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Executive Summary  

Introduction and purpose of the study 

Lebanon is in the midst of a crisis reflected by an economic and financial downturn, high inflation 

levels, high unemployment rates, and increased vulnerability. The global COVID-19 pandemic 

has worsened the situation and disrupted the labor market. UNDP has anticipated the crisis' 

repercussions and launched a large-scale response to assist the vulnerable communities.  

To serve the project’s objectives, two projects were implemented across four governorates between 

2020 and 2021. The projects targeted Lebanese and Syrian communities in the governorates of 

Mount Lebanon, South, El Nabatieh, Bekaa, Akkar, and North Lebanon and they were funded by 

the Government of the United Kingdom, and entitled as follows: 

- Project 1: Reducing the Direct Economic Downturn Impact on Vulnerable Communities 

in Lebanon (Personal Protection Equipment - PPE)  

- Project 2: Labour Intensive Forest Activities with Vulnerable Communities in Lebanon 

(Forest Management - FM). 

The purpose of this study was to conduct an impact analysis to assess the impact of the two 

implemented projects with a focus on how they responded to the needs and priorities of vulnerable 

populations to inform future program activities. The study focused on the period between 2020 

and 2021 and aims to assess the performance of the two projects (PPE & FM), the relevance of the 

interventions to the context and needs at the time, their coherence with other interventions and 

local stakeholders’ priorities, their success rate in achieving the desired results, as well as to assess 

the effectiveness and efficiency of the emergency response and how sustainable were the benefits 

of these interventions and if it can be scaled up and translated into a medium-longer-term approach 

to supporting vulnerable communities.  

Key Findings of Evaluation 
The impact analysis followed a participatory, consultative, and interactive approach where the 

various program aspects were analyzed according to the Organization for Economic Cooperation 

and Development’s Development Assistance Committee (OECD DAC) criteria. The evaluation 

employed a mixed method comprising both qualitative and quantitative data collection. 

Relevance and Coherence 

The two projects being evaluated provided emergency short-term employment in productive 

sectors to help the chosen communities reduce the economic downturn resulting from the COVID-

19 pandemic but also the economic and financial collapse in Lebanon. 

The projects were in line with the priorities set forth in the United Nations Strategic Framework 

for Lebanon and UNDP’s country programme document for Lebanon. Under the proposed 

framework, the two projects are linked to the follow sustainable development goals: (i) Goal 1: No 

poverty, (ii) Goal 2: Zero hunger, (iii) Goal 3: Healthy lives and wellbeing,  (iv) Goal 5: Gender 

equality & empower women and girls, (v) Goal 8: Decent work and economic growth , (vi) Goal 

10: Reduced inequalities, (vii) Goal 11: Sustainable cities and communities, (viii) Goal 13: Climate 

action and (ix) Goal 15: Life on land. 
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The relevance of the two interventions was assessed: (i) the adequacy of the interventions to 

respond to the beneficiaries’ most urgent needs and (ii) the extent to which they succeeded in 

including marginalized and vulnerable groups. The PPE project was designed as an emergency 

response to the dire economic situation which was compounded and aggravated by the COVID-

19 pandemic. Beneficiaries were selected using a vulnerability assessment. The FM project was 

designed as an emergency response to help generate short-term employment and income to 

vulnerable communities, but it also had an additional component to it which was addressing the 

wildfires issue that had been widely spreading in the couple of years leading up to the intervention. 

Thus, the project’s starting point was the areas with highly vulnerable communities that were most 

prone to forest fires based on data taken from the ministry of agriculture and research centers. 

Once the selected areas were confirmed, the selection of beneficiaries proceeded in a similar 

manner to the PPE project. 

The environmental aspect of the FM project surfaced in the assessment of the relevance criteria.  In 

fact, some of the villages that were chosen to be part of the program have rich forest resources that 

needed proper management, especially as they were classified as fire-prone areas. However, the 

economic crisis has led to a discontinuation of resources originally distributed by the government 

to the concerned ministries and subsequently to municipalities for forest management. The project 

has filled the gap created by the absence of funds from the government, through the provision of 

capacity building, human and financial resources. By collaborating with local NGOs with specific 

thematic focus and expertise in forestry, the project was aligned with two essential needs: income 

generation and forest management. 

