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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Organising a workshop of key stakeholders
on “process evaluation” was an activity
under the Community Driven Local
Development (CDLD) Programme to assist
the Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
in the implementation of CDLD Policy.
The main purpose of this workshop was
to support the government in improving
various aspects of the CDLD Policy
through an examination of the overall
implementation framework to identify
constraints and areas for improvement
in the process. All relevant stakeholders
including government officials, social
mobilisation partners, community members
and local elected representatives
participated in the workshop.

From the group discussions, there
were points of consensus and dissent
as well as strongly held opinions that
were noted by the evaluation team
(technical assistance) for further
analysis.
This process evaluation was conceived
as an evidence-based participatory
investigation of CDLD implementation
framework to examine adherence to
defined procedures, process efficiency
and framework effectiveness. A
sequential study design was used by
collating and analysing evidences from
secondary records as a first step and then
validating findings and taking feedback
from stakeholders through organising a
workshop as a second step. The main
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themes of the workshop covered the
whole policy implementation framework in
general and the “call for proposals” cycle in
particular.
Analysis of the stakeholders’ reflections
on main themes of the workshop has
led to analyse the current practices and
implementation efficiency with regards
to the implementation framework and
intended outputs. The analysis also
guided actions at the functional as well
as institutional level. Under the call for
proposals cycle, major inputs came on the
verification of first applications before the
Technical Evaluation Committee, problems
associated with the preparation / validation
of detailed project proposals, revision
of screening / evaluation criteria for
detailed project proposals, and simplifying
documentation for release of successive
instalments.
Based on stakeholders’ feedback, the
strategic communication approach
for CDLD also needs to undergo
adjustments to effectively target the
project community. Additionally, creating
an enabling environment for women to
actively participate in the programme,
establishing complaint redressal
mechanism at district level, giving role
to local elected representatives at the
village / neighbourhood council level as
well as district level in planning, mobilising
and monitoring are the challenging
recommendations demanding institutional
restructuring.
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1.

INTRODUCTION TO WORKSHOP

1.1 Overview of the Programme
Under the budget support modality and
technical assistance of European Union,
the Community Driven Local Development
(CDLD) Programme has been rolled out by
the Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
to enable the implementation of the
CDLD Policy in Malakand Division. The
overall goal is to achieve a sustainable
improvement in the coverage and quality of
frontline public service delivery through the
active involvement of local communities.
As a pilot, the CDLD Policy implementation
is taking place in the six districts of
Malakand Division including Chitral, Dir
Lower, Dir Upper, Malakand, Shangla and
Swat.
For the implementation of CDLD Policy, a
governance framework and subsequent
instructions on the implementation
mechanism and financial procedures
provide a roadmap for efficient and
effective programme implementation.
Clear framework, sequential activities,
eligibility standards, evaluation processes,
distinct responsibilities and stakeholder
powers constitute a comprehensive CDLD
implementation framework. This framework
paves the way for achieving the coverage
and quality of frontline public service
delivery through the active involvement of
local communities, which is the ultimate
goal of CDLD Policy.

1.2 Rationale of the Assessment
This assessment, as a part of the
“Monitoring and Evaluation” framework,
attempted to understand whether the
implementation of the programme is on
track based on evidence and feedback
from the stakeholders involved in the
implementation process. The aim,

therefore, was to compare what was
planned with what was actually delivered,
to determine whether there are gaps
between planned and realised outputs,
and to identify lessons to be learned
for refinement of the implementation
modalities. Thus, process evaluation
was essential to ensure effective
implementation of the CDLD Programme in
accordance with the key objectives.

1.3 Purpose and Objectives
of the Assessment
The main purpose of this assessment
was to provide technical support to the
Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa in
improving CDLD Policy implementation
through an examination of the overall
implementation framework, and to
also identify constraints and areas
for improvement in the process. More
specifically, the objectives of this
assessment were:
To verify adherence to the
CDLD Policy by the officials
and departments (involved in
the implementation) as well as
beneficiaries during the course of
programme implementation.
To assess process efficiency
and identify possible hindrances
slowing down efficient programme
implementation.
To evaluate effectiveness of the
programme implementation and
identify bottlenecks in the process.
To propose revisions to the existing
implementation framework to
improve efficacy and effectiveness
of the programme.
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2.

EVALUATION DESIGN AND
WORKSHOP METHODOLOGY

2.1 Evaluation Design
The idea of process evaluation was
conceived as an evidence-based
participatory investigation of CDLD
implementation framework to examine
adherence to defined procedures, process
efficiency and framework effectiveness.
A sequential study design was used by
collating and analysing evidences from
secondary record as a first step
and then validating findings
and taking feedback from
stakeholders through organising
the workshop as
a second step.

2.2 Data Collection Methods
2.2.1 Review of Secondary Record
As first step, a checklist was designed
to collate data through review of
secondary record which was generated
and maintained during the course of
programme implementation. The desired
data from government records and
management information system (MIS),
maintained at district offices, was collated
to assess the extent of policy adherence
and efficiency of the implementation
framework. The review of secondary
data mainly focused on deliverables and
timelines agreed in the CDLD Policy
notification. The results collected from
secondary data analysis were then shared
with workshop participants to validate
and obtain their feedback on the existing
state of implementation and to gather
recommendations on improving the whole
process.
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2.2.2 Experiences SharED during
the Workshop
Among the various data collection
methods to participatory approach,
organising a stakeholders’ workshop
was one of the most economical and
efficient ways of providing a forum for
sharing experiences, learning lessons and
recording suggestions. Therefore, all the
key stakeholders involved in CDLD Policy
implementation, government officials,
social mobilisation partners, community
members and local elected representatives
were called on to participate in process
evaluation workshop. Besides ensuring
representation from each implementing
partner, the presence of government
officials, holding key responsibility in the
designed institutional bodies (District
Development Committee - DDC and
Technical Evaluation Committee - TEC)
was also ensured. A brief role of different
stakeholders and description of key
themes of workshop discussion are given
below:

2.3 WORKSHOP STAKEHOLDERS
2.3.1 District Officer
Finance and Planning
At district level, the Deputy Commissioner
Office acts as the hub for operationalisation
of CDLD Policy. Besides being custodian
of project records, the District Officer
Finance and Planning (DO F&P) also
acts as a focal person for both DDC and
TEC forums. In addition, the DOF&P
caters to all the administrative and logistic
arrangements for smooth implementation
of projects funded under CDLD. DO F&P
also liaises with all policy implementation
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stakeholders and the higher ups to keep
them informed of implementation progress.

2.3.2 Line Department
Officials
Government officials from line
departments play a crucial role in the
technical screening of first applications
and detailed project proposals. They
are also responsible for monitoring the
implementation of one-fourth of the
approved projects during a project cycle.

2.3.3 Pool of
Engineers
To augment the functionality of line
departments, the Pool of Engineers
(PoE) acts as the frontline technical
force in supporting and supervising the
implementation of community infrastructure
projects. They also act as the eyes and
ears of the district administration to track
the progress of projects and address
issues constraining the implementation
process.

2.3.4 Sarhad Rural
Support Program
Sarhad Rural Support Programme
(SRSP) is the main implementing partner
in extending its services for social
mobilisation on CDLD funded community
projects. From an initial visioning exercise
before the call for proposals to the
preparation of detailed project proposals,
SRSP has a defining role in ensuring
the efficient and effective programme
implementation. The organisation is also
supporting the district governments in
development planning at the grass roots
level i.e. village and neighbourhood
councils.

2.3.5 Community
Representatives
With the support of the government,
the CBOs have a major role in physical
implementation of projects. They also
are responsible to make necessary
arrangements for O&M to make their
projects sustainable.

2.3.6 Elected Local
Representatives
The Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Local
Government Act 2013 empowers locally
elected representatives for grass root level
development planning and execution.
Though they do not have any major
functions to perform under the existing
CDLD Policy implementation framework,
however exploring their potential role was
quite vital for ownership of the programme
at the local level.

