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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
1.1 GRANT RECIPIENT INFORMATION 
 

ORGANIZATION Shelter For Life International, 
Inc. 

DATE OF REPORT June 2003 

MAILING 
ADDRESS 

502 East New York Avenue 
Oshkosh, WI 54901, USA 

CONTACT 
PERSON 

Norm Leatherwood 
Executive Director 

TELEPHONE (920) 426-1207 MOBILE (920) 376-0245 

FAX (920) 426-4321 E-MAIL ADDRESS norm@shelter.org 

 
 
1.2 GRANT INFORMATION 
 

PROGRAM TITLE Emergency Shelter Assistance in Earthquake-Affected Area of Baghlan 
Province, Afghanistan  

GRANT NUMBER HDA-G-00-02-00147-00 

COUNTRY/REGION Afghanistan/Baghlan Province: Districts of Nahrin, Borka, Julga 

DISASTER March 2002 Earthquake 

REPORTING PERIOD June 2002 through January 2003 

 
 
1.3 GENERAL PROGRAM INFORMATION 
 

PROJECT GOAL Provide safe, functional, temporary shelters for those left homeless by the 
earthquake. 

PRIMARY 
OBJECTIVE 

Emergency shelters for 5,000 families in the Baghlan Province. 

TARGET 
POPULATION 

Those living in the Nahrin, Borka, and Julga districts whose homes were so 
damaged by the earthquake that they must be completely rebuilt. 

SPECIAL FEATURES Seismic Awareness, Preparedness and Mitigation at community level. 
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1.4 KEY INDICATORS 
 

Description  Target  Result 

Number of families who prepared site for new construction 5,000 5,000 

Number of families who made bricks for new construction 5,000 5,000 

Number of shelters constructed 5,000 5,000 

Number of constructed shelters inhabited by beneficiaries 5,000 5,000 

Families Benefited 5,000 5,000 

Individuals Benefited 27,000 30,522 
 
 
1.5 FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
 

OFDA Grant Award $2,241,278 
OFDA Grant Award Modification +$212,869 
Total OFDA Grant Awards $2,454,147 
Percent of Grant Funds Expended 100% 
   
Total Grant Funds Expended $2,454,147 
Other Funds Donated $96,967 
Value of In-kind Donations $486,672 
    
Total Project Cost $3,037,786 

    
Economic Impact to Area Economy    
Amount of project funds spent locally/ 
regionally $1,967,387 
As a % of Total Project Funds Donated 77% 
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1.6 SYNOPSIS 

1.6.1 Program Results 
SFL responded to the March and April 2002 earthquakes in the Baghlan Province of 

Afghanistan by providing temporary emergency shelters to affected families.  Under extremely 
challenging conditions, SFL implemented the construction of 5,000 basic temporary shelters within a 
period of 4 months.  The shelters were dispersed over 6 districts and 76 villages. 

This project became an opportunity to build capacity in Seismic Awareness, Preparedness and 
Mitigation in the affected communities.  Masons and beneficiaries were trained in earthquake mitigation 
measures incorporated in the emergency shelter design.  Affected communities received training in 
seismic awareness and preparedness through a local NGO that was trained and monitored by SFL.  
Villages were relocated as a direct result of a seismic vulnerability assessment carried out by a team of 
seismologists from Earth Consultants International. 

Baghlan is an impoverished Province, and this project, in addition to providing urgently needed 
shelter, provided the added benefit of badly needed economic stimulus to the local and regional 
economy.  Project funds were spent locally as much as possible and people were found to be using their 
shelters as a platform for income-generating activities almost immediately.  A survey on ‘home-based 
enterprises’ carried out in the latter part of the project among 73% of the beneficiaries showed that 
54% of the households were using their newly constructed shelters as the basis for various forms of 
economic activity. 
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It should be noted that there continues to be a need for shelter and other basic necessities of life, 
including water, among the target population for this project.  This need is further addressed in 
Chapter 6. 

1.6.2 Presenting a Model for Emergency Shelters in Seismic Prone Areas 
War and natural disasters affect millions of people worldwide and leave many homeless.  A 

significant number of uprooted people will often remain in temporary emergency or transitional shelters 
for years to come.  The challenge is to provide temporary emergency shelters that are contributing 
towards durable and sustainable shelter solutions. 

SFL’s emergency shelter program in the earthquake-affected areas of Northern Afghanistan 
presents such a model for durable and sustainable shelter solutions.  In this particular program, 
temporary emergency shelters were constructed by using local resources, utilizing traditional building 
methods and incorporating appropriate disaster mitigation measures, hence providing better living 
conditions for affected people.  What’s more, these shelters can be incorporated into the long term 
permanent reconstruction, so that value for assistance dollar expended is maximized. 

The program further proved that a large-scale, cost-effective emergency shelter 

intervention is feasible in a rather short time period, while simultaneously integrating seismic 
awareness, preparedness and mitigation activities by training affected communities, artisans and 
local organizations.  All of this was accomplished in a context which maximized economic impact to the 
target area.  