The electricity cuts represented another challenge for the PPE project. While some SMEs had the 

means to resort to solar energy, many beneficiaries had to work during nighttime when community 

generators were scheduled to be turned on, to make up for the missing production output. This 

raises the question of whether energy dependent activities were the best type of jobs for a context 

such as Lebanon where communities have little to no access to electricity sources. While some 

SMEs had access to solar energy, this was not the case of most. 

The continuously deteriorating economic and financial situation in Lebanon and the devaluation 

of the Lebanese currency have significantly reduced the value of the Cash for Work. Despite the 

multiple adjustments of wages, the income from the CFW activity remained barely sufficient to 

cover basic needs.  
 

Effectiveness 
To measure the effectiveness of the two proposed interventions, we aimed to assess: (i) the extent 

to which the proposed interventions contributed to reducing the direct economic downturn impact 

on the targeted vulnerable communities and increasing social cohesion. The evaluation assessed 

whether CFW sufficiently covered the beneficiaries’ basic needs. It also analyzed how the project 

capacitated CBOs, SMEs, and municipalities to face economic downturns by increasing their 

forestation activities and PPE production. The overall perception of the beneficiaries regarding the 

intervention was positive. The majority of respondents reported that the short-term employment 

activities (97%) as well as the trainings (98%) were useful. CFW had a differential positive impact 

on the beneficiaries’ welfare. While it was evident that food security, living conditions, and various 
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financial burdens were the most impacted by cash, other amenities and services such as educational 

and health services were less affected.  

The FM project has contributed to building the capacity of CBOs who have successfully replicated 

the activities in different areas within their communities and are sharing these skills with other 

CBOs by offering trainings. The forestation efforts and the creation of windbreakers were 

successful. LRI reported that out of the 1,300 planted trees seedlings 80% have survived. In their 

final report, AFDC reported planting 4,190 Pinus Midea seedlings but did not report the estimated 

survival rates.  The PPE project also had its share of obstacles that affected its effectiveness. Due 

to country-wide lockdowns imposed by the government to curb the spread of COVID-19, 

implementing partners discontinued project activities for a short period of time, but work resumed 

with prevention measures such as face masks and social distancing. CBOs and implementing 

partners took several steps to continue the work during the imposed lockdown and social 

distancing: some were divided into two groups and organized different work shifts in order to 

reduce the number of people present in accordance with the local government’s imposed rules and 

regulations, and others took a permit from the Ministry of Health to commute to work during the 

lockdown. None of these mitigation measures resulted in a reduction of the workers’ wages. 

Efficiency 
To measure the efficiency of the two interventions, InfoPro assessed: (i) the fluidity of the 

intervention in terms of resources, efficient operations and timeliness, within the changing political 

and sanitary conditions; (ii) the communication flow among the various stakeholders; (iii) the level 

of achievement of project targets in an economic and timely manner. Both projects encountered 

changing circumstances that posed risk to the efficiency of their operations.   

Fuel shortage, electricity cuts and bank closures were among the main obstacles that project 

management had to deal with. The fuel shortage meant that some beneficiaries were not able to 

commute to the project site. Certain measures were taken to overcome the hike in high fuel prices: 

- Prioritize the selection of beneficiaries who live in close proximity to the project site.  

- Longer training sessions during sessions to reduce the number of trips needed to complete 

the training cycle.  

The electricity cuts affected the employee’s ability to work, and although it was not directly 

reported, but the cost of generating electricity using private generators is very costly compared to 

state supplied electricity. The devaluation of the Lebanese currency resulted in underspending for 

most partners which allowed some implementing partners to extend their projects at no cost. 

Partners did not report any major issues regarding staffing, except for one of the implementing 

partners who had a notable turnover in their field staff. Nevertheless, this did not affect the output 

of their operations.  

Sustainability  
To measure the sustainability of the two proposed interventions we aimed at assessing: (i) the 

extent to which beneficiaries were able to capitalize on the trainings and the experience received 

in order to secure a job, (ii) whether partners considered a complimentary intervention to continue 

previous efforts, (iii) whether there were any efforts on the institutional level to strengthen systems 
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and build capacities that would preserve achieved outputs and sustain efforts, and (iv) whether the 

inclusion of SMEs/CBOs and the training provided to them has resulted in a sustained impact of 

the two projects.  