2.4 Workshop Themes
Considering the overall implementation
process, discussions at the workshop
primarily concentrated around the eleven
thematic areas that cover the complete
project cycle. A brief description of
workshop themes is given below;

2.4.1 District Planning
Policy necessitates district development
planning on annual basis through
involvement of all the relevant
stakeholders. The pre-budget consultation,
selection of sectors / sub-sectors,
development of District Development
Strategy (DDS), development of District
Development Plan (DDP) and annual work
plan are the essential deliverables at the
stage of annual districts’ planning.
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2.4.2 Strategic Communication

2.4.7 Financial Management

Mass awareness raising about the
programme, disseminating call for
proposal advertisements and showcasing
programme results are the prime activities
that need a strategic communication
approach in a coherent and planned
manner.

To release funds for approved projects,
an agreement is signed between district
government and members of the CBO
as a legal binding for transparent
implementation of projects. Funds are
released to CBOs’ joint accounts with the
verification of achieved milestones and
accounting records.

2.4.3 Institutional Arrangements
At various levels of government tiers,
different institutional arrangements (Policy
Coordination and Review Committee,
Policy Implementation Unit, District
Development Committee, Technical
Evaluation Committee) are done with
specified compositions, defined roles
and clear deliverable for CDLD Policy
implementation.

2.4.4 Projects’ Screening
and Identification
For the screening of projects, the
information desired in the first application
are evaluated against the defined criteria
for approval and rejection of the submitted
applications by communities.

2.4.5 CBO Formation and
DPP Preparation
The qualifying first applications are
forwarded to SRSP for physical validation
of the project aspects, social mobilisation
of the respective community and the
preparation of subsequent Detailed Project
Proposals (DPPs).

2.4.6 Validation and Approval of DPPs
Relevant line departments having direct
correlation with the project sector have
to physically validate and technically
evaluate the DPPs for recommendation
and approval.
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2.4.8 Women Participation
CDLD Policy encourages women to
participate in local development activities
and specify certain proportion (15% of the
total funding) from the total allocated fund
for women specific projects.

2.4.9 Complaint Redressal
CDLD Policy puts in place the need
to establish and operationalise
complaint redressal mechanism in the
Commissioner’s Office with a toll free
number for complaint registration regarding
any project related issue.

2.4.10 Potential Role of
Elected Representative
With the rollout of local government system
under the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Local
Government Act 2013, there was a need
to explore possible role of locally elected
representatives in the implementation of
CDLD Policy.

2.4.11 Monitoring and Review
To ensure transparent and quality in
the project implementation processes,
the policy implementation framework
includes internal and external monitoring
mechanisms.
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Workshop Agenda
For better event organisation and time management, the workshop was divided
into three substantive sessions. The first session comprised of opening remarks
by the CDLD Coordinator, followed by describing the purpose of the workshop by
Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Expert and culminating with the description of
workshop methodology and workshop themes shared by the Evaluation Specialist.
The second session included group discussions on workshop themes and the
results were shared in the plenary. The third session provided an open discussion
forum to the participants and concluded with the closing remarks by the Team
Leader of the CDLD Programme.
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3.

PROCEEDINGS OF IMPLEMENTATION
PROCESS EVALUATION WORKSHOP

3.1 Introductory
Session
With the recitation of the Holy Quran,
the workshop started at 9:30 am in
Serena Hotel, Swat as per schedule.
The programme of the event and list of
participants are annexed here. Barkat Ullah
Khan, the CDLD Coordinator, delivered
the opening remarks by welcoming the
participants and gave a briefing about
the implementation progress of the
CDLD Programme. He also highlighted
the importance of holding process
evaluation workshop to improve CDLD
implementation framework for efficient and
effective programme implementation. The
participants were apprised of the main
purpose and specific objectives of holding
this workshop by Senior Monitoring and
Evaluation Expert (Shahid Nadeem). Other
details of the workshop activities and brief
description of workshop themes were
given by the Survey Design and Evaluation
Specialist (Tariq Saleem).

3.2 Group Discussion
The participants were divided into three
groups with representation from each
stakeholder in a group. The discussion
was based on different questions related
to eleven thematic areas which were
displayed turn-by-turn on the screen. To

WORKSHOP REPORT

CDLD POLICY IMPLEMENTATION
FRAMEWORK ASSESSMENT

optimise the time, each thematic area was
allocated specific time to get the reflections
of the participants. The CDLD Programme
team’s facilitators elaborated each thematic
area with their group members and steered
the discussions to keep the proceedings
concentrated around the thematic area
given at that point in time. Note takers
were also allocated to each group who
recorded and noted points of consensus,
dissent as well as strongly held opinions.
The emerging thematic ideas, points of
consensus and suggestions from groups
were then written on meta cards and
displayed for open forum discussion.

3.3 Open Forum and
Workshop Closing
After the group discussion session,
the whole forum walked through the
meta cards that were displayed on the
walls. This gave the opportunity to all
the participants to look at other groups’
reflections on workshop themes. The forum
was allowed to openly discuss, share
comments and give suggestions about the
displayed reflections of different groups.
Finally, the workshop was concluded with
the remarks of CDLD Programme Team
Leader (Brian Fawcett) appreciating the
active participation of all the stakeholders
and their valuable feedback to improve the
implementation framework.
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4.

STAKEHOLDERS’ REFLECTIONS
ON WORKSHOP THEMES

Following the workshop, the note takers assigned to the working groups finalised their
transcripts and shared them with the evaluation team for analysis. The following section,
presents stakeholder reflections on the workshop themes after analysing their points of
consensus and dissent, as well as strongly held opinions.

4.1

District Planning

Annual planning is the first and foremost
activity at the district level to plan and
assign various tasks to relevant officials,
entities and stakeholders for achieving
the set annual targets of the programme.
As the CDLD Programme is being
implemented with the joint efforts of
different stakeholders, therefore, their
coordination is vital, particularly at the
planning stage. CDLD Policy and its
subsequent notification have identified four

key steps for annual planning.
� Organisation of pre-budget
consultations
� Selection of sectors / sub-sectors
� Preparation of district development
strategy with district development plan
� Formulation of the annual work plan

CDLD Policy notification details the process and involvement of different
stakeholders at different steps of the planning.

4.1.1 Pre-Budget
Consultation
During discussions with the workshop
participants, an opinion emerged that
the districts are conducting pre-budget
consultation meetings but the meetings
are not being held properly. District
planning is mostly informal where line
departments share list of projects without
proper consultation with the community.
The participants shared that no joint
meeting of all the relevant stakeholders
(Assistant Director Local Government,
Heads of Line Departments and Officials

of SRSP) is held to discuss and prioritise
projects for preparing district budgets.
Discussing the key stakeholders for budget
consultation, participants from Swat and
Dir Upper proposed to include Members of
Provincial / National Assemblies, District
Nazims and Pakistan Army officials to
avoid duplications. The policy necessitates
adopting Provincial Finance Commission
(PFC) formula for apportioning CDLD funds
among the districts. The PFC formula
takes into account multiple indictors
with different weightages like population
(60%), backwardness (20%) and lag in
infrastructure (20%).
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However, the participants were of the view
that in practice, allocation to the districts
is being done on the basis of population
only. Discussing the current criteria for
funds allocation, representatives from
Chitral expressed their deep concerns and
suggested revisions in PFC criteria for
funds’ allocation. They strengthened their
viewpoint by arguing that funds’ distribution
based on outdated population census is
not rational. Besides updating population
figures, they also suggested to consider
other criteria like incidence of poverty,
likelihood of natural disaster, and state of
infrastructure, etc. They also proposed
revised weights for each indicator as
population (40%), backwardness (40%)
and likelihood of natural disasters (20%).
Regarding utilisation of unspent funds, the
participants proposed that unspent funds
of any district should be used for natural
calamities whereas the unspent funds of
a particular VC / NC in a financial year
should be carried forward to next round
and / or financial year.

4.1.2 Sectors / SubSectors Selection
The participants revealed that there
is no proper mechanism or criteria
for selection of the sectors and subsectors. Sectors prioritisation is not in
line with the prioritisation made in the
District Development Strategy (DDS).
Furthermore, the participants also shared
that DDS are not being updated regularly.
Discussing livelihood promotion and
economic development projects falling
under different sectors (agriculture, forest,
fisheries and livestock), the participants
shared that demand for such projects is
quite high particularly among the women
applicants. However, due to unavailability
of comprehensive guidelines, the task of
appraisal and selection of projects has
become very difficult. The participants
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further shared that such projects submitted
by the communities are related mostly
to production and marketing, and the
scope of work is beyond infrastructure
development.
The project proposals being submitted
only focus on the infrastructure aspect
of the projects which makes it difficult
to assess their potential outcomes.
Moreover, for successful implementation
of livelihood promotion and economic
development projects, there is a need to
consider business planning, marketing
promotion, output production, financial
management and project sustainability
aspects while developing project
proposals. Considering the importance
of these projects particularly for women,
the participants emphasised to develop
comprehensive guidelines for appraisal,
screening, implementation and monitoring
of the projects. It was further added that
these kind of projects need specialised
expertise and skills that may also be
defined. In addition, there is also a need
to assess the capacity of line departments
while developing criteria for screening,
implementation and monitoring of such
projects.