Following is a summary of the features of SFL’s model for temporary emergency shelter in 
seismic prone areas: 
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- cost-effectiveness: provides winter protection, but considerably less expensive than a 
winterized tent; 

- maximizing local economic benefits: by purchasing local materials, tools, equipment 
and/or utensils, hiring workers, etc.; 

- integrating disaster training: seismic awareness, preparedness and mitigation training 
takes place before, during and after program implementation, thus structurally building 
seismic awareness, preparedness and mitigation capacity among communities; 

- improving living conditions : a shelter built with traditional materials and methods provides 
dignity, privacy and a good protection against the weather – thus creating a healthier and 
socially better environment; 

- earthquake resistance: simple earthquake mitigation features are incorporated into the 
shelters, so as to help give people time to get out of them alive during an earthquake; 

- appropriateness: using local resources, traditional building methods and conventional 
architectural designs; 

- sustainability: people can easily apply the earthquake mitigation techniques in future 
construction; 

- rapid implementation: 5,000 shelters were built in the Baghlan Province, dispersed over 6 
districts and 76 villages in a 5-month time period under extremely challenging logistical 
conditions; 

- adaptability: the shelters can be incorporated into the overall reconstructed permanent 
house in the future. 
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2 PROGRAM OVERVIEW 
 
2.1 BACKGROUND 

2.1.1 The Earthquake 
In March 2002, a 6.1 magnitude earthquake struck Baghlan Province of Afghanistan.  Three 

districts were affected: Nahrin, Borka and Julga.  A second less severe earthquake occurred in early 
April. 

2.1.2 Initial Assessments 
SFL sent an assessment team to the area to see the damage first hand.  They visited a 

representative sampling of villages in Nahrin and Borka Districts (Julga villages were inaccessible at the 
time).  An estimated 9,000 homes were destroyed in the city of Nahrin alone. 

Overall, an estimated 80% of the homes in these three districts were severely damaged or 
destroyed.  Based on the SFL assessment team findings and input from site visits, village leaders, other 
NGOs, UNAMA and the Baghlan Deputy Governor, we estimated at least 23,000 homes in Baghlan 
would need to be completely reconstructed. 

On a second SFL visit to Baghlan after the earthquake, one of our registered professional 
engineers from the US inspected the damage in the city of Nahrin.  He found the damage to be 
consistent with our observations of the 1998 earthquake in Badakhshan Province.  Mud walls were 
fragmented by the formation of vertical cracks, and wall segments not securely connected to the roof 
then collapsed. 

2.1.3 Analysis 
Plastic for making simple tents was distributed by various agencies after the earthquake.  These 

tents, however, provided only the most basic short-term protection from exposure in a mild climate 
setting.  In this part of Afghanistan, there is typically extreme cold and snow during winter months, and 
extreme heat and winds in summers.  Resources were so scarce and the devastation was so great that it 
will likely take several years to rebuild the area. In the meantime, more substantial temporary shelter 
was needed for people to live in as they rebuild. 

2.1.4 Solution 
SFL has extensive experience at providing safe, functional, emergency shelters following 

earthquakes in both Afghanistan and Tajikistan.  These shelters provide good protection from extreme 
temperatures and winds experienced in Afghanistan until such time as more permanent homes can be 
reconstructed.  For this project, we proposed to provide 5,000 temporary shelters for survivors of the 
Baghlan earthquakes.  With one family per shelter, and an average of over 6 persons per family, this 
project benefited over 30,000 persons. 

Field observations of the damage verified that the earthquake mitigation measures we have used 
in the past in central Asia were appropriate.  They included a cement mortared stone foundation and a 
wooden ring beam at the roof line.  The ring beam was braced at the corners and anchored securely to 
both the walls and the roof support beams.  This is designed to limit vertical cracking and the separation 
of the walls from the roof. 
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Early in the project we also sought out the advice of a team of seismologists from Earth 
Consultants International.  Their subsequent visit in early July helped immensely to focus our attention on 
building for the future rather than just replacing former buildings (see Section 3.2). 

To maximize the impact of this project, our temporary shelters can be incorporated into the 
beneficiaries’ future construction plans.  In addition, since the beneficiaries were involved in the 
construction of their seismic-resistant temporary shelters, they learned first hand how to incorporate 
earthquake-mitigation features into permanent construction. 

 

2.2 PROJECT GOAL AND OBJECTIVE 
The goal and objectives of the program as stated in the proposal were: 
 

Project Goal.  To provide safe, functional temporary shelters for families displaced by the 
recent earthquake. 
 
Objective.  Safe, functional, appropriate emergency shelter relief for 5,000 families in 
Baghlan Province who lost their homes in the earthquake. 

 
2.3 TARGET POPULATION 

The project targeted 5,000 families living in the Nahrin, Borka and Julga districts of the Baghlan 
Province, whose homes were so damaged by the earthquake that they had to be completely rebuilt.  
Based on information obtained from site visits, village leaders, other NGOs, UNAMA and the Baghlan 
Deputy Governor, we estimated the total number of affected families to be at least 23,000.  We, 
therefore, proposed to assist approximately 20% of the total target population.  Our thinking was that 
some families would have the means to rebuild on their own and some would be helped by other 
responding agencies. 

