagr of monitoredeferendum
communities.

1 Polling Station Report The Polling Station Report cokedhformation on the
characteristics of each polling statisad duringhe referendupwith a specific focus on
whether FPs had undertaken sufficient measures to ensure the deailety arido avoid
electoral fraud. Polling Station Reports were to be completed at all polling stations in the
monitredreferenduntommunitiesA total of 282 Polling Station Rejsowvere filed across
64 referendum communities

1 Polling Station Detailed Report The Polling Station Detailed Report ctbaetailed
information onthe conduct of voting at thregmlling stationsAt thesepolling stations,
election monitors were regtedd to spend time observing the voting process, rather than
simplyreporting onthe characteristics of the polling station. The Polling Station Detailed
Report supplemented the information collected by the Polling Station Report with additional
information on whether there were any voting irregularities, complaints, incidents, or other
instances which maylverselympact the integrity cfubproject selectiorA total of 181
Polling Station Detailed Report were completed across the 64 referendum @smmuniti

® These interviews consist of only male opinions in the villageaaen monitors could not be deployed due to
financial constraints and becauseould be culturally inapproprta for male monitato interview women.



1 PostVote Interview. The PostVote Interviewconsisted of @3qu e st i onthad e x i t
was administerdd an average df0voters in eacteferendum communijtyith interviews
spread between different polling stations. The interview was structured to capture the views
of referendum participants subproject selectioprocedures, as well as to gauge their
awaeness of the CD@ndNSP.A total of 620 Postote Interviews were conducted across
the64 referendum communities

Consultation Communities

1 Consultation Meeting Report The Consultation Meetingeportconsiss of 46 questios
designed t@rovide an assessmentwdfetherthe consultation meeting was conducted in
accordance witlguidelines provided by the evaluation team and the NSP Tifice
instrument collecigformation on the number of male and female participamder and
type of sukprojects that were discussdedgree oftommunityparticipation duration of
deliberationsnumber, type and announcement of selestdgprojecs, and general
impressions fothe transparency and fairnesshef consultation meetinylonitors were
instructed to complete a separ@ensultation MeetingReport for each monitored
consultatiocommunity A total of 63 Consultation Meeting Reparése completed across
an equahumber of monitoredonsultatiocommunities.

1 PostMeeting Interview: The PostMeetinginterviewconsisted of 24 questionsurvey
that was administered #n average of 10 meeting participamtgach consultation
community after the conclusion of theeting The interview was structured to capture the
views ofmeetingparticipant®n subproject selectioprocedires, as well as to gauge their
awaeness of the CDC ardiSP.A total of 618 Pod¥eeting Interviews were conducted
across thé3 monitored consultation communities

A summary of the number of instruments administered in the monitored NSP evaluation
comnunities is presented in the taddow’

Table 2. Number of Observations per Monitoring Instrument

District Post-Meeting Consultation Referendum Polling Station Detailed Post-Vote
Interview Meeting Report Report Report Polling Report Interview
Adraskan 88 11 9 40 27 72
Balkh 50 5 7 43 21 70
Chisht-e Sharif 87 8 9 0 24 95
Daulina 52 6 6 37 18 60
Farsi 50 5 7 23 13 65
Gulran 70 6 5 31 15 50
Hisarak 38 4 5 37 15 49
Khost Wa Firing 60 6 6 29 18 60
Sang Takht 62 6 5 10 15 49
Sherzad 6 5

61 32 15 50
In order to standardize the monitoring procedstiled written guidelines and training were
providedto the monitors, who were selectabed ortheir prior experience in conducting
survey work in rural Afghanistdme giidelinesnandatedhat, upon arrival in the monitored

community,the monitorshouldintroducehimselfto the FP staffand CDC members and
inform them ofisintent to monitor theubproject glection.

" The full set of questions included in these six monitoring instrumeptsigly available at
http://web.mit.edu/cfotini/www/NSIPE/survey.html
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In referenduncommunitiesmonitors were directetb select thee polling stations in different

parts of the village and to spend an equal amount of time at each of these pollingtstations.
each of these polling stations, monitors were expected to complete a minimum of three post
vote interviews, equally spacedveenh voters to approximate a random saMfilde walking

between the three polling stations selected for detailed observation, the monitor was requested to
visit the other polling stations in order to completeeports at the other polling statioAs

the end of votingn referendum villages, monitors were directedl¢at goolling station other

than the three at whidie conducted detailed observation to observe ¢benting of the

votes

In consultation communities, monitors were asked to domdlueast 10 posteeting
interviews with participantsllowing the conclusion of the meetirsglecting every third
participantlf a man refused to be interviewed, the monitor would request an interview with the
next man tdeave the meeting

Followng the announcement of thesults of thesubproject selection in communitiése
monitor was requested to completeGbasultation Meeting &eferenduniReport recording
in additionthe number o$elected projecésd thepriorityin which they were selected.

V. Results of Monitoring of SubProject Selection Procedures

The results from thmonitoringsuggest thain generalsubproject selection prodereswere
professionally executed by Facilitating Partners (FPs) assign&@ &v#leation districtwith

only a few cases where monitors raised doubts about the integrity of the voting process. Results
from the postmeeting and gstvote interviewssuggest that villagerstire NSP evaluation
communities exhibit a high level emagement witthe subproject selectiomnd a solid
understanding of both the procedural and substantive aspleefxotess

Section V.lbelowpresentsmoni t or s 6 oo the sukprojact setecti@procedure
recordedin consultation metingand referendum eports andn polling $ation and polling

gation detailedreports Section \2 presents information collectedpostmeeting angost

voteinterviews.

V.1 Observationof Sub-Project Selection

This section dr aws up oommongynconsutiation theebngssardr6d at i C
subproject selection referenda. The unit of analyfiiss case is the communigd thus

differs, both in type and sample size, from thevotsand-meetinginterviewspresented in

the next section.

Consultation Meetings

Consultation meetinggere generally waltended, attracting an average of roughly 70 men and

a similar number of women. The popularitmeétingvaried acroshe 10evaluation distrigts

with the lowest average attendance being reporteidaskan, wit3 men and 16 womesnd

the highest being reportedGulran, with163 men and 173 womdie number of male and

female attendees tended to be comparable within districts with the exception of Balkh, where the
number of women in attendancerevlalf that of merand inDaulinawhere the oppositgas

true®

8 In Khost Wa Firing, thenale and female consultation meetings where held in separate areas of the village and
the male monitor was not allowed to physically verify the number of women present in the female consultation
meeting.