4.1.3 District Development
Strategy
To address the genuine needs of the
community, the Village Development Plans
(VDPs) based on the formulation of DDS
was strongly emphasised through involving
all relevant stakeholders including line
departments, social mobilisers, military
officials, district administration and elected
representatives. However, participants
from many districts cautioned about the
possibility of political interference while
involving local representatives at the stage
of VDP preparation. The forum realised
the need to build the capacity of district
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administration in the development of DDS
and the resulting development plans. For
each VC / NC, the sector prioritisation
should be based on DDS. The DDS should
be provide the baseline for selecting and
advertising sectors for each round that may
vary from district to district depending upon
the priority sectors in DDS.

4.1.4 Annual
Work Plan
Regarding annual work plan, the
participants shared that the formal
mechanism of work planning, mentioned
in the CDLD Policy, is not being properly
followed. There is no prescribed
mechanism for collective and collaborative
annual work planning at the district level.
The process relies heavily on support
provided by the technical assistance team
of the CDLD Programme. The engagement
level of stakeholders for annual work
planning varies from district to district.
In Shangla and Malakand, the extent of
coordination between stakeholders for
annual planning was termed “strong”, while
in other districts, the joint planning was
recorded to be “weak”. Limited consultation
and minimal information sharing at
planning stage were identified as the major
challenges in effective implementation to
eventually achieve performance targets.
For the preparation of annual work
plan, the participants suggested that all
stakeholders, particularly SRSP, need
to be involved in the selection of VCs /
NCs to be included in each round of call
for proposals. Though majority districts
are considering adjacent VCs / NCs in a
particular round, violation is reported from
Dir Lower. Representatives from SRSP
communicated that the inclusion of nearby
VCs / NCs in a round leads to optimisation
of time and material resources of all the
implementing partners. Related to the

number of rounds for call for proposals in
a year, the forum agreed on advertising
two general rounds and a women specific
round covering all VCs / NCs of a district.
The workshop participants were convinced
that by reducing the number of rounds
per year, workload and performance can
be improved which will lead to better
implementation quality of projects. One
of the suggestions appeared to address
the neglected sectors like agriculture,
livestock, and fishery through advertising
specific round for such sectors.
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4.2

Strategic Communication

Assessing the effectiveness of the
communication medium used for the CDLD
Programme, the workshop participants
prioritised outreach to illiterate community
residing in far flung areas of Malakand
Division. They strongly suggested
using alternative means and ways of
communication for effective dissemination
of CDLD messaging and call for proposal
advertisements. Some of the proposed
alternatives are given here:

� Mobilising the community through large
scale awareness raising campaigns
by the government engaging social
mobilisation partners, community based
organisations, village organisations and
local support organisations.

will be a vital source of information for
their respective communities.

� Advertising call for proposals through
billboards mounted at public areas
like public schools, local mosques,
government offices, village councils,
etc. will significantly enhance access of
the local community to the information
being advertised.

� Starting local talk shows on television
under traditional settings, while
engaging district government officials,
social mobilisation partners and
pertinent community members will more
likely grab the attention of the local
community.

� Utilising locally elected representative

� Besides newspaper’s advertisement

Content and composition of the
advertisement for “call for proposals”
looked suitable to most with couple of
proposed additions, such as, mentioning
of VC / NC wise budget allocation and
additional requirements for livelihood
projects (business plan, sustainability plan,
etc.). Participants from Swat and Dir Upper
also suggested to reduce minimum limit for
the size of the projects (i.e. PKR 500,000)

to accommodate community projects like
hand pumps, dug wells, etc. As per CDLD
Policy, prospective applicants need to
submit “expression of interest” (termed
as first applications) within 15 days of
the advertisement. This duration was
considered less by the participants and
was proposed to be extended up to 30
days.

forums (district, tehsil and village
councils) by including CDLD
Programme’s initiatives as discussion
agenda. The presence of lower tier
elected representatives in such forums
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of call for proposal, the use of other
electronic media like local radio stations
and cable television networks in local
languages will also be helpful to
maximise the outreach of the message.
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It was also admitted that the rejection of
applications / proposals at any stage of
the process is not being communicated
to the respective applicants. Keeping
applicants unaware about the status and
outcome of their applications may lead to
trust deficit between citizens and state. It
was also noted that even the approved

applications are not being communicated
properly by the government, as it is the
representatives from social mobilisation
partners contacting them at the stage
of first application validation and social
mobilisation. To address this issue, some
important suggestions came from the
discussion forum:

List of approved applications should be displayed on boards at the offices of District
Office Finance and Planning, Assistant Commissioner and Secretary Village Councils.

Complete list of rejected applications also stating reasons for
rejection should be displayed on the noticeboard in these offices.

Both lists (of approved and rejected applications) should also be
uploaded on CDLD official website or the MIS used for CDLD operations.

Approved first applications which are later rejected at the stage of validation
by social mobilisation partner or after detailed project proposals formulation
should also be communicated with reasons to the respective applicants.

Establishment of CDLD specific facilitation desks at the offices of District Office
Finance and Planning and Secretary Village Councils was also proposed to guide
the applicants in obtaining, filling and submitting first application forms.
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4.3

Institutional Arrangement

In examining the effectiveness of
institutional arrangements made at
district level, there is a consensus across
different groups of stakeholders that the
compositions of District Development
Committee (DDC) and Technical Evaluation
Committee (TEC) are appropriate to
deliver their job for CDLD Programme
implementation. The locally elected
representatives, however, expect to have
assigned some role to District Nazim at the
DDC level. Low participation of designated
officials in DDC meetings in general and
TEC meetings in particular was accepted

as a customary practice primarily because
of minimum interest of line department
officials, perceived as additional workload
and no incentive for participation. It was
stressed that simultaneously adopting two
approaches i.e. strong directives from the
senior administration to the respective
line departments and incentivising
such meetings would be instrumental
in ensuring maximum participation of
designated officials. Pertaining to delays
in holding meetings, particularly of TEC,
the participants came up with the following
major reasons.

More time is required and spent to
assess the technical soundness of
detailed project proposals.

Back-and-forth movement of detailed project
proposals from line department to SRSP to fix
technical issues (in drawings and designs).

Frequent postings and transfers of
district officials were identified as key
impediments in the process.

Low interest and participation of government
officials in TEC meetings as it is regarded as
an additional workload without any incentive.

Limited time allocated to assess technical
soundness was also termed as another major
issue that delays the holding of TEC 2 meetings.
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For many, improving coordination among
stakeholders and submission of technically
accurate proposals by SRSP engineers will
lead to improved process efficiency. Few of
the participants even proposed delegating
signatory powers to DO F&P in order to
expedite the process. In addition, the
timeframe to assess technical soundness

of proposals was considered less as
the line department officials are usually
overburdened. To ensure proper evaluation
of proposals, it was agreed that the defined
timeframe of 10 days for assessment of
technical soundness need to be increased
up to 20 days.
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4.4

Project Screening / Identification

4.4.1 ContentS and Requirements
of First Application
Related to information required in the first
application as an “expression of interest”
by the applicants, a strongest argument
appeared to be the additional information
attached for some specific projects like
technical feasibility of livelihood projects,
legally valid documented proof of

willingness to donate land for vocational
training centers along with availability of
essential technical services and water
quality resistivity tests for drinking water
supply schemes. Also affixing copy of
computerised national identity cards
and photographs of the applicants were
proposed as couple of measures towards
plugging duplications at the stage of first
application submission.

Four brothers got four different projects approved by obtaining maximum
scores through smartly filling first application with fake information, SRSP
representative.