We originally assumed at least 5 persons per family and that this project would thus directly 
benefit at least 25,000 persons.  Actual average family size for the beneficiaries receiving assistance 
turned out to be closer to 6.1.  The actual number of direct beneficiaries was 30,522.  See Annex I for 
the final beneficiary list. 

 
 
3 PROGRAM PERFORMANCE 

The challenges presented by this project were formidable:  Construct 5,000 temporary shelters 
in a remote area (difficult access) at locations spread over a broad geographical area in a four-month 
construction time period that preceded winter.  SFL faced and overcame numerous challenges to 
accomplish this task.  Nearly every logistical operation was on the critical path, including finalization of 
design; village selection; site evaluation and preparation; brick production; hauling of water, stone, sand 
and gravel; procurement of cement, roof timbers, doors and windows; and construction of foundations, 
walls, roofs, doors and windows.  In addition, beneficiaries in 76 different villages had to be mobilized 
and encouraged to keep up with an aggressive schedule.  However, in the end we were successful in 
getting over 30,000 people adequately sheltered for the winter. 
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3.1 MOBILIZATION AND SETUP 

Due to the nature of the emergency, no habitable buildings were available that could function as 
a field office.  We, therefore, had to construct our own site facilities.  First, a suitable area had to be 
identified for a main site camp.  In close collaboration with the district governor, an abandoned field was 
secured for this purpose. 

SFL’s main compound in Nahrin consisted of tents and seven adobe buildings constructed by 
us during the project. This facility was turned over to the local authorities for their use as government 
office buildings upon completion of the project. 

 

3.2 SHELTER DESIGN 

3.2.1 Design Adjustments 
The plan promoted by the UN coordinator was for a “standardized approach” to be used by all 

responding shelter agencies.  At the time SFL was proposing the project, the design being promoted as 
the “standard package” consisted of two rooms, a corridor and a latrine, and provided approximately 
29 square meters of living space—laid out in an L-shaped plan.  SFL proposed to OFDA a modified 
version of this “standard package”, which we considered more reasonable and practical.  It consisted of 
two rooms which together provided 24 square meters of living space—laid out in a rectangular shape 
plan (for better seismic resistance). 

Over time and with strong lobbying by our field staff, all parties involved (the UN, other 
responding agencies, the local leaders and the target population) agreed to a rectangular layout and 
smaller shelter size; but they all still pressed for the inclusion of a corridor.  In a commendable spirit of 
cooperation, OFDA graciously agreed to a grant modification to increase the funding so a corridor 
could be included in the shelters provided by SFL.  Approximately 25 square meters of interior space 
were ultimately provided.  The final design used is shown on the drawings in Annex II. 

SFL’s main site camp in Nahrin during the project implementation. 
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3.2.2 Earthquake Mitigation Measures 
Even though these are temporary shelters, the design included a number of earthquake 

mitigation measures.  The shelters were made rectangular in plan, so as not to induce eccentric moments 
in the structure with horizontal motion.  Foundations were provided to not only support the structure, 
but act as a base ring for the wall construction.  Dowels were embedded in the foundation and extended 
up into the walls to resist any horizontal movement of walls off of foundations. Walls were made from 
bricks which are broad and flat in configuration (30cm x 30cm x 12cm) for good stability under 
earthquake ground motion, and were interlocked and reinforced at corners and intersections to prevent 
joint separations.  A surface coating was applied to the wall surfaces to further consolidate the walls and 
help them act as a unit under seismic loading.   A ring beam was provided along the entire top of the 
wall and braced at each corner for rigidity.  The ring beam was securely anchored to both the wall and 
the roof support joists to help resist both roof-wall separation and vertical cracking in the walls.   Door 
and window openings were typically centrally located in the walls and were typically less than 20% of 
total wall space on any given wall, thus further contributing to the wall’s structural integrity in an 
earthquake. 

In the finalization of the design to include a corridor, all of these mitigation measures were 
maintained and incorporated.  (See Annex II for drawings.) 

A completed emergency shelter with 2 rooms and a corridor in Nahrin. 
Earthquake mitigation measures were incorporated. 
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3.3 VILLAGE SELECTION 
After a detailed assessment in June 2002 and coordination with other NGOs in the area, we 

made final selections of villages and determined the number of shelters we would construct in each 
selected village.  We used the following criteria for final selection of specific villages to assist:  

• Communities with satisfactory sites on which to rebuild. Geological considerations identified 
by the seismic team that came in June, as well as practical matters such as the changing 
availability of water, played a large part in these decisions. 

• Communities with safe accessibility (from mines).  A determination was made that the route 
between Julga and Nahrin was safe for limited travel. We were able to successfully provide 
assistance in the Julga area by travelling in areas of the road that were marked as safe. Some 
sites were inaccessible by truck and were not viable locations for this project due to logistical 
constraints. 

• Communities where the majority of the homes needed to be rebuilt. 