Table 3: Number of Villagers Attending Consultation Meeting

Male Villagers (excl. CDC) Female Villagers (excl. CDC)

District

Obs. Mean S. D. Min. Max. Obs. Mean S. D. Min. Max.

Adraskan 11 24 16 4 60 10 16 9 7 30
Balkh 5 44 11 32 58 5 22 2 18 24
Chisht-e Sharif 8 84 42 43 156 7 91 30 59 140
Daulina 6 24 21 4 62 6 51 34 20 108
Farsi 5 68 18 50 90 5 98 23 70 120
Gulran 6 164 109 48 345 6 173 67 93 267
Hisarak 4 56 26 21 80 4 68 39 30 120
Khost Wa Firing 6 100 49 48 180 0 - - - -
Sang Takht 6 43 25 19 84 6 53 28 23 95
Sherzad 6 43 80 5 144 57 90 210
Total 55 74 62 0] 267

On average,llagersattending consultation meetioggnumbered their local elected officials by

a ratio often to one, with seven male CDC members and seven female CDC members attending
meetingsThe number of CDC attendees was relatively low in Adraskan, with only drfémale

6 male CDC members attending on aveaagerelatively high Hisarak where an average of

11 men and 10 women attend@derall, the number of male and female CDC members
attending the meetings appeared to relatively similar.

Table 4: Number of CDC Members Attending Consultation Meeting

Male CDC Members Female CDC Members

District
Obs. Mean S. D. Min. Max. Obs. Mean S. D. Min. Max.
Adraskan 11 6 1 5 8 11 4 2 0 7
Balkh 5 8 2 7 11 5 6 1 4 7
Chisht-e Sharif 8 8 4 4 14 7 10 4 5 15
Daulina 6 7 3 4 12 6 10 5 3 14
Farsi 5 7 3 4 10 5 6 3 4 9
Gulran 6 8 3 5 12 6 8 4 3 14
Hisarak 4 11 4 7 15 4 10 4 7 15
Khost Wa Firing 6 7 2 5 10 0 - - - -
Sang Takht 6 5 1 4 6 6 5 1 4 6
Sherzad 6 7 4 5 15 5 8 4 6 15
Total 73 4

Only a fraction owillagers attending consultation meetings were active partieviards,
averagef oneoutof-eightmen andoneout-of-twentywomenexpressing an opinion during

the meeting. According to the data collected by monitors, villagers we GhightFarsi,and
Sherzadvere the most outspoken, while those in Daulina, Gulran, and Hisarak were the most
reticent The low number of villagers participating in consultation meetings in Gulran is
especially notable given the high levels of attendance at such meetings.

Table 5: Number of Villagers Speaking at Consultation Meeting

Male Villagers (excl. CDC) Female Villagers (excl. CDC)

Obs. Mean S.D. Min. Max. |Obs. Mean S.D. Min. Max.
Adraskan 11 4 2 0 7 | 1 3 2 0 7

District

10



EEIG 5 3 2 2 7 5 4 4 1 9
Chisht-e Sharif 8 11 5 4 20 7 5 3 2 10
Daulina 6 1 1 0 2 6 2 2 0 4
Farsi 5 8 4 4 12 5 10 7 4 20
Gulran 6 1 1 0 2 6 0 0 0 0
Hisarak 4 1 1 0 3 4 1 1 0 2

Khost Wa Firing 0 - - - - 0 - - -

Sang Takht 6 3 2 2 6 6 2 2 0 4
Sherzad 6 6 6 2 18 5 7 10 1 25

Total 5 40

As is to beexpected given tHeadership role prescribed f©DC memberst consultation
meetings participation rates were higher among @i¥inbers in attendand@n average,
roughly half of the CDC membensattendance at consultation meetings expressed an opinion
during the meetindParticipation of CDC members in meetings appeared to be highest in
Chishte Shariind Khost Wa Firing, analWest in Daulin&ulran, and Hisarak.

Table 6: Number of CDC Members Speaking at Consultation Meeting

. Male CDC Members Female CDC Members
District

Obs. Mean S.D. Min. Max. Obs. Mean S.D. Min. Max.
Adraskan 11 4 2 1 8 11 2 2 0 5
Balkh 5 3 1 2 5 5 3 1 1 4
Chisht-e Sharif 8 6 3 4 10 8 5 2 2 9
Daulina 6 2 1 0 2 6 1 1 0 2
Farsi 5 4 2 3 7 5 5 2 3 9
Gulran 6 1 1 0 6 1 1 0 2
Hisarak 4 2 1 0 4 1 1 0 1
Khost Wa Firing 6 7 2 5 0 - - - -
Sang Takht 6 3 1 2 6 2 1 0 3
Sherzad 6 4 2 3 5 3 3 1 9

On average6 projects were discussiaringa consultation meeting that lasted an Haur.
KhostWa Firingand Sang Takhte number of projects was, average, relatively small, while
meetings in Farsi and Gulran discussed a relatively high number of projactee data
reported by monitors, meetings in ChesBharif appeared to be relatively lengthy, lasting nearly
100 minutes on average, wthitese in Gulran and Khost Wa Firing were relatively short, lasting
around 15 minutes on average.
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Table 7: Projects Discussed and Duration of Discussion

. Projects Discussed Duration of Discussion (Minutes)
District

Obs. Mean S. D. Min. Max. Obs. Mean S. D. Min. Max.
Adraskan 11 6 1 4 8 10 69 31 15 100
Balkh 5 6 2 3 8 0 - - - -
Chisht-e Sharif 8 6 1 5 7 3 97 59 30 140
Daulina 6 7 4 2 12 2 25 7 20 30
Farsi 5 8 1 6 9 2 31 41 2 60
Gulran 6 9 2 6 12 3 18 13 5 30
Hisarak 4 7 1 6 9 0 - - - -
Khost Wa Firing 6 3 0 3 3 2 15 0 15 15
Sang Takht 6 4 2 1 5 0 - - - -
Sherzad 6 5 1 4 6 1 100 - 100 100
Total 6 2 1 23 56 41 2 140

In all 63 consultation communities that were monitored, FP representatesan
introductory speedt the beginning afie meetingMore surprising, however, is thaia small
numberof communitiesFP representativatsoparticipated in the meeting itskif14 percent

of meetings monitore@P representativexpressedn opinion during the meeting and 20
percent of monitored meetingbey also spoke at the end of the consultation meeting.
However, in only 17 percent of monitored meetings did FP represeeiqiiess anpinion
during the meeting as to whighthe proposed suprojects) were most appropriate for the
community’

Figure 2: Incidence of FP Representatives Expressindiews on Proposed Projects

By District Full Sample

H No
1Yes

50%

Adr. Bal. CeS Dau. Far. Gul. His. KWF S.T. She.