The most cited challenge appeared to
be of the fake information reported by
the applicants in the first applications.
A strong consensus was built over
including the step / mechanism of first
application validation before further
processing (holding the meeting of TEC
1). Of the different options in verifying the
first application, the prospective role of
Secretary VC / NC emerged as the most
quoted and practical measure to filter
genuine applications for further processing.
Fixing duplication of projects at VC / NC
level through cross checking with Annual
Development Plan (ADP) could impede
the likelihood of approving such fabricated
applications. Even routing first applications
through Secretary VC / NC, after thorough
verification, was also recognised as a
good option to identify and counter faulty

WORKSHOP REPORT

CDLD POLICY IMPLEMENTATION
FRAMEWORK ASSESSMENT

proposals. At the same time, ensuring an
effective MIS based tracking of applicants
and submission of multiple applications
simultaneously, were strongly emphasised
by the forum.

4.4.2 Technical Evaluation
of First Application
After proper verification, an MIS based
automated evaluation of first application
appeared to articulate a strongly
held opinion supporting the idea. In
examining first application, widely held
consensus appeared on the inclusion
of additional parameters, weightage
revisions and shifting some indicators
from detailed project proposal evaluation
to first application evaluation. Suggested
amendments are given in below table.
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Table 1: Proposed amendments in THE first application evaluation form
S/N

1

2

3

4

5

Additional
parameter

Current
status

Current
weightage

Proposed
status

Proposed
weightage

Willingness of
community to
contribute

Present in the
first application
evaluation form

10 - 15% = 07
16 - 20% = 08
21 - 25% = 09
26 - 30% = 10

Include in part 1
screening criteria of
first application at
point 5

No scoring, rather Yes /
No for 10% compulsory
contribution.

How acute and
relevant is the need?

Present in the
first application
evaluation form
at point 12

0 – 10

Remove from
evaluation form

Assign weightages
to prioritised sectors
(less weights to
livelihood projects)

Proposed
project is
according to the
priority sector

Sector wise
scores

Should be made part Sector wise scores
of first application
evaluation form

____________

Application forwarded
by community based
organisation

____________

____________

Should be made part Yes / No option, 0 for no
and 2 for yes
of first application
evaluation form

Specific evaluation
criteria for livelihood
projects

____________

____________

Should be made part Scoring based on a
well-defined evaluation
of first application
criteria and guidelines
evaluation form

Rating of some parameters was opposed
because of the argument that experienced
or knowledgeable applicants usually
maneuver negatively to get maximum
scores. To minimise the likelihood of
getting through such applications, a
strongly held opinion appeared to fix 10%
community contribution to that of estimated
project cost. Assigning more scores to the
applications forwarded by CBOs to that of
individuals was also proposed to surface
collectively identified needs of the target
community. However, the participants

(particularly SRSP representatives) also
highlighted the potential of exclusion of
poor and marginalised segments of the
population especially women that could
result from giving preference to the CBOs.
Also preferring first applications related
to priority sectors need to be catered at
the evaluation stage of first application. At
the same time, it was realised to develop
a mechanism for the consideration of a
waiting list of approved applications in the
subsequent rounds.
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4.5

CBO Formation and DPP Preparation

4.5.1 Validation of
First Application
It was reported that true validation of
properly scrutinised first applications would
ensure genuine community projects that
address priority needs of the target area.
Consensus was built on treating approved
first application validation as a separate
step to that of social mobilisation and
increasing the timeframe for both steps up
to 120 days. For proper validation exercise,
besides SRSP, the options of involving a
Pool of Engineers (PoEs), Pool of Social
Organisers (PoSs) and Secretary VC /
NC. Avoiding duplication of resources and
financing genuine needs of the community
were among the key advantages of
involving POEs and Secretaries VC / NC.
However, the risk of delay in process, if the
agreed timelines are not strictly followed,

was termed as potential disadvantage.
At the same time, it was emphasised that
the reasons of acceptance and rejection
should be properly documented and
reported to the concerned office.
In forwarding the number of approved
first applications for social mobilisation,
different practices appeared in
different districts. While discussing the
standardisation of the practice, the
points of dissent arose on forwarding first
applications either in exact number, 50%
more or even double to that of worth of the
approved budget. The difference of opinion
prevailed among the stakeholders’ groups
participating from different districts. This
matter remained unresolved during the
course of discussion but there is a definite
need for standardisation to be followed for
all the districts.

4.5.2 CBO Formation and
Capacity Building

contents of the trainings being provided to
the CBOs.

Majority of the CBOs’ representatives
seemed satisfied with the trainings
provided by the social mobilisation
partner. However, other participants
(pool of engineers, line department
representatives and district government
officials) had mixed opinion about the
relevancy of the trainings. PoEs reportedly
highlighted record keeping issues of
CBOs and emphasised on intensive
training programmes for CBOs. But, the
government officials were unable to give
any feedback on the training as they were
completely unaware of the types and

The workshop participants emphasised
on inclusion of contents related to
financial management, quality control
and record keeping. Additionally, tailoring
social mobilisation contents to match
with CDLD requirements was also
recognised by the forum. At the same
time, simplifying documentation for
CBO level record keeping was highly
emphasised. Mandatory inclusion of a
few educated persons in a CBO was
considered extremely helpful in training
the various CBOs’ committees. For proper
social mobilisation and capacity building
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of CBOs, two rounds of call for proposal
in a calendar year, covering all VCs /
NCs of a district were strongly proposed
by the discussion forum. The reported
predominant challenges during social
mobilisation are listed in the box.
Social Mobilisation Challenges
Improperly filled first applications
which are difficult to validate

Rs.

Initially, none of the banks allowed
to open CBO’s joint account

Illiterate CBO members trained
on management, procurement,
monitoring, audit, operation and
maintenance aspects
Lack of interest by CBO members
in learning from the trainings
Political interference at
validation stage
Difference of opinion emerged on the
timing of holding trainings for the various
CBO committees. The DO F&P of
Malakand emphasised that the committees
should be trained during social mobilisation
while SRSP representative of the same
district was of the view that such trainings
should be conducted after approval of
DPPs to minimise the risk of time and
resource wastage. However, strongly
held opinion supported the usual practice
of training these committees during the
social mobilisation process. At the same
time, participants from Shangla and
Chitral proposed refresher trainings for

CBO committees at the start of project
implementation.

4.5.3 Preparation of Detailed
Project Proposals
At the time of DPP preparation, practical
involvement of respective community
members could not be seen by the
discussion forum anywhere. To ensure
complete participation and involvement of
community members during the process,
the workshop participants proposed clear
instructions by the district administration
to social mobilisation partners for CDLD
Policy compliance. The participating
community members also reported
difference of engineering instructions
at the time of social mobilisation and
during project implementation. Therefore,
there is need to standardise engineering
guidelines at the time of training and actual
implementation.
The participation of PoEs in CBO trainings
was also thought as a fruitful development
from two perspectives; 1) Both SRSP and
PoEs will converge on the same page
in delivering engineering instructions to
community members and 2) PoEs will get
an opportunity to learn social mobilisation
abilities to address social aspects at the
time of project implementation. Looking
at detailed project proposal form and
the type of information required, the
discussion forum pointed out double
entry of cost summary both in Microsoft
Word and Microsoft Excel formats.
With mutual consensus, page number
3 of DPP form was suggested to be
removed. At the same time, reviewing and
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eliminating unnecessary annexures was
strongly recommended by the workshop
participants.
Besides environmental assessment
form, annexing mitigation form was
also recognised equally important. It
was realised that there is a need to
standardise the sequence of information
and successive forms with page numbers
in the given format. A checklist affixed
at the front of DPP format would help to
cross-check the required information,
formats and annexures contained in
the proposal. The DPPs shall have the
signatures of SRSP engineers to ensure
responsibility and accountability at the eve
of technical evaluation of the proposal by
the respective line department.
CDLD Policy implementation framework
stipulates that technically sound DPPs
are to be prepared and submitted by
SRSP engineers. But a large number of
technical gaps in significant number of
DPPs were reported by line department
officials. As stated in earlier section,
the frequent returns of such DPPs from
line departments to SRSP for technical
rectification lead to wastage of time and
resources. In this backdrop, the discussion
forum came up with following suggestions:

� Developing the capacities of SRSP
engineers on project designing and
Market Rate System (MRS) modalities
for costing, was considered as one
option.