2 ply mud straw

compacted soil 10 cm.

dry soil 10 cm.

wooden joists, 12 cm. ø 
spacing 33 cm, nailed to ring beam 
see typical detail

wooden corner bracing, 8 cm ø 
notched to ring beams 
see typical detail

corner reinforcement 
steel rods 2 at 6 mm. ø 

laid in horizontal joints at 3 equally 
spaced levels 

length: 50 cm. each side

soil brick (adobe) wall 
corners and joints interlocked 
see typical detail

foundation ring 
large stones bonded with 
cement mortar mix  1:2:4 
see typical cross section

wooden ring beam, 8 cm ø 
anchored to wall with 

6 mm ø steel rods, length: 100 cm. 
two anchors per wall section 

notched and nailed at corners and 
joints,  see typical detail

bamboo/plastic sheeting

:   3-D Overview Temporary Emergency Shelter D a t e :   M a y  2 0 0 2
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• Communities where there was strong local support for the project as proposed. We had less 
trouble at the village level than at the district level in this regard. While there was some 
maneuvering by local leaders, at the grass roots level there was generally good cooperation. 

• Communities not targeted for similar emergency shelter assistance by other NGOs.   

Coordination of village selection with other agencies and local leaders was a challenging task.  
After much discussion and “give-and-take”, the following was agreed upon:  We took responsibility for 
all affected areas in Borka and Julga districts, and for the Nahrin districts of Ab Khana, Ko Gadai, and 
much of the Markaz-i-Nahrin areas of Nahrin city. Markaz-i-Nahrin is made up of two sectors, Shar-i-
Nau (New City) and Shar-i-Kohna (Old City).  We divided these areas about evenly with another 
NGO working in the area, who then also took responsibility for the Su Jaan area of Nahrin city.  During 
the construction phase of the project it was necessary to further refine the numbers of beneficiaries in 
certain areas based on individual ability and willingness to participate in the program; but the actual 
areas to work in did not change once the project was started.   

Below is a breakdown of how many shelters were built by area. 
Target Areas and Villages 

AREA # VILLAGES  # SHELTERS 

Julga 8 619 

Borka 7 641 

Ko Gadai 20 1,157 

Ab Khana 22 999 

New City 7 715 

Old City 12 869 

TOTAL 76 5,000 
 
 
3.4 SITE EVALUATION 

3.4.1 Seismic Vulnerability Assessment 
Early in the project, a geological consultant was brought in from the US (Earth Consultants 

International) to visually assess the physical geography of the areas in which SFL proposed to provide 
shelter assistance and make recommendations as to the suitability of these sites for future permanent 
reconstruction.  Consideration was given to the potential for ground liquefaction, landslide, flash flooding 
and other such reasonably identifiable potential natural hazards.  A copy of their report is provided in 
the Annex III. 
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3.4.2 Relocation of villages 
Based on the geological assessment, three entire villages with a total of 362 beneficiary 

households moved their location from geographically vulnerable areas to safer ones.  The villages of 
Shurcha and Karacha in Borka moved many of their families to lower ground.  The village of Daragee 
moved the entire village to a new location between Markaz-i-Nahrin and Ab Khona. 

Relocated Villages 

AREA VILLAGE NAME # SHELTERS 

Borka Karacha 73 

Borka Shurcha 130 

Old City Daragee 159 

TOTAL   362 
 
3.5 BENEFICIARY SELECTION 

Initial beneficiary selection went relatively smoothly.  Once it was agreed upon what villages 
SFL would be working in, the local Shuras in each village in our AOR provided lists of families in that 
village who lost a home in the earthquake.  Our national staff then visited those families to interview them 
and visually verify they indeed had a severely damaged or destroyed home which they actually owned.  
Priority was given to those especially vulnerable (widows, elderly, etc.).  The project was then 
explained to eligible and interested families, and they were invited to participate.   

As the project progressed, there were some (less than 10%) who for one reason or another did 
not end up complying with the requirements of participation (wanted to use an alternate design, did not 
do their part of the work, etc.).  We worked with them as long as we could to try to resolve issues; but 
if they ultimately did not cooperate, they were eliminated from the project and replaced with others.  
There was no problem identifying additional beneficiaries.  In fact, we know that, specifically in the 
locations we provided assistance, approximately 680 families were still in urgent need of 
shelter assistance at the end of this project.  The final beneficiary list and breakdown of 
beneficiaries by village are tabulated in the Appendix. 
 
3.6 CONTRACTING & PROCUREMENT 

The plan followed was to purchase as much of the construction materials as we could from local 
or regional Afghan businesses.  This would multiply the economic benefit of the project to the affected 
region and also keep delivery times short.  The exception is that we planned to procure a significant 
portion of the wood from Russia in an effort to reduce the negative impact on the price and availability 
of wood locally by buying it all up.  We also were hoping to mitigate the environmental implications of 
cutting down significant quantities of timber trees in the region.  