In severout of the 13 cas@s which FP representatives expressed a preference as to which sub
project(s) were the most appropriate for the community, the monitor deemed that the opinion of
the FP representative influenced the outcome of the m¥dtlogiever, in no villages did
montors report that there wreany instangawhere villagersr members of the CDC were

afraid or unwilling to express an opirddferent to that of the FRepresentative prese@nly

®Instances where FRepresentatives expressed a preference during the mastiogwhichsubprojec(s) were
most appropriate for the community weeported in two communés in AdraskanHada Wa Mahdarand
Chah Qalg, two communities in Chig-e Sharif Tagab Ghazand Yak Pahlg), two communities irDaulina
(Gard LangandJourayan, three communities in Gulrafidte Che JamshigZiyarat Babay FawagandBuzan
Hulya) and one in Sherza&éngar Khai).

10 These villages wer€hah Qalain Adraskan JPalas Pushin Balkh, Gard Lang and Jourayan in Dauling
Ziyarat Babay Fawa@ndBuzan Hulyan Gulran, andsangar Khailin Sherzad.
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in Dakarvillage in BalkHdistrict did the monitor consider that #ferepresentative(s) wehe

most influentiavoicein the decision making processiia remaining 98 perceoit cases
monitors reported thaEDC memberbad the most influenae theselection ofubprojecs. In

none of the monitored consultatiomuuunities did monitors report that villagers appeared
afraid or unwilling to express an opinion different to that of the CDC members or any other
person at the meeting.

Monitors were asked teport whether or not the opinions of CDC membersvdlagersand
male and female participants converged or divémng®8 percent of monitored consultation
communities, monitors reported that the opiniof@XE memberand villagers were generally
similar. In86 percent of monitored consultation communities, tonsnieported that the
opinions of male and female participamse similatMuch of thisdisagreemenhowever, was
driven by a handful of villages where either men or women did not arm@sson during
the meeting'

In 65 percent of monitored cottsion communities, monitors reportadt the villager8 as
opposed to the CDC members or FP representétiappeared to be deciding which-sub
projects were selected. There was substantial variance between districts, hGhehte In
Sharif, FarsiKhost Wa Firing and Sang Takhmonitors reported thatillagersmade the
decision in all monitored communities Hisarak however, the opposite was the case, with
CDC members being the main force being the deciidraskan, Balkh, and Daulware
more or less equally split betweesetingswvhere CDC membes were moredecisiveand
meetings where villagers seemed to exert the most inflneBaéran and Sherzadillagers
mostlyheld sway.

100%

Figure 3: Main DecisionrMaker at Consultation Meetings

By District Full Sample

H Villagers
100%

I Members of the
CDC

73% 60% 67%

33%

Adr. Bal. CeS Dau. Far. Gul. His. KWF S.T. She.

It was relatively rare for CDC members to conduct additional deliberations following the
consultation meeting to decide which-@mujects were to be selected, with this occuming i

' Men did not express their opinion Bangar Khailand Malik Faiz in SherzadPar Jenain Hisarak, and
Tajrumin in Chisht-e Sharif. Women did not eress their opinion irKham Ghor Yanand Tarma Hain
Adraskan and in Chashma Azizan in Fan did not agree with women in Mate in Hesarak and Sofi Ghulam
in Farsi.

2|1n Kashrano Kalayin Sherzad, CDC members appeared to be more decisive, as thésodiiChah Gugal
Hulya andQashogi Zorin Gulran.
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only one outof three monitored communitiely communities inn Adraskanfarsi, and
Gulran this happened relatively more frequéhtly

Figure 4: Incidence of Discussion amongst CDC Members Following Public Deliberations

By District Full Sample

27%
60%
84%
100% 100% H No
73% LiYes
50%
8%/ 33%
17%
Bal. CeS Dau. Far. Gul. KWF S.T. She.

In all but two monitored communitieghere postmeeting deliberationsoccurred these
deliberationsccurredn publici* Across the sample, it was commonFBrepresentatiggo

be involved in such discussions, with 75 percent of meetings involving FP representatives,
although inDaulinaand Khost Wa Firing they were never involvdd. 46 percent of cases,
discussions involdenon-CDC membersalthoughpersons not belonging ttee CDC or the FP

were neveinvolved in the discussions in Daulina, Farsi, or Sherzad.

Adr. His.

Figure 5: Participation of Non-CDC Members in Discussion Following Public Deliberations

100%
90% 00%
67%
0

60% 50%

33%

0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Adraskan Chishte Sharif Daulina Farsi Gulran Khost Wa Firing Sherzad

H FP Representative(s ./ Other NornCDC Member(s,

13 These communities includ&hr Kotin SherzadAb AwarandPajakin Khost Wa FiringTote Che Jamshidi
Ziyarat Babay FawagQashoqi Zoriin Gulran Chashma Azizamand Sofi Ghulamin Farsj Daha Zabar
Kabotar Khan Qol Sagatin Chisht-e Sharif;HaidaranandJourayanin Daulina, and eight villages in Adraskan
(Kham Ghor YanHada Wa MahdanShash Mir SangChah Paya DobaradarChah Qala Neyanak Madho
Sad Manj Poul Besha

1 Exceptions wer€hashma aizan in Farsi andTote Che Jamshidin Gulran.

> Out of 23 villagesin which a posmeeting discussiontook place,in 4 villages only CDC members
participatedin 3 villages some norCDC members were involved, but FP representatiesotparticipate in

9 villages only CDC members and FRepresentative were engaged in the discussiand in the remaining 8
villages all types of actorzarticipated
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56%

Adr.

Referenda

Bal.