� Embedding departmental standards
for projects design in “Infrastructure
Engineering Manual” were considered
necessary for accurate and speedy
development of DPPs by SRSP
engineers.

� Providing standard formats and uniform
specifications by the line departments
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were also given as key suggestions to
improve the quality of DPPs.

� Deploying engineers specialising in
design and sector aspects by SRSP
was also suggested as an equally
important alternative to fix the issue.

� Revitalising the engineering forum to
enhance coordination among different
stakeholders was also emphasised by
some participants.
Realising significant differences between
MRS and local rates, some of the
participants suggested that TEC should act
as the “Price Committee” for setting prices
of construction material at local rates on
regular bases. The participating community
members strongly implored for the
inclusion of overhead charges in the total
project cost in lieu of the opportunity cost
of time and resources of the community
as that of the government contractor.
While exploring the state of record keeping
both at the district office and community
level, non-existence of proper guidelines
(particularly for CBOs) were reported from
all districts. In compliance with third party
audit requirements, a standard checklist of
necessary documentation to be maintained
at district and community level were
proposed to be instructed from relevant
office.
Related to supporting documentation
for release of successive installments,
both Measurement Book (MB) as well
as accounting records (cash book, stock
registers and payment vouchers) along
with verified achievement of milestones
with certificate of quality assurance by the
relevant department and photographic
proof are being provided. Whereas, the
CDLD Policy implementation notification
did not desire MB in funds requisition
for 2nd and 3rd installments. The forum,
therefore, suggested to devise clear
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and specific guidelines to follow across
the project districts. Taking global
positioning system coordinates was also

attached importance by line department
representatives and suggested to seek
permission from PCRC.

The quoted challenges during DPP preparation are:

� Absence of design standards with SRSP engineers like solar energy run
projects and flood protection wall.

� Difficulty in finding market rates for certain project designs.
� Increased workload due to extra annexures and multiple entries of costs.
� Workload on social organizers and field engineers due to overlapping rounds of
call for proposals.

24

4.6

Validation and Approval of DPP

4.6.1 Validation of Detailed
Project Proposals
The validation of DPP information,
partly adopted by different districts, was
suggested to be formalised as part of
technical evaluation of DPP. Besides desk
review of DPP, the field validation was
proposed to cover two aspects of DPP, i.e.
CBOs’ preparedness and site verification
of the proposed project. In this regard,

4.6.2 Technical Evaluation of
Detailed Project Proposals
The currently used format for full project
proposal evaluation contains screening
(A) and evaluation (B) criteria with binary
(Yes / No) and scoring (0 - 10) measures,
respectively. During the workshop
discussions, scoring of detailed project
proposals of approved applications
remained questionable as this has nothing
to do with their ranking / preference.
The proposed amendments in screening
and evaluation criteria along with a few
observations are listed below:

� Under evaluation section (B) of DPP
evaluation form, the indicator at serial
number 2 “Is the project complimenting
to achieve CDLD’s overall objective (No
= 0 and Yes = 10)” did not need scoring,
therefore, this should be placed under
screening section (A).
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a standard format was suggested to be
developed or tailored for validation of all
aspects including technical design through
desk review. Delegating this task to PoEs
and sparing 10 days for this activity were
considered as a practical solution for this
particular activity. Resultantly, total 20
days would be required for assessment
of technical soundness, 10 each for DPP
validation by PoEs and final technical
evaluation by the relevant line department.

� Under evaluation section (B) of DPP
evaluation form, the indicator at
serial number 4 “Proposed project
is according to the priority sector as
per DDS?” need to be part of first
application evaluation at TEC 1 level.

� Under evaluation section (B) of DPP
evaluation form, the indicator at
serial number 5 “Project beneficiary
households (add actual beneficiaries)”
is already part of first application
evaluation and this should be verified at
the stage of first application validation.
And the same could apply to successive
indicator at serial number 7 “contribution
to gender equity (women beneficiaries
as percentage of total beneficiaries)?”.

� Half of the scoring indicators (worth 50
marks) pertain to the community while
rest of them relates to the preparation
of technical feasibility of the project. The
genuine needs of the community should
not be compromised due to the poor
quality of proposals.
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Interestingly, all the approved applications
forwarded for DPP preparation already
possess qualifying legacy having
minimum desired score (25 marks) for
recommendation. Therefore, scoring of
DPPs does not make any sense at all.
In the light of above observations and
recommendations, there is need to review
the whole evaluation format primarily from
two perspectives; 1) additional screening
criteria to be included from within or
outside of the form and 2) feasibility
standards for financial, technical and
operation / maintenance aspects of the
proposed project to be met by SRSP
engineers in preparation of DPP. There is
also a need to add basic information like
application identity along with the names of
community based organisation, project and
union council in DPP evaluation form.
For the evaluation of projects involving
economic activity (production, processing
and marketing), additional requirements
like business plan, possession of specific
machinery, availability of skills and
provision of facilities need to be evaluated

by the district officials possessing desired
skill set. Similarly, for ground water supply
projects, water resistivity, bearing capacity
and water quality tests’ report needs to be
attached with the DPP. At the same time,
there is a need to figure out who will bear
costs of all these proposed water tests?
To avoid funding duplication from different
sources (CDLD, ADP, and other DFIs),
increased coordination and data sharing
among the departments / organisations
were considered important. In case of
CDLD funding, a lengthy approval process
could increase the likelihood of such
duplication. Therefore, it was realised that
funding duplication should be dealt both
at TEC 1 and TEC 2 levels to mitigate the
likelihood of such repetitions. However, the
participants also highlighted that rejection
of duplicate projects at TEC 2 level would
be a huge loss of time and resources as a
DPP is developed after all the processes
involving social mobilisation, field survey,
engineering design, cost estimation and
capacity building.
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4.7

Financial Management

4.7.1 CBO Agreement
The contents of CBO agreement were
largely found comprehensive and legally
solid to ensure transparency in the
implementation of projects. To stop the
possibility of community stepping back
at any stage of implementation and / or
sub-letting the job, a penalty clause was
proposed to be included in the agreement.
The review of CBO agreement was also

4.7.2 Funds Disbursement
The funds flow, at all levels (starting
from the State Bank of Pakistan till CBO
accounts), was found very slow requiring
strong follow-up and commitment from
those concerned. Complexity of the
existing financial procedure was realised
as a major constraint in funds release
from higher to lower level government
tiers. The delay in funds releases from
district administration to CBO accounts
are mainly due to Deputy Commissioner’s
engagements in other district matters,
workload at district accountant desk and
required documentation for release of
successive installments. But such delays
are adversely affecting the community
perception about government service
delivery. To minimise these sort of delays,
opening a separate district account
with signatory powers to DO F&P and
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suggested to eliminate unnecessary
clauses from the document. At the time
of contract signing, unavailability of
CBO signatories reportedly remained
a real challenge in a couple of districts.
Therefore, there is a need to devise a
mechanism to expedite the process either
through designating more responsible
members as signatories or immediately
changing them through a passage of
resolution.

simplifying documentation (MB only) for
release of succeeding installments were
couple of considerations by the workshop
participants. In examining the suitability
of number of installments, a strongly held
opinion appeared to support the existing
number of installments (three) and funds
distribution across those installments. At
the same time, release of first installment
along with work order and last installment
with the provision of completion certificate
were strongly emphasised by the workshop
participants.
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4.8

Women Participation

The actual involvement of women from
project identification till its completion
was recorded to be far below the
desired level, across the project districts.
Women CBOs lack the mobilisation
and capacity standards required for
effective implementation of projects in
an independent manner. Local traditions,
limited mobility and lack of social
mobilisation support during implementation
phase are some of the factors that have
resulted limited participation of women in
project identification and implementation

processes. Physical nature of the projects
further impedes women culturally to
get involved in the implementation and
management aspects. Therefore, they
are heavily dependent on their male
counterparts for managing the affairs of
the projects awarded to them. Surprisingly,
women are not even part of female CBOs’
committees, rather their designated male
members represent all such committees
and participate in trainings that are
delivered by SRSP.