Due to the tight construction schedule, we initially arranged to purchase most materials in bulk 
quantity from a relatively few number of contractors.  Almost without exception, these contractors were 
extremely late in fulfilling their contracts or failed to act on them at all.  This required a midcourse 
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Unloading of wooden beams 
at one of SFL’s site camps. 

correction to work with many more, smaller contracts being made instead. This was more effective but 
much less efficient, requiring more time to manage than we had planned. 

Our Russian timber suppliers, usually pretty reliable, ran into numerous problems with delivering 
material on schedule for this project.  As a result, in some cases we were forced to cancel some of the 

international contracts and buy more 
wood locally.  Since there is ongoing high 
demand for construction materials, these 
suppliers were more than willing to 
cancel contracts.  When their materials 
do arrive, they will be able to find 
another buyer, perhaps even at a more 
profitable price.   Much time was lost, 

however, in the process of tracking 
contracted deliveries, eventually 
cancelling orders and later making 
new ones. 

The fluctuating value of the 
afghani in relation to the dollar also 
presented some procurement problems—though not as severe as on some other past projects.  Many 
contractors that might otherwise have been able to make a good profit were losing money by the time 
they were ready to deliver their materials to SFL.  We took quick action to work with our contractors 
to adjust the price in an equitable manner.  We also made prompt payment a priority to encourage 
quick delivery of materials.  This set up some very positive relationships and confirmed our reputation 
for fairness. 

By the end of the project, there was a significant amount of competition for construction 
materials.  Prices for roofing beams were much higher in Kabul than in the north, and some contractors 
who had already committed to us were tempted to renege on their commitment and instead sell their 
materials in Kabul.  Additionally, with the push to finish shelter construction before the end of the 
construction season, some other organizations began driving up the price of doors and windows.   

To address these challenges, we put a small team together to maintain constant contact with our 
contractors and were able, with this team and the reputation we had established, to secure the materials 
at competitive prices and maintain workable delivery schedules. 
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3.7 SHELTER CONSTRUCTION 

3.7.1 Beneficiary Participation 
This project was a joint effort of SFL and the beneficiaries themselves.  To participate in the 

project, beneficiaries were required to clear the shelter construction site, make the mud bricks for their 
shelters, make a contribution towards the materials of construction (stone, sand and gravel for use in 
foundations and concrete work, and straw for use in plastering of the walls), and provide unskilled 
construction labor for the shelters.    

The result was that each beneficiary family had a significant “investment” in their temporary 
shelter, and also had opportunity to learn first hand about quality construction techniques and about the 
incorporation of seismic mitigation features in new construction.   

The total value of the beneficiary contributions was conservatively estimated at $419,748 
($84/family).   

3.7.2 Site Preparation 
The plan followed was for the beneficiaries themselves to clear their own site for construction of 

their temporary shelters.  SFL provided some hand tools and assisted with the hauling away of the 
rubble which was collected.  This was the first real requirement to be met by the beneficiaries if they 
were going to be involved in the project.   Once the beneficiaries became convinced that we were really 
going to deliver, they set to work doing their part. 

3.7.3 Brick Production 
A total of 8,000,000 mud bricks were needed for constructing the 5,000 shelters.  The plan 

followed was to have each beneficiary family make the bricks for their own shelter.  Since families 
needed to also provide for their food needs while participating in the shelter construction, we had 

intended to have UNWFP provide 
some food-for-work wheat for making 
the bricks.  This would not fully 
compensate the labor provided, but 
would give them some access to food 
for their families while working on the 
shelters.  We have been an 
implementing partner for WFP in 
northern Afghanistan for years; they 
were very supportive of the project and 
wanted to contribute to it.  However, at 
the time it was needed for our project, 
WFP was experiencing a severe 
shortage of available wheat supplies, so 
they were not able to commit to making 

a wheat contribution.  We instead paid the workers a small amount of “cash-for-work” as they made 
the bricks.  This was well received, and once we got started, helped people meet the demanding 
schedule for completing the production of bricks. 



Final Report - USAID Grant:  HDA-G-00-02-00147-00  - Page 16 

Our initial goal was to complete the brick production before the end of September 2002.  
However, the participation of beneficiaries in the brick production was very low at the start.  This was 
mainly caused by the expectation that the Afghan government would provide them with $1,000 in cash 
for the reconstruction of their shelters. 

It was not until Minister Pastun from the Ministry of Urban Development & Housing personally 
visited Nahrin in late July 2002 and clearly explained to the community leaders that this money was not 
available, that people started to produce bricks. By then we also faced the challenge of an approaching 
harvest season, which competed with us for available brick-making labor.  Due to these various 
circumstances, brick production continued through October. 

From start to finish, one of the big challenges in brick production was weather.  In the summer, 
the weather is hot and dry, making curing time for the bricks short.  Therefore, every effort was to get 
as many bricks as possible made then, before the cooler, more humid autumn weather would greatly 
extend the required curing time.  However, in the hot, dry summer months, many local water sources 
are typically dried up.  The water needed to make the bricks was therefore in short supply.  Water for 
brick making therefore had to be trucked in for approximately one-third of the beneficiaries.  A 
significant number of leased vehicles had to be mobilized in short order to accomplish this task. 