Monitored refeendum villagesontainedan aveage of 155 households, ranging from a low
average 054 households in Sang Takhatbigh average @85 households in Hisarak. The
number of polling stations per communitgried between districts, with referendum
communities in Balkh, ChightSharif, Khost Wa Firing, and Sang Takht only having a single
polling station and referendum communities in Daulina having an average of 11 polling stations

Table 8: Number of Households and Polling Stations in Referendum Communities

District

Adraskan
Balkh

Chisht-e Sharif

Daulina
Farsi
Gulran
Hisarak

Khost Wa Firing

Sang Takht

Sherzad

Total

Households per Community Polling Stations per Community

Obs. Mean S.D. Min. Max. Obs. Mean S.D. Min. Max.
9 180 87 69 300 9 6 6 1 15
7 224 196 50 576 7 1 0 1 1
9 79 64 7 188 9 1 0 1 1
6 208 78 125 300 6 11 4 6 15
7 98 46 30 169 7 2 0 2 2
5 158 104 31 298 5 2 1 2 4
4 235 77 126 290 4 2 0 2 2
6 164 53 92 222 6 1 0 1 1
5 54 11 41 65 5 1 0 1 1
5 181 28 207 5 2 0 2 2

In Balkh, Chishé Sharif, Khost Wa Firing, and Sang Takht, there was a singlestatiing

located in the village center, witlagerscasing their votesby cluster, one cluster at a time.
Across the sampléhere was an average sefvenclustersassigned to each polling station,
rangng from one cluster per polling station in Daalip to 15 clusters per polling station in
Adraskan, Balkh, and Hisarak.

100%

CeS

Dau.

86%

Figure 6: Location of Polling Stations

By District

20%

75%

Gul. His. KWF  S.T.

15

100%

She.

Full Sample

I Clusters

M Village Center




Table 9: Number of Clusters per Polling Station

District . Mean S.D. Min. Max.
Adraskan 5 5 1 15
Balkh 9 5 5 15
Chisht-e Sharif 7 2 5 10
Daulina 1 0 1 1
Farsi 6 1 4 8
Gulran 6 2 5 9
Hisarak 12 3 7 15
Khost Wa Firing 8 2 6 11
Sang Takht 5 0 5 5
Sherzad 10 1 8 11

In 74 percentof monitored polling stationgolling station ugervisorsvererepresentatives of

the FP;in 19 percentthey were members of the village community; and in the remaining cases
there was some other arrangemientAdraskan, Balkh, ChishtSharif Daulina, Farsi, and
Gulran, polling stationwere always supervised by FP representatives, wBiéginTakht

polling stations were always supervised by villageBBGmembersKhost Wa Firingand
Sherzad had red arrangements, whilsarak hadn alernate arrangement

Figure 7: Affiliation of Polling Station Supervisors

By District Full Sample

28%

60%
H FP Representative: |
100% 1009 |
L1 Villagers
72%
1 Other
40%
—

Adr. Bal. CeS Dau. Far. Gul. His. KWF S.T. She.

Regardless die affiliation opolling station supervisptie process appears to hbgen very
well organized. In 98ercentof monitored polling stationthere was a list efigible voter¥

and in 97 percerthe names were different in each eligible voter registratidn &t.percent

of monitored polling stationsupervisorshecledto see whether the nanmedgeople wanting

to vote wereon the eligible voters list.Polling station supervisors were notdiggentin
markng the thumbs of people who hadted, only doing so in roughly half of the monitored
polling stations. There were some districts, liste€C8harif, and Daulina marking occurred

6 The sole exception was one polling statioZatd Alogakin Adraskan

" The exceptions were three polling station®é&mja Jerelvillage in Balkh and one polling station Zalain

Chishte Sharif, where there was some overlap in the list.

18 Cases of polling station supervisors not checking the names of potential votarsagait he el i gi bl e v
registration list were noted in three polling stationKah Yak Payavillage in Adraskan and in three polling

stations itHesarakvillage in Balkh.
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in any ofthe monitored polling stationshile in Farsi, Hisarak, and Sang Takht, marking was
observedn all monitored polling statiofis.

Figure8: 1l nci dence of TMThukbhsng of Voterso

By District Full Sample
20% 20%
33%
85%
100% 100% 100% ENo
80% 80% LYes

67%
48%

Adr. Bal. CeS Dau. Far. Gul. His. KWF S.T. She.

87 percendf monitored polling statiom®ntained aeparatbooth formale and female voters
Only inAdraskan an&ang Takhtvas it not common for there to be separate male and female
booth. In Sang Takht, for instaneeery one of the 13 polling statiaybserved had a single
boothand in Adraskannineof the 27 polling stations observed aaihgle bootH Monitors
deemd that 83 percentf the mlling booths were designed in such a manner asgare the
secrecy of the ball®oorly designed voting boothiere noted isix polling stations in Balkh

in all 13 monitored polling stations in Farsi; in 4 polling stations in Bidraix polling
stationsn KhostWa Firing? and onegpolling station in Sherz&d

Figure 9: Capacity of Polling Booth to Ensure Secrecy of Ballot

By District Full Sample
—— —— — —
29% 21 33%

H Does Not Ensure
1009 1009 1009 100% 100% 1009 | ga0, Secrecy

|
71% 73% 67% L1 Ensures Secrec |

83%

Adr. Bal. CeS Dau. Far. Gul. His. KWF S.T. She.

In Adraskanthumbs werenarked inZard Alogak Tanorg Kham Haji OmerGharte Chahakand inPenja
Jerebin Balkh.

21n Adraskanthis happened i@ard Alogak Tanora Kham Haji OmerandChahak

L penja JeretandLarghonvillages

22 NahmatandKor Abvillages

% Gow MargiandLarwanvillages

% Gar Khailvillage
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In the overwhelming number of casesnitors reported thdlhe ballotbox was either a closed
box (47 percehor a closed box with a lock (51 pergemth only four polling stations in
Chist-e Sharif having an open kaithe polling statiof?.

Figure 10: Description of Ballot Box

By District Full Sample
H Closed Box with
83% 89% 83% Lock
96% EENL | 100% .1 Closed Box
86% .
without Lock
i Open Box (No Lid
‘ 17%
Adr. Bal. CeS Dau. Far. Gul. His. KWF S.T. She.

In Daulina, Farsi, Gulran, Hisarak, and Sang Tia&lot boxes were locked in all
monitored referendum communities Khost Wa Firinggnly oneof the six monitored
referendum polling statiohadan unlocked ballot bdXIn Chishte Sharif, e ballot
boxes were unlocked in all monitored referendum commuinitfesir out of five
monitored referendum polling stations in Sheeradl insix out of sevenin Balkh.
Adraskan exhibited a mixed record, Wotr out of nine polling stations having an
unlocked ballot boX.