Follow-up activities were minimal in the sense that most partners did not remain in close contact 

with their beneficiaries after they completed the endline economic survey. According to the results 

of the survey with the individual beneficiaries, only 5% (3% from Project 1 and 6% from FM 

project) of respondents reported finding a job within 3 months of project end. These figures reflect 

the challenges of finding a job in the current context. Most of the partners in the FM project have 

either secured or are actively trying to secure funds to complement the interventions. The CBOs 

involved in PPE activities, being also beneficiaries of the project, have seen their capacities 

increasing and some stated that the acquired sewing skills is likely to be applied to products other 

than PPE. Nevertheless, there was an overall consensus that the focus on PPE production has 

affected the sustainability of this activity as demand for PPE is likely to drop. Expanding the skills 

beyond PPE production would have been more beneficial for CBOs and individual beneficiaries.  

In the FM project municipalities were provided with equipment for forestry management and the 

CBOs had their share of capacity building in their bid to increase forestry-related awareness and 

sustainable economic opportunities. 

Conclusion 
Several conclusions have been reached after collecting and analyzing the evaluation data for both 

projects: 

The economic collapse meant that unemployment rates were increasing sharply, thus increasing 

the demand for CFW or any conditional or unconditional cash assistance. There was substantial 

evidence that the targeted beneficiaries of the project belonged to a vulnerable group who had been 

resorting to negative coping mechanisms to ensure their survival.  

Nevertheless, the regression of the COVID-19 pandemic has negatively impacted the demand for 

PPE, and subsequently, the beneficiaries found it more challenging to put their acquired skills into 

the job market. The frequent electricity cuts and the increased cost of producing electric energy 

meant that CBOs and beneficiaries had to limit their production time. Thus, despite the economic 

relevance of CFW, the regression of the COVID-19 pandemic and the increased cost of producing 

electricity have decreased the significance of the PPE project towards the end of its cycle. The FM 

project remained highly relevant because, in addition to its CFW component, it responded to 

several environmental and eco-touristic needs, with forest management of fire-prone areas being 

the most pressing.   

The COVID-19 pandemic led to repetitive lockdowns, restricting people's mobility, but even 

worse, it seriously threatened people's health and productivity. On the other hand, bank closures 

and delays in receiving payments by beneficiaries meant that beneficiaries got very demotivated, 

which affected their attendance in some cases. These challenging circumstances have seriously 

challenged the efficiency of the projects and their staff. As a result, some partners experienced 

staff turnover, and project timelines had to be modified several times. With cheaper operations due 

to currency devaluation, partner organizations extended their project timelines without incurring 
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additional costs. Still, more importantly, it allowed them to reach a more significant number of 

beneficiaries simply because part of the costs was being covered in Lebanese pounds. Given the 

prevalent circumstances during project implementation and the evidence provided, we can deduce 

that partners carried out the project activities efficiently. 

The intervention's main objective was to reduce the direct economic downturn within these 

vulnerable communities. The CFW activities were perceived to have a positive impact. Only 5% 

of the sampled beneficiaries could secure a job within the three months following the project. Cash 

assistance helped improve food security and living conditions and alleviate financial burdens (such 

as debt) to a certain extent, but they fell short of improving other vital services such as education 

and healthcare. More extended and sustainable employment would be needed to improve health 

and education. 

Capacity building, training, and additional equipment meant that SMEs and CBOs could increase 

their productivity. CBOs, municipalities, and partnering organizations have seen their capacity 

increase. The short-term effectiveness of the intervention was satisfactory, while the long-term 

impact did come short. 

Quantitative and qualitative evidence from the PPE project showed that interviewed individual 

beneficiaries could not quickly capitalize on the gains made during the project, with very few 

securing a job despite finding the trainings very useful.  

CBOs and municipalities being also beneficiaries of the project have seen their capacities increased 

(through the trainings that were provided and the equipment and machinery too). Nevertheless, 

there was an overall consensus that the focus on PPE production has affected the sustainability of 

this activity as demand for PPE is likely to drop. Despite the absence of quantitative data, KIIs 

pointed toward an increase in production and operations. Expanding the skills beyond PPE 

production would have benefited CBOs and individual beneficiaries more.  

The individual beneficiaries from the FM project reported similar challenges in finding a job. 

However, municipalities and local CBOs have received substantial capacity building on different 

levels, in addition to machinery and equipment to support them in their forestry operations and 

trails for the foreseeable future. 