Exploring barriers and opportunities to
practical involvement of women in CDLD
projects, the analysis of participants’
discussion revealed that the prevailing
conservative sociocultural values appeared
to be the biggest impediment. Additionally,
SRSP representatives strongly highlighted
inadequate guidelines for women
empowerment and mainstreaming projects
as a major factor hindering women’s
practical engagement in infrastructure
projects. While listing down possible
measures towards enhanced women
participation, the most quoted ones are:

� Consulting the various government

� For large scale awareness raising and
mobilisation of women, better utilisation
of existing forums like primary schools
for girls, parents teachers councils,
female school teachers and Social
Welfare Department could be potential
options to explore further.

departments (working on women affairs)
before advertising women specific
round would support in specifying
priority women projects in the call for
proposal.

� Women interest in the programme
interventions were directly correlated
with the appointment of Female
Facilitation Assistants for CDLD
affairs, deployment of Female Social
Mobilisation / Monitoring Officers by the
district government and placement of
Female Social Organisers by SRSP.

� Involving locally elected female
representatives (local councilors) in
the process would also motivate and
encourage women of their respective
communities to participate more
actively.
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4.9

Complaint Redressal

The CDLD Policy implementation
framework places complaint redressal
mechanism in the office of Commissioner
Malakand Division. The Policy notification
further elaborates on the process of
complaint registration, status updates from
divisional office to concerned secretary
and communication to complainants about
the fate of her / his complaint. However,
proper guidelines on the mechanism
of processing of complaints cannot be
found. Considering this fact, the people

For complaint registration and redressal,
besides the office of Commissioner
Malakand Division, the formalisation of
existing practice of complaint registration
and redressal at district level was strongly
supported by the workshop participants.
The discussion forum further proposed
that a focal person needs to be designated
and deployed at the district level with a
toll free number to register complaints.
To familiarise and enhance access of
the community, the toll free number for
complaint registration should be widely
disseminated using print, electronic and
social media.
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are currently registering both complaints
and conflicts to DO F&P’s office which are
then forwarded to the respective official
/ department. To address the technical
issues of community projects, the related
complaints are being forwarded to PoEs
without keeping in loop the respective line
departments. The forum emphasised that
the line departments need to be informed
of all the grievances related to any aspect
of the implementation of projects.

It was strongly emphasised that complaint
registration mechanism should not operate
under the umbrella of DO F&P, rather the
Deputy Commissioner may designate
officials who are not directly involved in the
administration of project implementation
activities. District officials, engaged in the
complaint redressal mechanism, need to
be trained to ensure efficient and effective
registration and processing of complaints.
CDLD related complaints posted on the
provincial government’s website were
suggested to be routed to the CDLD
website for information and redressal. Also
providing a portal on CDLD website for
complaints registration was considered
beneficial in improving citizens’ access to
complaint registration mechanism.

29

4.10

Potential Role of Elected Local Representatives

Strongly held opinions emerged
about supporting the role of elected
local representatives in CDLD Policy
implementation. Reportedly, some of
them are already members of the CBOs
who have succeeded to get CDLD funds
for community projects. Therefore,
they possess significant understanding
of the CDLD Policy. The workshop
participants looked at the prospective
role of local elected representative
at the most appropriate stage of the
implementation process. Being grass root
level representatives of the community,
it was recognised that the VC / NC
representatives could play significant role
in the identification, monitoring and conflict
resolution of projects at the stage of
implementation.
However, one school of thought
opposed the involvement of local elected

4.11

representatives in the identification of
projects to mitigate the likelihood of political
influence. Their contribution in awareness
raising and social mobilisation of the
community was also highlighted by majority
of the participants. At the same time, the
higher tiers of local government setup,
tehsil and district councils, were proposed
to be communicated and involved at the
stage of call for proposal to maximise the
outreach of CDLD message through union
council’s elected local representatives. At
district level the institutional structure of
CDLD, giving representation to the local
government was realised a step towards
true engagement of community in decision
making. Giving chairmanship of DDC to
District Nazim was strongly emphasised by
the local elected representatives but the
district government officials opposed the
idea by quoting the PCRC decision in this
regard.

Monitoring and Review

The CDLD Policy puts in place internal
as well as external monitoring to ensure
transparency and accountability during
the implementation of projects. Internal
monitoring mechanism operates at two
tiers, i.e. District Administration and
Commissioner Office. External monitoring
will have to be conducted by a third party
(an audit firm hired for the purpose)
through continuous audit of CDLD
projects. The workshop participants did
not affirm monitoring as per Policy, except
Divisional Monitoring Officers (DMOs) and

Assistant Divisional Monitoring Officers
(ADMOs) who had initiated the process.
The reported constraints include workload
on line departments, limited resources
and lack of coordination between Line
Departments, DO F&Ps and PoEs in the
execution of a joint field visit plan. The
workshop participants proposed that the
Line Departments and Commissioner
Office’s monitoring staff should also include
complaint and grievances
redressal issues in their monthly
field visit plan.
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5.

ConcluSION AND Way Forward

The process evaluation enables the
assessment of programme’s inputs
and linking progress to outcomes. It
is important because the link between
outputs and outcomes for a particular
programme remains an empirical question.
To relate and compare the current
practices, implementation efficiency and
reported effectiveness with the defined
CDLD Policy implementation framework
and intended outputs / outcomes, the

evaluation team carried out a detailed
analysis of the points of consensus, dissent
and strongly held opinions of stakeholders
to propose concrete actions. The
visualisation below represents the current
state of implementation with reference
to the CDLD Policy implementation
framework with guided actions (institutional
and functional) to achieve intended outputs
and results of the programme.

What’s already there

What can be strengthened

District planning is being
carried out without taking on
board relevant departments
and stakeholders. For
budgeting, districts do not
follow PFC formula while only
outdated population based
funds’ allocation to districts
is in practice. Also sector
prioritisation is not based on
DDS and DDPs as they are not
updated regularly.

Least engagement of relevant departments and stakeholders at annual
planning lead to set unrealistic deliverables / targets under the given
timeframe, available resources and existing capacities of the concerned
officials / institutions. Therefore, all the relevant departments and
stakeholders, local governments, line departments and social mobilisers
need to be taken on board at the time of annual district planning. Not
following the PFC formula in funds allocation to districts is enhancing the
sense of deprivation among the poor and disaster prone districts of the
province. On account of serious capacity gaps and flaws in the mechanism
to develop and update DDS and DPP, these key planning documents of
desired quality and form are not available in the districts. With improper
sectoral prioritisation, the genuine needs of the community could not be
addressed immediately. The emerging idea of village based development of
DDS would more likely reflect a true picture of community prioritised needs.

Existing communication
practices for CDLD Policy
awareness and call for
proposal advertisements fall
short on reaching out to the
illiterate and marginalised
community residing in remote
areas of the programme
districts. The communication
approach did not take into
account gender sensitisation
in cultural context of the
programme area.

The programme message did not reach a major segment of the society
comprising of illiterate and marginalised community in far flung areas.
Resultantly, the well informed and educated community of urban and
peri-urban areas is more likely to get access to information and ultimately
opportunity to address their needs. In order to effectively address this issue,
the programme need to revamp its communication approach by using
alternative local means and ways of communication for awareness raising
and community participation. The potential alternatives for communication
could be;
1. Community sensitisation involving local elected representatives,
community organisations, village organisations and local support
organisations
2. Messaging through local FM radio stations and regional television
channels preferably in local languages
3. Display of call for proposal advertisements on billboards at public
areas and communal spots including local council offices, district
administration building, local area mosques, primary school, basic health
units, etc.
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What’s already there

What can be strengthened

Livelihood promotion and
economic development
projects submitted by the
communities are mainly
related to production and
marketing involving soft
and hard components.
Such projects are beyond
the scope of public service
delivery as explained in the
CDLD Policy. Also, specific set
of skills, competency, tools
and markets are required to
successfully implement and
sustain such projects.

Government institutions lack the required experience and capacity to
implement and monitor such projects. Additionally, specific guidelines for
screening feasible livelihood projects (like vocational training centers, olive
oil processing plants, fish breeding farms, etc.), have created indecisive state
for a number of projects submitted at various districts at TEC 1 level. Given
the importance of livelihood projects, devising comprehensive guidelines
within the ambit of CDLD, incorporating minimum desired information
in the first application form and necessitating provision of essential
supporting/requirements (a comprehensive business plan covering
production, marketing, management and financial aspects) for such
projects are the immediate actions that need to be taken.