Figure 11: Locking of Ballot Box

By District Full Sample

14%

20% o

56%

83%
0% | 1009 1009 100% 100% 100% LI Locked

Unlocked

Adr. Bal. CeS Dau. Far. Gul. His. KWF S.T. She.

An average of 16 people cast votes in polling stations for whitihgastation detailedport
was filedThe average number of people casting votes during the time of the monitoring ranged
from eightin Balkh to 45 in FarsOn average, only 3 assisvoters were witnessed in the time

% Three inSenijitakvillage and one itsar Simavillage

% This occurred irKhowja Aftabvillage

2" In Sherzagthe ballot box was locked iBada Khail in Balkh in Penja Jerebandin Adraskanin Zard
Alogak Kal Yak PayaTanorg Kham Haji OmerandChahak
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of polling station monitoring, as the vast majorityildgerswere able to vote without

assistanc&he highest number of assisted voteraated inKhost Wa Firing whilemonitors
in Sang Takht and Gulraawno irstances of assisted voting

Table 10: Number of People Voting with and Without Assistanceper Polling Station

District

Households per Community Polling Stations per Community

Adraskan

Balkh

Chisht-e Sharif
Daulina

Farsi

Gulran

Hisarak

Khost Wa Firing
Sang Takht
Sherzad

Total

Obs. Mean S.D. Min. Max. Obs. Mean S.D. Min. Max.
27 11 3 5 18 27 2 3 0 10
21 8 7 3 30 20 5 8 0 30
24 11 4 6 18 24 1 1 0 4
18 15 3 11 21 18 0 0 0 1
13 45 16 20 73 13 5 2 0 7
15 12 5 4 22 1 0 0 0 0
12 24 11 11 41 12 1 3 0 10
18 16 5 7 28 18 14 6 4 28
15 22 5 15 30 2 0 0 0 0
15 10 19 14 0 0 0 1

In 36 percendf monitored polling stations, the polling station supervisors always\sawtthe r s 0
choicedefore the votevascast whilein another 7 percenf polling stations, this happened on
occasionin 57 percent of polling stations, supervisors never looked at the selection on the ballot

paper In all polling stations in Daulina and Gulrapesusord o o k e d
they didin the majority of cases in Balkh and Ig€f@sSharif and in one village in ShefZzid.

at t has

vot er

Adraskan, Farsi, Hisarak, Khost Wa Firing, and Sang Takht, supervisors never looked at the
choi

voter so

ce.

Figure 12: Instances of Polling Station Supervisors Observing Vote Choices

Adr.
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9
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By District

100%

Bal. CeS Dau.

In 86 percenof monitored referendum communitiess than a half hour elapbetiveen the

Far.

Gul.

His. KWF

S.T.

She.

i Never
L1 Sometimes

i Always

Full Sample

finish of voting and the counting of the votes. A delay was only notedillageeachin

Daulina and Sang Takht, in two villages in Shermhih five villages in FafsDespitethese
delays or cases witimlocked ballot boxesjonitor expressed confidenice98 pecent of

monitored referendum villagiesit the ballot papers could not have been changed before the

%n Sherzadsupervisors saw the selection on the ballot papeBsirkhadi Khail They did not see in Penja
Jerebin Balkh and irSenjitakandZalain Chisht-e Sharif.

These villages werSada KhailandBar Khadi Khailin SherzadBabayanin Dauling Ranyoin Sang Takht,

Shor Ab Rubata ZhalaQalin Baf Kilkak, andTatronin Adraskan.
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counting of the votes. In only omwé the 63 monitored referendum communities thled
monitor suggeshatballot papers may have beeifitched before theote count®

In all of the districts where the vote counting took place mostiglasieely at polling stations,

votes were counted separately by polling station. Ballots from different polling stations were
more likely to be mixed in the same poolctamntingin cases where votitngok placen a

central location in the villageich asn Adraskanand Chist-e Sharif. In Farsvotes were
countedby an alternate method

Figure 13: Method of Vote Count
By District Full Sample

44%

M Separately by
Polling Station

%4 .
100% 89% .1 Mixed

i Other

Adr. Bal. CeS Dau. Far. Gul. His. KWF  S.T. She.
Monitors judged that, overalhtecountingin the referendaere generalfgir and transparent.
In 61 out of 63monitored referendum communities, villagers were in no way prevented from
monitoring the counting ohé votes! Notably, in one monitored referendum community in
Adraskan and one Khost Wa Firing there werao villagersvho wished to observ@e vote
countingprocess even thougtabk placen apublic are#.
Figure 14: Number of Villagers Observing Vote Count
By District Full Sample
29%
H More than 10
Villagers
I LI Fewer than 10
Villagers
57%
i Only Village
Leaders
11% H No Villagers
Adr. Bal. CeS Dau. Far. Gul. His. KWF  S.T. She.

In all 63 monitored referendum communitiegsehresponsible fotounting the votes
completed &orm recording the results of the referendurdthe number ofotes received by

%0 This occurred irkota Chashma Magqdaiillage in Daulina
31 The exceptions werBuzan Mabairvillage in Gulran andar Khadi Khailvillage in Sherzad.
%2 The respective commities wereChahakvillage in Adraskan anwarejevillage in Khost Wa Firing

20



each sulproject ont h e  moform alveaysdascted thoseof the official voteeountersin

every single one of the referendum communities, the monitor noted that the selected projects
were the ones that received the highest number of votes, and in biroaage iBalkh,the

monitor considered the votes to have been counted®*fmirhnevillage in Chig-e Sharifthe

monitor noted that the community had to settle on a project that was not thechrreceived

the most votes, bihis wadegitimateas it occired due tdhe need to spend the full value of
theblock grant*

In 40 percent of monitored referendum communities, monitors reportech toadeli to
completely spend the value of the block gtamhsdeemedecessary to chge some projects
with lesser votes ahead of those with more .votesoccurredin all villages iDaulina and
Gulranandin novillages in Sang Takht and ShelraBarsiand Hisarak, this occurred in half
of monitored referendum villages; in Adraskaroccurred infour of nine monitored
referenduncommunitiesin two out of six communitiegn Khost Wa Firing two out of seven
communitiesin Balkh and two out of nine communitiesn Chist-e Sharif> In all the
communitiesvherea reordering of selected sphojects was perted monitos claimed that
re-orderingwas done in a logical manner andndidappear to be an attempt to subvert the
results of the referendum

Figure 15: Incidence of ReOrdering of Selected SubProjects

By District Full Sample

100% | 100% L1 Occurred

i Did Not Occur

Adr. Bal. CeS Dau. Far. Gul. His. KWF S.T. She.