Recommendations  
A number of key recommendations are presented in the below section: 

From a MEAL perspective, it is recommended that projects have a logframe, with a clear set 

of indicators and an indicator tracking table.  

From a programmatic perspective: The need for emergency CFW projects is still persistent. We 

recommend upscaling CFW projects into other Lebanese regions (urban and rural) and 

sectors independent from electrical power.  

- It is recommended that future livelihood activities which combine Lebanese and Syrian 

refugees put more emphasis on the peacebuilding component and to have an explicit objective 

addressing and working on social cohesion. 
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-Focus on activities that exploit alternative energy sources such as solar panels. Electricity 

cuts due to fuel shortage were reported as the main threat to the sustainability of the projects’ 

activities.  

-Having women heavily participate in the activities was a major key of success for the PPE project. 

In order to further boost the participation of women in activities, it is recommended to provide 

childcare in locations adjacent to the activity. 

- From a budget perspective, it is recommended that all cash assistance be budgeted and 

distributed in US dollars to account for the constant devaluation of the Lebanese Lira 

- It is recommended that future partners have a well-communicated exit strategy (with 

municipalities and beneficiaries) that includes a complete and well-documented handover of 

projects’ equipment, contacts and documents.   

-Conduct midterm review of the program to ensure that the intervention remains relevant and 

effective. 
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Introduction 

Lebanon is experiencing a multi-dimensional crisis that manifested in an economic and financial 

downfall and has resulted in high inflation levels, high unemployment rates, and increased 

vulnerabilities. The crises were compounded by the global COVID-19 pandemic, which has 

affected the demand for goods and services and drastically disrupted the labor market. Many 

businesses in Lebanon were temporarily or permanently closed, and thousands of workers were 

affected. In response to these conditions and to support vulnerable communities to overcome the 

effect of the multiple crises, UNDP has launched a large-scale reaction with the primary objective 

of providing short-term employment for vulnerable Lebanese and Syrians in all areas of Lebanon. 

 

This report is a summative evaluation of two emergency relief projects providing short-term 

employment for vulnerable Lebanese and Syrians in all areas of Lebanon to alleviate the economic 

downturn. The projects were implemented in 2020-2021 across four governorates. UNDP 

partnered with seven partners and reached 4,352 beneficiaries. 

 

Upon the completion of both projects, UNDP commissioned INFOPRO to conduct summative 

evaluations to assess the impact of the two implemented projects with a focus on how they are 

responding to the needs and priorities of vulnerable populations in order to inform future program 

activities. The impact analysis aims to assess the following: 

 

1. The performance of the two projects and their success rate in achieving the desired results. 

This can be accomplished by examining the intervention's relevance, coherence, 

effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability in relation to its outcomes and objectives to 

ensure that those interventions addressed the most urgent needs within the context of the 

time of intervention.  

2. Their contribution to broader outcomes, which informs how the emergency response can 

be scaled up and translated into a medium, longer-term approach to supporting vulnerable 

communities in Lebanon. 

  

With the evaluation exercise completed, the following report aims at informing UNDP and the 

Government of the United Kingdom (Donor) its main stakeholders on: (i) the performance of these 

projects and their success rate in achieving their intended results, and (ii) their contribution to 

broader outcomes and thus inform how the emergency response can be scaled up and translated 

into a medium longer-term approach towards supporting vulnerable communities in Lebanon.    

In order to complete the set objectives, the evaluation team – in close consultation with UNDP – 

developed an evaluation matrix that mapped each evaluation criterion (relevance, coherence, 

efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability) to a set of questions, a target group and a data 

collection method. Throughout the evaluation process and in order to ensure collection of valid 

data and measures, the evaluation team applied the following quality control processes: (i) 

automated control using ODK collect software, (ii) ongoing assessments and follow-up with the 

data collection team and (iii) post quality control in the office. 
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To meet the requirements of the TOR, InfoPro utilized a mixed method comprising both qualitative 

and quantitative data collection. The approach enabled the evaluator to draw extensive information 

from a range of stakeholders and to cross-reference and validate the information provided. It also 

helped to draw and incorporate a variety of views into the final report and a distilled analysis 

keeping in mind the stakeholders’ own biases as well.  The beneficiaries’ views, observations, and 

suggestions were captured and triangulated with the views expressed by other stakeholders. The 

evaluator employed both primary and secondary research to collect the information required to 

grasp the project components better, including its delivery mechanics, gaps, constraints, and 

recommendations for future improvements. The findings in this intervention are based on the 

extensive interviews and these finding fed into the conclusion which in turn fed into the 

recommendations. 
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Description of the Intervention 