The time frame (15 days) for
first application submission
and minimum ceiling
for project value (PKR
500,000) need revision to
accommodate more number
of applicants.

The defined time frame (15 days) for submission of first application looks
insufficient as it usually takes more time to reach the message to the target
community. Also applicants require time to develop initial proposals, fill
out the first application forms and timely submit applications to respective
district offices. Increasing time duration up to 30 days would be more
convenient for a larger number of the citizens to get access to CDLD funds.
Similarly, revising the minimum ceiling for the value of the proposed
projects to PKR 300,000 would provide a cushion to accommodate small
community infrastructure projects like hand pumps, dug wells, etc. Such
projects can be leveraged to target women, as one of the challenging result
areas for the CDLD Programme to achieve.

Approved / rejected status
of first application as well as
detailed project proposals is
not being communicated to
the respective applicants by
the district administration.
Also, SRSP is not properly
communicating the reasons
for rejections to the district
administration after validation
of first applications.

Keeping applicants unaware about the status of their applications will lead
to increased trust deficit between citizens and state. Moreover, this may
increase the likelihood of funding duplications. Therefore, there is a need to
put in place proper mechanism (automated through information system,
text messaging, letter correspondence and telephonic communication)
to keep the applicants informed of the outcome of their applications at
different levels of processing. Other possible way of communicating the
status could be displaying the list of approved and rejected applications
(with reasons) at respective offices of Secretary VC / NC, Assistant
Commissioners and DO F&P. The district administration seems completely
unaware of the first application validation for not being properly informed
of the process, posing serious question mark on the authenticity of the
exercise. Binding SRSP on documenting and reporting underlying verifiable
reasons of the rejection of first applications can minimise the possibility of
prejudice at first application validation stage.
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What’s already there

What can be strengthened

DDC is the highest forum for
planning and decision making
at district level but it lacks
true representation from
civil society and community
groups (demand side).
Though the CDLD Policy gives
membership to two civil
society members, in practice,
none of the districts has
offered such membership.

Putting aside the demand side (community) of the framework at planning
and decision making forums will not properly address citizens’ concerns
and needs. Rather, it may exacerbate the state of lack of ownership by the
community and trust deficit between state and community. The CDLD
Programme, therefore, may give true representation to the community
in DDC, either through membership of the local government or elected
local representative, which resultantly could enhance inclusiveness and
programme ownership by the citizens.

TEC act as a technical arm
of the DDC to recommend
the approval after thorough
evaluation of first applications
and detailed Proposals. But
the designated officials,
in many instances, do not
attend meetings and rather
delegate the responsibility
to subordinates (with low
expertise).

Technical evaluation of both first applications and detailed proposals are the
most critical steps in call for proposal cycles. Low interest and involvement
of the relevant experts at this stage of the process may increase the
possibility of technically impractical projects going through. To minimise the
likelihood of approving such projects, strong instructions need to be issued
from the CDLD Policy Implementation Unit and the Deputy Commissioner
Office to the relevant Line Departments to ensure maximum participation
of designated official in TEC (1 and 2) meetings.

The most cited challenge
appeared to be the fake
information reported by
the applicants in the first
applications. But there is no
mechanism / guideline in the
implementation framework
for validation of first
applications before further
processing at TEC 1.

In the absence of proper mechanism for validation of information contained
in the first application, fake applicants will continue to win projects at the
cost of genuine applicants. Putting in place a dedicated step for validation
would minimise and even mitigate approval of such projects. Within the
current institutional structure, assigning this role to any of the institutional
body, department or official looks almost impossible, due to high workload.
Probably, the involvement of Secretary VC / NC could be advantageous in
validation of first application as well as cross verifying funding duplication
with ADP.

Certain necessary screening
criteria and scoring
parameters are found
missing in the first application
evaluation form. Also, a few
scoring parameters included
in the DPP evaluation form
need to be part of the first
application evaluation. There
is also a need to revise scoring
of certain parameters.

The evaluation form for first application needs revision to ensure proper
filtration of proposed projects at initial stage of the approval process. The
possible revisions in the evaluation form could be; 1) ensuring compulsory
(10%) community contribution as screening criteria to mitigate possibility
of committing exaggerated contribution share to get maximum marks for
success, 2) removing the indicator of acuteness and relevance to automate
TEC 1, 3) assigning more weightage to applications submitted by a CBO to
that of an individual and 4) including sectors’ scoring at TEC 1 level. After
proper validation, an automated evaluation of first applications through MIS
could be a better option for efficient and transparent processing.
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What’s already there

What can be strengthened

In forwarding the number of
approved first applications
to SRSP, different practices
are in place in the districts.
In relation to the allocated
budget amount, some
districts forward exact
number of approved
applications worth of
allocated amount while
others are submitting almost
double to that amount.

There is a need to standardise the practice of forwarding the number of
qualifying first applications to SRSP. To maintain transparency throughout
the process, sending exact number of top ranked first applications worth
of approved budget amount, would be a better option to mitigate the
possibility of anomalies in awarding projects to the community.

The validation of first
application is not being
conducted, documented and
reported as defined in the
CDLD Policy implementation
framework.

The validation of first application is crucial to weed out the proposals
containing fake information. Proper documentation and reporting of
the reasons for rejections of such applications could support to devise
mechanisms to control approval of such application at TEC 1 stage. Cross
checking of randomly selected samples of validated applications by district
government, through PoEs / line department officials, could be one
measure to ensure proper validation by the social mobilisation partner.
Keeping validation as part of social mobilisation would be of no harm but
more effort would be required for social mobilisation to give enough time
for validation process.

Social mobilisation, CBO
formation, account opening
and trainings to illiterate
community are real
challenges to accomplish
within the defined time frame
(90 days).

Proper social mobilisation is deemed necessary to organise and train the
community to be able to implement and manage infrastructure projects.
There is also a need to review and tailor CBO training contents to match
with the required tasks / capacities of CBO committees for efficient and
effective implementation of CDLD projects. Therefore, allowing 120 days
for social mobilisation process would be rationale. Time spent on public
advertising and application submissions for four rounds can be efficiently
managed by announcing two general rounds covering all VCs / NCs and a
women specific round.

Related to the detailed
proposal format, double
entries, unnecessary
annexures, missing formats
and signatures verification
are found as deficiencies that
need to be addressed.

The DPP format needs revision and formulation of a checklist to ensure
sequenced information, successive forms and necessary annexures before
submission for final evaluation. The areas that need review and revision
include; 1) double entry of cost summary, 2) discarding unnecessary
annexures, 3) annexing mitigation form along with the environmental
assessment form and 4) signatures of SRSP engineers affixed at each page
of the DPP.

During DPP formation, the
community looks least
involved in the process.
Significant differences are
found in the engineering
instructions delivered during
social mobilisation process
and at the time of actual
implementation. Technical
incompetency in project
design and cost estimation
are quite evident leading
to unnecessary delays in
processing of proposals.

Practical involvement of community at the time of DPP formation is
important to ultimately enable them to lead actual project implementation.
Instructions from district administration need to be issued to relevant
stakeholders to ensure involvement of community at this critical stage of
the implementation process. There is also a need to standardise engineering
guidelines, technical specifications and construction standards to be used
during social mobilisation and actual implementation. The participation of
PoEs in CBO trainings would be another good option to bring the PoEs and
SRSP Engineers on the same page. Technical incompetency necessitates
serious attention for quality proposals. Possible options could be training
of the existing SRSP Engineers on project designing and costing (based on
MRS) or deploying sector expert design engineers by SRSP. Also, embedding
departmental standards for project designs in infrastructure engineering
manual might be beneficial for SRSP engineers to follow.
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What’s already there

What can be strengthened

The validation of DPP is
partly being conducted in
some of the districts without
any standard guidelines and
templates in the existing
CDLD Policy implementation
framework.

Validating information contained in the DPP would ensure preparation of
quality and factual proposals for community infrastructure projects. The
DPP validation by government is as essential as first application validation
by SRSP. So validation step needs to be formalised as part of the DPP
technical soundness evaluation and could be completed within an additional
10 days to the already defined timeframe for technical soundness. Besides
desk review of the proposal, the validation exercise may include assessing
CBO’s preparedness and site verification. To conduct this exercise, PoEs
equipped with all the necessary evaluation templates could be involved by
the line departments. The template should be comprehensive enough to
cover all key components of DPP like technical, social and financial aspects.