In 32 percent of monitored referendum communities, monitors reported that FP representatives
were responsible for deciding which-muijects would be selected based on the results of the
referendum, while CDC members held that responsibility in 40 pécmnmunities, with the
responsibility being shared between FP representatives and CDC members in 27 percent of
communitiesArrangements differed quite significantly between districts, as is shown in Figure
16 below.

% The exception wakotagivillage in Balkh

% The village in question wasuzam Abadillage in Chishte Sharif

% The villages where it happened w&azakand Tomaniin Hisarak Dahi Easharand Warejein KhostWa
Firing; Penja Jereband Hesarakin Balkh; Zard Alogak Hada Wa Suflakham Haji Omey and Chahakin
Adraskan Shor Ah Kilkak, andTatronin Farsi; andNuzam Aba@ndKhar Zarin Chishte Sharif.
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Figure 16: DecisionrMaker on Results of Referendum

By District
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In none of thel78monitoredpolling stationslid monitors reporthattherewassomene at or
near thepolling sation telling peoplehat sukprojectto vote for or otherwismterfering with
the voting procestn only one polliy station in Sherzad dign@nitor report having observed

Far. Gul.

His.

KWF

S.T.

She.

Full Sample

H FP Reps.

L1 CDC Members
& FP and CD(

# Other

something that caused him to doubt whether the voting process was fre& and fair.

Consultation Meetingsand Referenda

Guidelines provided to BFor subproject selection procedures required thatdtimateadost

of the candidate styojectsshould be factored in to the decisiokcross the full sample, this

was done in 79 percent of both referendum and consultation communities. Amordi@onsult
communities, the costs of candidate-mofects were not mentioned in figé the six
monitored communities in Gulramvo of nine communities in Adraskaand two of four

communities in KBarak® Among referendum communities, -pubject costs wersot factored
in to the decision as to which gubjects are to be funded by NSPome out of the nine

communities in Adraskamme of severcommunities in Balklno of six communitiesachin
Daulina, Farsi, arkhostWa Firing threeof fivein Gulran andtwo of fivein Sherzadf.

% This occurred iBar Khadi Khailvillage in Sherzad
monitors
deciding which projects are to be funded by NSP, was the cost of each project and the size of the block grant
consultation meeting

Speci fi

accountedor?o ,

the cost of each project mentioned during the meeting?

cal ly,

whi |l e

t he

ar e

asked by the

r e p oNag

¥ These villages wer@ote Che JamshidiArbab Ibrahim Aseyab Dewiyarat Babay FawagBuzanHulya,
andQashogi Zoriin Gulran Chashma AzizarSofi Ghulam andQala Haji Babadinin Farsj MateandDo Ab
in Hisarak Shash Mir SangndChah Qalain Adraskan.
These villages werélajeyanand Gar Khail in Sherzad Touda Chenan Hisarak Warejeand Larwan in
KhostWa Firing Pejna Jerebn Balkh; Qeshlag JaowNahmat andBuzan Mabairin Gulran Kal Yak Payan
Adraskan GuldamakandKilkak in Farsj andBabaiyanandKota Chashma Maqgdah Daulina.
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Adraskan

Figure 17: Consideration of Sub-Projects Costsin Sub-Project Selectiorf®

100% 100% 100% 100%

Balkh Chishte Sharif  Daulina Farsi Gulran Hisarak Khost Wa  Sang Takht Sherzad
Firing

H Referendum H® Consultation Meeting

There was no significant difference between consultation meetings and referenda in terms of the
number ofselectedubprojects with an average of four under both selection procedures. The
number did, however, vary between districts, ranging from a low of three selpobgecssiin

Balkh and Khost Wa Firing, ranging up to a high of six seleciaojsats in Clsht-e Sharif.

Table 11: Number of Selected SulProjects, by District and Selection Procedure

District
Obs. Mean S.D. Min. Max. Obs. Mean S.D. Min. Max.
Adraskan 10 4 1.3 2 6 8 5 15 3 8
Balkh 5 3 0.7 2 4 7 3 0.0 3 3
Chisht-e Sharif 8 6 1.9 3 9 7 5 1.3 3 7
Daulina 6 3 0.0 3 3 6 4 0.6 3 5
Farsi 5 5 0.0 5 5 5 5 0.4 5 6
Gulran 6 5 0.4 4 5 5 5 1.1 4 7
Hisarak 4 5 0.0 5 5 4 6 1.4 5 8
Khost Wa Firing 6 3 0.0 3 3 6 3 0.4 3 4
Sang Takht 6 4 2.0 1 5 5 3 0.5 3 4
Sherzad 6 5 0.8 4 6 5 5 0.5 4 5
Total ; 1 o

In 97 percendf consultation communities a@8 percenodf referendum communitighe sub

project selection process was completed and seldepedjects announcedekame daylhe

only eceptionswere three communities in Adraskémo of which wereconsultation
communities and onef which was aeferendum community.On averagethere wes 53

villagers in attendandeiring the announcement of the selecteepmajbcts inconsultation
communitieand51 villagers in attendance during the announcement of seleqerjestd in
referendum communities. In ChishSharif, nearly double thember of people attended the
announcement of selected -pubjects in consultation communities compared to referendum
communities, while in Hisarak, the opposite was the case. In addition, significantly more people

0 The average for the full sample of referendum and consultation communities is indicated by the parallel lines,
with the blue line representing the sample average for referendum communities and the red line representing the
sample average for consultatioommunities.

“I The consultation communities &B#ah Paya DobaradaandChah Qalaand the referendum community is

Tanora
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attended the announcement of selecteepmajbcts in consultation communities in Sherzad
than attended it in referendum communities.