Lebanon is in the midst of a crisis reflected by an economic and financial downturn, high inflation 

levels, high unemployment rates, and increased vulnerability. The global COVID-19 pandemic 

has worsened the situation and disrupted the labor market. UNDP has anticipated the crises' 

repercussions and launched a large-scale response to assist the vulnerable communities. 

To serve the project’s objectives, two projects were implemented across six governorates between 

2020 and 2021. The projects were funded by the Government of the United Kingdom, and entitled 

as follows: 

 

1. Project 1: Reducing the direct economic downturn impact on vulnerable Communities in 

Lebanon (Personal Protection Equipment - PPE)  

2. Project 2: Labour Intensive Forest Activities with Vulnerable Communities in Lebanon 

(Forest Management - FM) 

 

For the sake of reporting simplicity, from here on the first project shall be referred to as “PPE 

project” and the second project shall be referred to as “FM project”. From a budget perspective, 

20% of the total project cost was channeled for operational costs (including HR). 

 

The projects aimed at providing vulnerable Lebanese and Syrian refugees with short-term 

employment through labor-intensive production of PPE and forest management activities (e.g., 

trail management, pruning, cleaning, and clearing amongst others).  

To reach the study objectives, UNDP collaborated with seven partners to reach 4,352 beneficiaries. 

 

Through the first project, UNDP aimed at creating short-term employment opportunities in 

productive sectors and assisting MSMEs / CBOs involved in the production of PPE items and tools 

required to combat COVID-19. 

  

For the second project, UNDP aimed at: (i) creating short-term jobs through the implementation 

of labor-intensive forest and land management activities to ensure the sustainable and healthy 

growth of existing forests in vulnerable communities in Lebanon; and (ii) support the local 

development of the targeted communities through sustainable income-generating activities.   

 

Projects’ main stakeholders 
The projects’ main stakeholders are: 

- FCDO-UK: Foreign Commonwealth Development Office - Government of the United 

Kingdom - Donor 

- UNDP-LHSP Team: United Nations Development Programme – Lebanon Host Communities 

Support Project 

- MS: Mouvement Social - Implementing Partner for the PPE Project 

- RE: Rural Entrepreneurs - Implementing Partner for the PPE Project 

- ACA: The Awareness & Consolation Association - Implementing Partner for the PPE Project 

- ACS: Al-Shouf Cedar Society- Implementing Partner for the FM Project 
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- AFDC: Association for Forests, Development and Conservation - Implementing Partner for 

the FM Project 

- LRI: Lebanon Reforestation Initiative - Implementing Partner for the FM Project 

- SHEILD: Social, Humanitarian, Economical Intervention for Local Development-

Implementing Partner for the FM Project 

- Municipalities - Project Implementation Facilitators and deliverable owners 

- Beneficiaries - Participants (including individuals, SMEs and CBOs) in PPE and FM Projects  

- The Lebanese Ministry of Agriculture - Data Provider 

 

The evaluation seeks to benefit the donor, the UNDP – LHSP team, the implementing partners, 

the Lebanese government, and the communities where the projects were implemented. The 

evaluation assesses the impact and performance of the two projects and their success rate. It also 

assesses their contribution to broader outcomes and thus informs how the emergency response can 

be scaled up and translated into a medium, longer-term approach toward supporting vulnerable 

communities in Lebanon. 

To measure the impact, the evaluation examined the intervention's relevance, coherence, 

effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. 

The evaluation results bring valuable information to the UNDP about the relevance and the 

effectiveness of their intervention and its contribution to the national and UN priorities, such as: 

(i) Providing immediate assistance to vulnerable populations and (ii) reinforcing Lebanon's 

economic, social and environmental stability.   

The projects being evaluated did not undergo a midterm review. Thus, the overall objectives were 

not modified throughout the project's lifecycle. However, targets were adjusted (increased) to 

account for the overachievements in the number of workers' days. 