 The haul time for some villages was a capacity constraint issue; but in one instance, the village 
of Karacha provided volunteer labor to open a road to a nearer water source, greatly increasing our 
ability to haul water to their village as well as to other nearby beneficiaries. 

We completed nearly 78% of the bricks by the end of September and 99.8% were completed 
by the end of October.  The curing of the last bricks, predictably, took longer due to the deteriorating 
weather. 

Villagers of Karacha voluntary opened a road to haul water 
required for brick production. 
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3.7.4 Shelter Construction  
The shelters were constructed by the beneficiaries themselves, with assistance from technical 

experts hired and monitored by SFL.  Work progress was slow at the beginning of the project due to 
the normal challenges of a construction start-up.  However, once it became clearer to everyone what 
the plan was, we had steady accelerating progress. 

The design required 10 cubic meters of stone per shelter, which is a significant amount to 
transport.  A number of locations did not have sufficient stone, sand and/or gravel available locally.  We 
therefore had to hire trucks and dedicate a team solely to the transportation of stone, sand and gravel.  
Between the middle of September and the 
middle of October, the percent completed on 
stone transportation went from 35% to 96%. 

Construction essentially took four 
months.  Foundation construction was 
underway in earnest by the first of September.  
By the end of December, 4,950 shelters were 
completely finished, and the last fifty (late 
starts due to change-outs of some 
beneficiaries which became necessary) were 
in their final stages of finish work. 

Only three of the newer beneficiary 
families were not able to complete 100% of 
their homes before work had to halt altogether for winter.  In each case, these three families were 
unable to finish the roof and wall plastering work because of rain and cold weather.  They were each 
given all the remaining materials needed to complete their shelters later as weather permits.   

The following chart gives a summary breakdown of the distribution of beneficiaries by district; a 
detailed breakdown by village is shown in Annex IV. 
 

 District # of 
Villages 

# of Sites 
Prepared 

# of Shelters 
Built 

# of Shelters 
Occupied 

Julga 8 619 619 619 

Borka 7 641 641 641 

Ko Gadai 20 1,157 1,157 1,157 

Ab Khana 22 999 999 999 

New City 7 715 715 715 

Old City 12 869 869 869 

TOTAL 76 5,000 5,000 5,000 
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3.7.5 Quality Control 
SFL’s Afghan engineering and technical staff were specifically assigned to each area we were 

working in to provide training in earthquake mitigation measures and quality construction practices, and 
then to monitor construction activities in their assigned locations on a continual basis to assure the 
training was understood and applied.  Checklist inspection forms were developed and used to help 
assure a uniform standard of quality and performance.   

In addition, periodic independent monitoring visits and spot checks were made to the various 
sites by senior SFL engineering/construction staff (some expats and some nationals), including the 
project manager, to identify and correct any isolated pockets of variance, and assure uniformity of 
practice throughout the project.  The end result was consistent good quality of construction, and 
consistent incorporation of seismic resistant measures. 
 
3.8 SHELTER INHABITATION 

Predictably, families began to move into their shelters at a fairly steady rate as soon as they 
were completed.  As the construction season drew to a close, however, the cold weather and frequent 
rains caused mud roofs and wall surface plastering to take longer to construct and longer to dry out.  
This prevented some 300 of the very last shelters from being immediately habitable.  In response to this 
situation, those whose shelters were already completed and dry began to take in the affected families 
until such time as their shelters could be lived in.  As these last shelters completely dried out, they too 
became inhabited. 
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3.9 SEISMIC AWARENESS, PREPAREDNESS & MITIGATION TRAINING 

3.9.1 Seismic Mitigation Training 
As the construction work took place, both skilled and unskilled construction labor were trained 

“on-the-job” in how to properly incorporate seismic mitigation features into the shelter construction.  
The on-the-job training included all the seismic measures as described in Section 3.2.2. 

The seismic mitigation training will have an impact that reaches further than the target area, 
because many skilled workers came to work in the program from different parts of the country. 

In addition, many of the unskilled workers were beneficiaries themselves.  They now know what 
is involved in making structures more seismically resistant and will be able to incorporate these measures 
into the future construction of their permanent homes. 

3.9.2 Seismic Awareness & Preparedness Training 
As a capacity building initiative, SFL has trained the Tajik NGO “EURASIA” to conduct 

seismic awareness and preparedness training on SFL projects.  EURASIA sent a team of six to 
Baghlan and conducted a total of 143 community workshops among the villages where we provided 
shelter assistance.  The team arrived in December and travelled around from village to village for six 
weeks to provide community training. 

At each training session, individuals were selected and trained so that they replicate the training.  
The trainees are then responsible to work with community leaders to discuss safety and develop 
response plans and measures, and to make presentations at local schools within their community. 

Training topics included the following components: 
- Non-structural impact-reduction measures individuals can take before an earthquake. 
- What individuals should do during an earthquake. 
- Non-structural impact-reduction measures individuals can take after an earthquake. 
- Community emergency planning. 
Annex V provides information on training materials and workshop locations. 
 