Table 12: Number of Villagers present at Announcement of Selected Projects

Obs. Mean S. D. Min. Max. Obs. Mean S. D. Min. Max.
9 30 15 15 65 9 43 13 20 60
5 38 12 25 56 7 33 44 10 130
8 81 39 42 137 9 45 27 15 100
6 36 22 15 73 6 40 20 20 73
5 43 12 35 60 6 35 14 15 50
6 16 13 7 40 5 16 19 5 50
3 51 20 28 65 4 106 46 45 150
6 78 43 40 150 5 101 33 65 150
6 57 23 38 92 5 66 21 30 80
6 94 54 55 200 5 59 40 4 90

60 53 37 7 200 61 51 36 4 150

In all of the referendumommunitiesmonitors indicatedthat the results of the referendum
reflected thehoicesf villagers. Ir61 out of 63onsultation communitiesonitos reported
that theselectegubprojects selected reflected the preferencelagfersat the meeting In
only one referendum community and two consultation communities did monitoramgport
unusual occrenceduring or following theelection oubprojecs. *

In both referendum and consultation communities, seleabgutojectsmainly focused on
drinking water, irrigatiorcourses for womenpads and bridges, electricapd flood and
drainage protection. Communitighkich held consultation meetings were more liltein
referendum communitiés selectoads and bridgeadifference statistically significanthats
percenteve] and community centeadifferencdhatis statigtally significant at the 10 percent
level* In referendum communitiespmmunities were relatively more likely to seldzt
projectsprovidingdrainage or flood protectioa difference which satistically significant at
the 10 percent level

“2The exceptions wer@ard Langin Dulaina anZiyarat Babay Fawadin Gulran

*3 The two consultation villagewereZiyarat Babay Fawadn Gulran and_ogman Khailin Sherzad and the
referendum village waSuldamakin Farsi.

“4 This result may be due to the fact ti2IDCs have a more decisive role in determining the outcome of a
consultation meeting, as compared to a referendum, and asppenore likely to prefer roads and bridges due

to their presumably higher rate of vehicle ownership. They are also more likely to want community centers as
these centers often serve as the meeting place for the CDC.

24



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

Figure 18: SelectedSub-Projects, by Sub-Project Selection Procedure

9%
0 — 1% 1%
5% S 50 0% 0% | 1% 1% | 1% 1% | 0o oo
) < Q & o > 2 & e 3 s 2
A & & & © & & &
& & S S Q S ¢ 2 O 5 > &
< & < > 2 & \ v N Y
A\ & o) & S \{'(\ > &
S & K \& & & & & S
Q° & 2 & & N <&
© o C Y
& Q@o ¢

H Referendum ® Consultation Meeting —Full Sample

Selectedubprojects exhibihoticeable variatiotetweerdistricts.lrrigationsubprojects were
leastpopular in Balkh anidhost Wa Firingand were not chosen by any communities in these
two districts that éld a consultation meetindgprainage and flood protectisnbprojectsand
subprojects providingncome generating activities for wonveere not selected in any
communities in Balkh or 5@ butsubprojects providing training or literacy courses for women
were more populan these two districts than in the rest of the sample

Figure 19: Selected SubProjects, by SubProject Selection Procedureand District
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V.2. PostSelection Interviews

This sectiorpresents summarie$ 1,238 interviews completed with villagers following their
participation irsubproject selectioprocedureacross 127 nmitored evaluatiocommunitie$>

Community Development Council (CDC)

Although the primargurposeof the interviews was to ascertain their attitudes towasissth
project selection proceduome general questions were asked abolacth€DC. When
asked how happy thisel about the performnce of the CDC, 45 percent of respondeatsd

45 618 interviews were conducted acrdlss 63 consultation communities and 620 interviews were conducted
across the 64 referendum communities.
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Neither Happy nor Unhapp!

that they were very happy, with similar numbt&tng that they were happy. There was no
significant difference in the responses provided by respondents living in consultation
communities and those living in referendum communities.

Figure 20: Happiness withPerformance of Community Development Council (CDC)
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Respondents in ChisatSharif, Khost Wa Firing, and Sherzad were most likely to be indifferent
with the performance of their CO@Interestingly, respondents in Sherzad and Khost Wa Firing
were more likely to express indifference about the performance of their CDC if they lived in a
referendum community

Figure 21: Happiness wih Performance of G@mmunity Development Council (CDC)

Consultation Meeting Referendum

adr. | Adr. |§ 98%
Bal. | Bal. | 96%
Ces| 2% | 7% i CeS | 25% s
Dau. |59 95% Dau.
Far. | 76% | 24% | Far.
Gul. -ﬂ 17% Gul. |
His. | 10%) 75% His. |
KWF I 16% | 83% | KWF |
sT. LA A S |
She. | 10% | 65% 25% She.

H Unhappy LI Neither Happy nor Unhapp'i Happy B Very Happy H Unhappy ! Neither Happy nor Unhapp'd@ Happy & Very Happy

Across the full sample, 99 peraeintespondentsaid that they believétat elections erea
good way to select CDC memMéssplurality of respondents saw the primary rolkes£DC

“® The villages in Adraskan in which people were neither happy nor unhappy with CDCSareyeSeyaKal
Yak PayaSangaran Tanorg Kham Haji OmerGharte(referendum)Hada Wa WasafTarma Ha Chah Qala
Neyanak MadhoSad Mani(consultation meeting). In Chise Sharif such villages weré&enjitak Chashma
Owajiha, Dahan Abh Sar Sima Tanorhga Khak Rash Zala, Khar Zar (referendum),Pay Tandha Dahan
Haowar, Daha Zabar Tagah Ghaza Kabotar Khan Yak Pahlo Qol Sagab(consultation meeting). In Khost
Wa Firing these villages werd®ahi Eashan Khowja Qalaf Khoja Aftah Gow Margi Wareje Larwan
(referendum),Paragak Char Bagh Char Bagh YaNoorastni, Mazar Kolg Pajak (consultation meeting).
Villages in which respondents reported being unhappy with CDC memberdDabkan Haowarin Chishte
Sharif, Sofi Ghulamin Farsi (both consultation meetingjanorain Adraskan andenjitakin Chisht-e Sharif
(both referendum).

*"The villages in where respondents stated otherwise Wareje Larwan (referendum)Paragak Mazar Kolo
(consultation meeting) in KhosWa Firing Zard Alogak Tanora (referendum), andNeyanak Madho
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to provide assistance tilages, followed by the opinion that tikDC is responsible for
undertaking development projectsewe than 10 percendf respondents saw the CR2S a
substitute for aillage council or as a venueasolve disputés.