The LHSP team provided feedback on the inception report and the data collection instruments. 

They also offered access to beneficiaries. 

The evaluation design and analysis accounted for gender and nationality. Quantitative and 

qualitative data collection targeted women and Syrian refugees and ensured good representations 

of both groups (we present additional information in the methods section). The quantitative 

analysis was stratified by gender and nationality. The evaluator interviewed 1,412 beneficiaries 

(414 respondents from the PPE project and 998 from the FM project) using CATI. We also 

conducted a total of 31 KIIs and 16 FGDs. 

Background and Context Analysis  
Since October 2019, Lebanon has been witnessing macroeconomic and political collapse, the 

outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic, large social uprisings, as well as the 4th of August Beirut 

Port Blast. The multitude of crises has brought about several new challenges in addition to 

exacerbating existing ones. The economic collapse contributed to a sharp increase in poverty levels 

in record time with estimations that Lebanon’s population below the poverty line rose from 30 to 

50 percent in 2020 (HRW, 2021). According to WFP (2022), 54 percent of the Lebanese (2.1 

million people) were found to be vulnerable and in need of assistance in 2021. Food insecurity 

alone affected 46 percent of Lebanese by the end of 2021. The multiple crises have also had a very 

negative impact on the 1.5 million Syrian refugees in Lebanon. Since 2020, 88 percent of Syrian 
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refugees (1.3 million people) have been living in extreme poverty and require assistance, with food 

insecurity affecting half the refugee population in 2021.  

The Lebanese landscape and community in their described status were and still are in dire need for 

livelihood interventions. However, while the needs are there, the turbulent political, social and 

economic contexts compounded by the COVID-19 pandemic presented various challenges for 

successful implementation of any livelihood intervention.   

Nearly one out of every three Lebanese was pushed into unemployment due to the pandemic, in 

addition to those who had lost their jobs because of the economic crisis (ILO 2022). Moreover, as 

of November 2020, almost one out of five surveyed firms in Lebanon was confirmed or assumed 

to be permanently closed (World Bank, 2021). 

As a result of the health, economic, social, and psychological implications of the COVID-19 

pandemic, the Beirut Port Blast and a continuing political stalemate that persists to this day, the 

people in Lebanon, especially the most vulnerable populations, have been suffering from one of 

the worst crises and struggling to survive while searching for their basic needs. 

Moreover, limited bank withdrawals triggered by shortages in US dollars further exacerbated the 

country’s already seriously precarious situation even more, negatively affecting the operations of 

Lebanon-based companies that typically rely exceedingly on imports for securing needed raw 

materials and equipment. SMEs are especially facing shortages in attaining needed resources such 

as skilled peoples - who are immigrating to look for better economic opportunities in other 

countries, and current assets. Additionally, low and middle-income households saw themselves 

bearing the brunt of the economy’s worsening conditions and the degradation of the health sector. 

Furthermore, based on an assessment conducted by the World Food Program in September 2022, 

the Lebanese citizens and refugees have been faced with multiple shocks since 2019 which have 

had a direct negative impact on the livelihoods and income of households (WFP, 2022). 

Accordingly, one in five Lebanese and Syrian households reported having completely lost their 

income; a significant increase in the proportions of both Lebanese citizens and Syrian refugees 

falling into debt was observed, and the percentage of borrowing money and debt accumulation 

among both communities has increased significantly. These issues are aligned with security and 

safety concerns as well as increased inequalities in accessing the basic needs (health, shelter, and 

food).  

The informal sector has been a large employer since 2018 where it has contributed to 35.2% of 

employment between 2018 and 2019 and increased to 48.3% in 2022, becoming a main employer 

to the Lebanese labor force (ILO, 2022). As a result, initiatives to support the informal sector in 

Lebanon through livelihood initiatives are highly essential, especially if all socio-economic, 

political and environmental aspects are taken into consideration while integrating them within an 

adequate governance system to improve their impact. 

On another note, the growing needs in terms of PPE at the time of the intervention, notably face 

masks and other protective clothing, combined with imports’ difficulties, made PPE and hygienic 
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items beyond the reach of many, the most vulnerable populations, in particular, counting women, 

persons with disabilities, elderly, and migrant workers. 