Certain necessary screening
criteria and scoring
parameters need reshuffling
or deletion in DPP evaluation
form. Also, keeping scoring
indicators at final evaluation
of the proposal is itself
questionable.

The DPP evaluation form needs revision to ensure proper screening at one
hand and preparation of technically sound proposals on the other hand.
Likely changes that may contribute towards the preparation of sound
technical proposals could be; 1) Section (B) of DPP evaluation form, the
indicator at serial number 2 did not need scoring, therefore, this should
be placed under screening section (A), 2) the indicator at serial number
4 needs to be part of the first application evaluation at TEC 1 level and 3)
indicator at serial number 5 is already part of the first application evaluation
and this needs to be verified at the stage of first application validation. The
same could apply to successive indicator at serial number 7. There is also
need to review the logic of keeping scoring indicators in the DPP evaluation
form.

CBO agreement is found
comprehensive and
legally solid for project
implementation but needs an
additional clause for stronger
binding of the community to
agreed terms and conditions
in the document.

As project implementation is the prime responsibility of CBO with the
technical support of district government, therefore, their commitment must
reach to the logical conclusion, which is, the successful implementation of
the project. To stop the possibility of the community stepping back at any
stage of implementation or sub-letting the job, a penalty clause may be
included in the CBO agreement. Additionally, a review of CBO agreement is
also suggested to eliminate unnecessary clauses from the document.

State of confusion prevails
regarding GPS coordinates
to be taken and specified in
the DPP.

Gathering and specifying GPS coordinates is termed important by the
officials of the line departments, therefore, there is need to seek permission
from PCRC for this provision.

Flow of funds (from SBP till
CBO accounts), is recognised
slow. The delays in funds
release from districts to CBO
accounts are primarily subject
to Deputy Commissioner’s
engagements in other district
matters.

Delays in funds release are adversely affecting the community perception
about government service delivery. Strong follow-up by the concerned
departments is needed to expedite the process. To minimise delays in funds
disbursement to CBOs, there is need to simplify documentation for release
of succeeding installments. Additionally, in compliance with third party
requirements, a standard checklist of necessary documentation maintained
at district and community level would be necessary for transparent funding
process.
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What’s already there

What can be strengthened

Actual involvement of
women cannot be seen
from project identification
to project management.
The prevailing conservative
sociocultural values appear
to be the biggest impediment
due to which male family
members take the lead in the
implementation of women
specific projects.

The current practice of women projects identification and implementation
did not serve the purpose of gender inclusiveness and gender
mainstreaming. There is a need to create enabling environment for women
to develop their interest and engage themselves in the implementation
of projects. With the deployment of Female Facilitation Assistant for CDLD
affairs, women have started to visit district offices to involve themselves
in different project tasks. Therefore, both the Government and SRSP need
to engage Female Monitoring Officers and / or Female Social Organisers to
cater to women projects. For awareness raising and women mobilisation,
existing women forums and locally elected female representatives could be
very effective.

The defined mechanism
for complaint redressal
(Commissioner Malakand
Office) is almost ineffectual so
far. Rather, both complaints
and conflicts are being
reported to DO F&P which are
then forwarded to concerned
officials in the respective
departments.

In the absence of a proper complaint registration and redressal system,
community cannot access relevant officials for resolving their grievances.
Besides the office of Commissioner, it is required to put complaint
mechanisms in place at the district level. For that matter, comprehensive
guidelines need to be developed to cover the deployment of focal persons,
toll free numbers, procedures for processing and communication to the
complainants. CDLD related complaints posted on Provincial Government’s
website need to be routed to the CDLD website for record and further
action.

Currently, the locally elected
representatives have no role
in the implementation of the
CDLD Policy or the affairs of
the CDLD Programme.

With the empowerment of local government system in the province, the
role of elected representative has become pivotal in community oriented
development projects. Being at the lowest tier, they could play an effective
role in awareness raising, social mobilisation, project identification,
implementation monitoring and conflict resolution. Also, the representation
of locally elected representatives at district level decision making forums
(DDC) would be required but the level of engagement needs to be
determined carefully.

For transparent and
accountable implementation
processes, both the internal
and external monitoring
mechanism did not
operate as desired. Lack of
operational resources, dearth
of workforce and low interest
of line department officials
are major impediments
in conducting internal
monitoring. For third party
audit, hiring of an audit firm
is not yet finalised even after
two years.

Without proper monitoring, one cannot expect transparency and quality
from the implementation process. The matter needs to be taken as a high
priority by the district administration. For regular internal monitoring of
implementation progress, relevant line departments and district officials
should be provided with the required financial capital as well as human
resources. At the same time, improved coordination between DO F&P, line
departments and PoEs would be extremely important to optimise resources
and time. Hiring process for third party audit firm needs to be expedited.
Immediately after hiring, continuous audit should be started to assess the
extent of CDLD Policy compliance that resultantly will further guide on
measures and actions to keep the programme on-track. A fully staffed and
functional CDLD Policy Implementation Unit is of utmost importance to
strengthen monitoring mechanism at district and community levels.
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Annexure
Participants of the CDLD Policy Implementation
Framework Assessment Workshop

Name

Designation

Department

District

Aurang Zeb

Sub Divisional Officer

Communication & Works

Shangla

Rahman Ali

Sub Engineer

Communication & Works

Swat

Aamir Javid

Sub Divisional Officer

Communication & Works

Swat

Arif Ullah

President

Community Based Organisation

Shangla

Inam Ullah

President

Community Based Organisation

Swat

Shad Muhammad

Member

Community Based Organisation

Dir Lower

Sher Ali

Member

Community Based Organisation

Shangla

Akhter Naeem

President

Community Based Organisation

Shangla

Qazi Rasool

District Officer Finance & Planning

District Administration

Dir Upper

Aizaz Ullah

Coordinator Pool of Engineers

District Administration

Malakand

Ziam Khan

District Officer Finance & Planning

District Administration

Chitral

Asif Ahmad

Pool of Engineers

District Administration

Chitral

Asif Jamal

Pool of Engineers

District Administration

Dir Upper

Sarfraz Khan

District Officer Finance & Planning

District Administration

Shangla

Salah ud Din

Coordinator Pool of Engineers

District Administration

Shangla

Riaz Ali Khan

District Officer Finance & Planning

District Administration

Swat

Mehar Ali

Pool of Engineers

District Administration

Swat

Haider Ali

Coordinator Pool of Engineers

District Administration

Swat

Rouchine Ali

District Officer Finance & Planning

District Administration

Dir Lower

Saeed Ullah

Coordinator Pool of Engineers

District Administration

Dir Lower

Khalid Zaman

District Officer Finance & Planning

District Administration

Malakand

Amjad Ahmad

District Councilor

District Government

Malakand

Mushtaq Ali

Programmer

District Finance & Planning Office

Swat
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Name

Designation

Department

District

Shafqat Ali Khan

Sub Engineer

Local Government & Rural Development

Swat

Fazal Mahboob

Monitoring and Evaluation

Local Government & Rural Development

Swat

Barkat Ullah

CDLD Programme Coordinator

Local Government & Rural Development

Peshawar

Aman Ullah

Assistant Director

Local Government & Rural Development

Shangla

Sardar Ullah

Assistant Director

Local Government & Rural Development

Swat

Fazal Ullah

Assistant Director

Local Government & Rural Development

Malakand

Saba Khan

District Programme Manager

Sarhad Rural Support Programme (CDLD) Dir Lower

Tanveer Zaman

District Programme Manager

Sarhad Rural Support Programme (CDLD) Dir Upper

Muhammad
Irshad

District Programme Manager

Sarhad Rural Support Programme (CDLD) Shangla

Bashir Ahmad

District Programme Manager

Sarhad Rural Support Programme (CDLD) Swat

Riaz Ahmad

Engineer

Sarhad Rural Support Programme (CDLD) Swat

Murad Ali

District Programme Manager

Sarhad Rural Support Programme (CDLD) Swat

Yousaf Khan

District Programme Manager

Sarhad Rural Support Programme (CDLD) Malakand

Mukhtar Ahmad

Sub Engineer

Sarhad Rural Support Programme (CDLD) Swat
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