Figure 22: PerceivedFunction of Community Development Council(CDC)

Village Council

Resolve Disputes

37%

Help Villagers . .
P 9 1% H Consultation Meeting

. H Referendum
Implement Development Project:

10%

Ignorant of CDC
12%

Across the full sample, 10 peraaintespondents/ere not aware of the existence of the local
CDC. Lack of knowledge ahe CDC was most pronounced in Farsthvb7 percenbf
respondentsi referendum communities and 64 pergegbnsultation communitietaiming
ignorance of the ternin Sherzad27 percenof respondenst in referendum villages ab@l
percentin consultation villagegere not aware of the CDUt is important to note that these
results may simply be a result of CDCs being known by another name.

(consultation meeting) in Adskan Ziyarat Babay Fawadn Gulran;Dahan Haowarin Chishte Sharif and
Gard Langin Daulina(all consultation meeting).

“8 Villages in which at least four respondestsv the CDC as a village coiinor venue to resolve disputes
included Zard Alogakin Adrakan; Larghon Penja Jereb Warshg and Zargaran in Balkh; Babaiyan
Qaisarak andQala Nagshin Daulina;Buzan MabairandLaoshaoak Mabairin Gulran.

9 Villages in Farsi in which respondents reported not knowing what CDC stands for indadekhgg
Guldamak Shor Ab Rubata ZhalaQalin Baf Kilkak, Tatron (referendum),Chashma AzizarSofi Ghulam
Qeshlag AkhundQala Haji Babadin Gurgi (consultation meeting). In Sherzadajeyan Gar Khail, Sada

Khail, Bar Khadi Khail Koza Gharareferendum)SangarKhail, Logman Khail Kashrano Kalayconsultation
meeting).
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Figure 23: Happiness with Performance ofCommunity Development Guncil (CDC)
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Sub-Project Selection Procedure

On averageparticipants claimed to have been diverlaysadvanceotice ofthe subproject
selectionAverage responses varied across didghoctsa low of onalay inGulran to 10 days

in Adraskan. With the exceptions of Balkh and Hisarawriteer of days notiggven did not

appear to be dependent on whether a consultation meegfgremdunwas heldin Balkh, an

average of fivedays noticavasgivenfor consultatiormeetings, compared to three days for
referenda, while in Hisarak, two days notice was given for consultation meetings and five days
for referenda

Table 13: Number of Days Notice Before Administration of SubProject Sdection Procedure

District
Obs. Mean S.D. Min. Max. Obs. Mean S.D. Min. Max.
Adraskan 73 10 7.5 0 25 57 10 7.3 0 20
Balkh 50 5 5.2 1 20 70 3 2.6 1 15
Chisht-e Sharif 65 4 15 2 10 73 4 1.1 1 10
Daulina 50 9 7.7 0 30 53 8 6.7 0 20
Farsi 26 3 1.3 1 5 48 2 1.0 0 4
Gulran 68 1 0.4 0 49 1 1.1 0 7
Hisarak 38 2 0.5 1 48 5 2.4 1 7
Khost Wa Firing 54 7 6.3 1 53 5 4.2 1 20
Sang Takht 62 6 2.0 2 49 5 1.8 2 8
Sherzad 60 4 1.4 2 47 3 1.0 1 5
Total 5 0

Interviewees seemed to be generallyink@imed about the purpose of tiselbproject
selection procedyralthough 14 percent of respondents incorrectly replied that {v®jscb
selection procedure served to draft the community development plan and 5 percent of
respondents claimed that the function of thepsoject seleiin procedure was telect
members of th&€DC or something else. Across the full sample, there was no statistically
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significantdifference between referenda and consultation meetings in the purpose ascribed to
the selection procedure by respondents.

Figure 24: PurposeAscribed to Sub-Project Selection Procedure
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Differences were apparent between districts in the purpose ascribed by respondents to the
selection procedure. In Adraskan, Gulran, Sang Takht, and Sherzad, mpareeri0of
respondents correctly identified that the purpose of thprgjelst selection procedure is to

select procedures. In Hisarak, however, only 67 percent of respondents in consultation
communities and 80 percent of respondents in referendum ctiesmeorectly identified the

purpose of the selection proced@eriously, 51 percent of respondents Hisarak, 41 percent of
respondents in Khost Wa Firing, and 30 percent of respondents in Farsi indicated that the
purpose of the referendum was to dieftdcommunity development plan. Even more curiously,
some 31 percent of respondents in Sang Takht claimed that the purpose of the referendum was
to elect the members of the CBIC.

0 Villages in which at least half of the respondents were confased the purpose of the selection procedure
were Ab Ower Mazar Kolg Paragak(meeting),Dahi EashanKhowja Qalat Wareje (referendum) in Khost
Wa Firing; Do Ab Par Jena(meeting), Gazak Kharote Ma Khan (referendum) in likarak; as well as
consultationcommunitiesChashma AzizaandSofi Ghulanin Farsi andKashrano Kalayin Sherzad, as well as
referenduncommunityLaly in SangTakht.
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Figure 25: Purpose Ascribed to SubProject SelectionProcedure
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Across the full sampleespondentappeared to be generally avdrmed about the organizer

of selection procedure, with most respondents mentioning the FP, CDC, and/Arl&sSEr

number ofrespondents mentioned the Ministry of Rural Rehabilitation and Development
(MRRD) or the Government of Afghanistan. A relatively small proportion of respondents
incorrectly identified the organizer of the-mudpect selection procedure as members of the
village leadership other than the CDC or the district or provincial adminiResggondents in

were more likely to identify the local CDC or NSP generally as the sponsor of consultation
meetings, with respondents more likely to identify MRRD or thenBmrd of Afghanistan as

the sponsor of referenda.
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Figure 26: PerceivedOrganizer of Sub-Project Selection Procedure
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There was significant variation between districts in terms of who was identified as the organizer
of subproject selection procedures. A very high proportioespbndents in Farghost Wa

Firing and Sang Takht identified the FP as the organizer, while, on the hand, very few
respondents in Balkh, ChighSharif, Daulina, and Gulran did Swmnilarly,respondents in
consultation communities $herzad and Hisarak and-arsi were likely to cite the CDC as the
organizer, although this was relatively rai@higt-e Sharifand DaulinaNSP was most
commonly cited in Adraskan, Khost Wa Firing, and Teing and respondents in Balkh cited
MRRD and/or the Government of Afghanistan with unusual regularity.



Figure 27: PerceivedOrganizer of Sub-Project Selection Procedure
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