3.10 PROGRAM INDICATORS 
The following indicators were measured for purposes of monitoring and evaluating the project.  

All project targets have essentially been met. 
- Number of households  who prepared site for new construction – target 5,000. 
- Number of households  who made bricks for new construction – target 5,000. 
- Number of shelters  constructed  - target 5,000. 
- Number of constructed shelters inhabited by beneficiaries – target 5,000. 
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The detailed breakdown by village of indicator statistics is included in the appendix to this 
report.  All project targets have been fully met, except that two families have not entirely finished and 
inhabited their shelters.  These were families added late in the program to replace some who withdrew.  
Completion of their shelters was prevented by the onset of winter weather.  They are reportedly 
finishing them up at this time. 
 
 
4 IMPACT 

In terms of direct shelter impact, this project has sheltered 30,522 people who were without a 
place to live as a result of the earthquake.   

However, this project has also done things that most temporary shelter projects don’t even 
begin to do.  It has:  

• provided safe, economical, durable shelters, which are adequate for use as long as it takes 
for people to rebuild their permanent homes—even if that takes several years, which it very 
well might; 

• been used as a tool to build local capacity in construction and seismic mitigation;  
• mobilized and energized those traumatized and immobilized by the disaster;  
• helped re-anchor the homeless in the community; 
• provided good security for the vulnerable;  
• significantly stimulated the local economy; 
• offered many families a platform for economic recovery. 

People traumatized by their losses and afraid to build anything for fear it might collapse again 
were unsure how to restart their lives.  This project helped mobilize them, motivate them, inform them, 
energize them and give them hope.  The seismic mitigation features utilized gave them more confidence 
about rebuilding.  Their participation in the shelter construction became an investment in reintegrating 
into the community.  It also taught some of them valuable skills.  The shelters provide much-needed 
security in a country which still lacks reliable police protection capacity.  All of these kinds of impacts 
are difficult to measure, but are real benefits indeed.  Perhaps more easy to quantify is the economic 
impact of this project. 

 

4.1 ECONOMIC STIMULUS 
Because of the heavy use of materials and resources readily available in Afghanistan, at least 1.9 

million dollars  or about 77% of total funds donated to the project, were spent in the local area or 
region where this project was implemented.   
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An approximate breakdown of this local/regional spending is as follows: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Even assuming a conservative multiplier of three, this spending represents nearly six million 

dollars of economic activity generated by this project in this very depressed and neglected part of the 
country. 

In addition, both the skilled and unskilled labor force had opportunity to improve their 
knowledge base and job skills as a result of the on-the-job training provided on this project.  There 
were at least 2 unskilled workers per shelter (often more) for a total of at least 10,000.  An estimated 
342 masons were employed on the project—both from the local area and from elsewhere in 
Afghanistan. 

 Origin of Masons: 
Site Camp: Nahrin Baghlan Borka Other Total 

Shar i Kohna 45 38  37 120 

Borka 13  118 16 147 

Ab Khona 44   1 45 

Julga  20  10 30 

TOTAL 102 58 118 64 342 

Note:  The column ‘Other’ refers to masons from other areas. 
 

4.2 HOME-BASED ENTERPRISES 
As a result of a query by OFDA, a rapid survey was carried out during program implementation 

to determine how many of the completed shelters were used as a platform for ‘home-based enterprises’ 
(HBE).  The survey covered 3,668 families living in completed shelters, representing 73% of the total 
beneficiary households. 

The result showed that 54% of the beneficiaries being surveyed were involved in various HBE 
activities.  A total of eleven different HBE activities were observed, ranging from carpet making to 
carpentry.  The Survey Results are presented in Annex VI. 

Although it should be mentioned that the survey was carried out in a short timeframe with 
several different teams, it is clear that the level of HBE activities in recently completed shelters is 
significant. 

Local/Regional Project Spending 

Skilled construction labor $85,343 

Local payments for brick making 
and unskilled construction labor $296,605 

Construction materials  $1,460,104 

Local Transport of water and 
materials  $116,953 

SFL site facilities & operations $8,382 

TOTAL $1,967,387 
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5 LESSONS LEARNED 
 

SFL has learned 3 significant lessons from implementing this project: 
• Our shelter relief model can be effectively applied in a large scale emergency response. 
• More attention needs to be given to the ancillary impacts a shelter project can have. 
• Shelter solutions can be improved by greater involvement of the community in the planning 

stages.  
 

5.1 A PROVEN MODEL FOR LARGE SCALE EMERGENCY SHELTER RELIEF 
This project has demonstrated that a large-scale, cost-effective emergency shelter 

intervention, which integrates seismic awareness, preparedness and mitigation, is feasible in the 
short time frame needed for an emergency response.  A total of 5,000 durable temporary seismic-
resistant shelters of good quality were constructed in a period of four months.  SFL’s proven model for 
temporary emergency shelter in seismic prone areas contains the following features: 

- cost-effective: provides winter protection, but considerably less expensive than a 
winterized tent; 

- maximizes local economic benefits: by purchasing local materials, tools, equipment 
and/or utensils, hiring workers, etc.; 

- integrates disaster training: seismic awareness, preparedness and mitigation training 
takes place before, during and after program implementation, thus structurally building 
seismic awareness, preparedness and mitigation capacity among communities; 

- improves living conditions : a shelter built with traditional materials and methods provides 
dignity, privacy and a good protection against the weather – thus creating a healthier and 
socially better environment; 

- provides earthquake resistance: simple earthquake mitigation features are incorporated 
into the shelters so as to help give people time to get out of them alive during an earthquake. 

- is appropriate: using local resources, traditional building methods and conventional 
architectural designs; 

- is sustainable: people can easily apply the earthquake mitigation techniques in future 
construction; 

- allows rapid implementation: 5,000 shelters were built in the Baghlan Province dispersed 
over 6 districts and 76 villages in a 5-month time period under extremely challenging 
logistical conditions; 

- is adaptable: the shelters can be incorporated into the overall reconstructed permanent 
house in the future. 
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5.2 ECONOMIC AND OTHER SHELTER PROJECT IMPACTS 
When looking at cost per beneficiary, shelter is one of the most expensive kinds of relief which 

can be provided after a disaster; and as such, it is difficult to find adequate funding.  However, shelter is 
not only necessary for life, it is a central component of community itself.  Shelter anchors people to 
community and society in ways no other relief provision does.   

One thing we are becoming increasingly aware of is that a shelter project can have many other 
positive impacts on a community which are not being adequately measured.  While there are others, a 
case in point is the economic impact.   

We did not focus on the economic impact of this project when setting project indicators.  
However, as the project progressed, OFDA did ask us informally some questions related to such things 
as the number of HBEs which were arising as people began living in their temporary shelters.   

As previously discussed in this report, we did collect some data on this.  But in the future, we 
feel it would be good to try to formulate more specific and detailed indicators which can be used to 
quantify the economic impact of the project from start to finish in a more formal manner.   

We invite OFDA’s participation with us in developing such indicators and in helping us make 
them a planned part of future projects.  Based on what we have seen on this project, we believe 
everyone will be surprised at just how much impact shelter projects can truly have on the community as 
a whole, in addition to meeting people’s basic need for protection from the elements. 

 

5.3 GREATER COMMUNITY INPUT 
One of the challenges of program design is how best to involve the community in the design 

solution before it is known whether we will indeed receive funding for a project.  The donor typically 
wants the solution well defined, and rightfully so; but to discuss this kind of detail on a community level 
in Asian cultures strongly implies a promise that we will indeed deliver on what is being discussed.  If we 
are unable to then get funding, the organization loses creditability.  This constrains us from going into too 
much detail before the project is funded. 

However, having said all of this, it is wrong to think that the beneficiary population does not 
have anything of substance to offer concerning the design solution.  A case in point on this project is the 
reinforcement of the corners and intersections of the mud brick walls for seismic resistance.  SFL is 
continually looking for a better way to reinforce these joints.  The design SFL proposed calls for 
embedding steel rebar horizontally in the joint at several levels.  The rebar provides the greatest 
reinforcement strength, but the shortcoming is the ability of the steel to bond with the mortar in the wall.  
Many of the villagers were resistant to the use of steel reinforcement, concerned that it would act like a 
“cheese slicer” and pull out during seismic ground motion.  This is a valid concern. 
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A great number of villagers wanted instead to embed wooden planks in the joints.  They insisted 
that this is the historical method which has been used in their culture and that it has been shown to be 
effective.  They believe wood would provide a much better adhesion with adobe walls, which is quite 
possible because of the larger contact area.   

While there are concerns about the details (type of wood to use for long term durability, details 
of size, configuration, etc.), they were able to point out to us examples from the damaged houses in 
Nahrin how the wood-reinforced joints had held together well.  One example is shown in the picture 
below.  We have concluded that this approach merits further consideration when determining the details 
for another earthquake emergency shelter project in Central Asia. 

 
6 ONGOING NEEDS 

It should be noted that there continues to be a need for shelter and other basic necessities of life, 
including water, among the target population for this project.  As mentioned in this report previously, we 
became aware towards the end of the project, of an urgent need for shelter assistance among 680 
families, which we were not able to help due to a lack of funding; but the overall need may be much 
higher.  In our areas alone, a total of 13,161 families were identified with damaged shelters, 8,344 of 
them in the “highly damaged or destroyed” category.  And none of these numbers quantify the situation 
in other earthquake-affected areas of Nahrin where ACTED helped some but not all of those in need.

While some of those not assisted by SFL and ACTED were likely able to meet their own needs 
after the earthquake, we know that much of the population of this area was very impoverished already 
by the 3-year drought which had occurred previous to the earthquake.  A new assessment would be 
needed in order to quantify the scope and magnitude of urgent needs today.  We request that OFDA 
please advise us if they would consider providing additional assistance to the post-earthquake needs in 
Baghlan Province, so that we could make plans to conduct such an assessment. 

 
 (END OF REPORT – FOLLOWING ARE ANNEXES) 

Traditional wooden reinforcement holds the wall corner together 
 after the March 2002 earthquake in Nahrin. 