In parallel, whereby the Lebanese rural areas had for decades experienced heavy migration toward 

cities and urban areas, the recent economic crisis and high unemployment rates in cities caused a 

significant proportion of rural population to stay in or return to their hometowns, trying to find 

nearby job opportunities to reduce transportation and lodging expenses. This has resulted in 

younger generations who had lost connection to their land and are less knowledgeable in field 

work, compared to their older counterparts, residing in rural areas and managing natural resources. 

Creating short term employment in rural areas is essential to improve livelihood and reduce 

tensions between the Lebanese host community and displaced Syrians as these projects aim to 

support sustainable forest and land management initiatives through livelihood and local economic 

development strategies.  

In addition to that and responding to the wildfires that took place between 2019 and 2020 Lebanon, 

the FM intervention aimed at creating short term employment opportunities – primarily in rural 

areas - that are adapted to the COVID-19 pandemic, but also in labor-intensive forest and land 

management activities.  

According to the ministry of environment, a total of 194 fires were reported in 2019, affecting 

3,155 ha in total. A total of 34.58% of the fire-affected lands were privately owned, 29.82% were 

public lands, and 35.59% did not specify the type of land ownership. The main land cover/land 

use of the fire-affected areas was agricultural land (66.61%), followed by forest/woodlot (22.06%), 

and grassland (6.52%). A total of 251 fires were reported in 2020, affecting 1,851.088 ha in total. 

Forest and woodlots made up the majority of the land cover and uses in fire-affected areas, 

followed by agricultural land (25.91%), grassland (4.90%), and public lands (16.92%). Private 

land ownership made up 59.51% of the fire-affected lands, mixed land ownership made up 

13.30%, and public ownership made up 16.92%. Thus, The UNDP intervention aimed at 

supporting capacity-building and long-term income-generating activities and, in turn, responding 

to the wildfires through better risk management. The interventions were designed and implemented 

in close partnership with local organizations to maximize reach and access to the targeted 

communities. 

The below heat-map highlights the geographical distribution of the program’s beneficiaries. As it 

can be seen the project targeted mostly rural areas scattered all over the national territory. Given 

that these regions contain the highest density of forests in Lebanon, the intensive forestation 

activities were mostly concentrated in Chouf, Akkar, Hasbaya and West Bekaa.  
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Figure 1 Distribution of Beneficiaries by Geographical Areas 
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Evaluation scope and objectives 

Evaluation scope 
The impact analysis utilized a mixed methodological approach consisting of quantitative and 

qualitative methods to conduct a coherent evaluation of the projects. InfoPro followed a 

participatory, consultative, and interactive approach to ensure close engagement with the 

evaluation managers, implementing partners, and male and female direct beneficiaries. InfoPro 

employed both primary and secondary research to collect the information required to grasp the 

project components better, including its delivery mechanics, gaps, constraints, and lessons learned 

for future improvements. With regards to primary data collection, InfoPro relied on qualitative 

research in the form of Key Informant Interviews (KII’s) and Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) as 

well as on quantitative survey (CATI Survey) to reach the objectives of the study. 

The below methods were employed, and data was triangulated from multiple sources and 

stakeholders to infer reliable findings: 

- A desk review was undertaken to provide an overview of pertinent project documentation 

and to assist in developing the research tools and drafting the inception report.  

- Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and Quantitative survey (CATI) with the direct 

beneficiaries to gather the following: whether the project was relevant to their needs, gaps 

that they felt were not tackled, whether the actual program was designed adequately, their 

involvement in the project, their relationship with the various stakeholders, obstacles and 

challenges that they faced, in addition to other pertinent issues. 

- Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) with the UNDP (LHSP Team) staff members, 

Implementing Partners, and municipalities (ACA, MS, RE, ACS - Al Cedar Shouf, AFDC, 

LRI, SHIELD) were organized to collect data on their perceptions of the programs, as well 

as on the programs’ performance and results.  

- InfoPro analyzed the above information to provide actionable recommendations and 

highlight best practices that UNDP and its implementing partners can utilize to enhance 

the planning, implementation, and management of future efforts. 

 

Evaluation Objectives 

Following the completion of the two projects, UNDP expressed an interest in conducting an impact 

analysis to assess the impact of the two projects, with a focus on how they are responding to the 

needs and priorities of vulnerable populations, in order to inform future program activities. The 

impact analysis sought to evaluate the following: 

1. The two projects' performance and success rate in achieving the desired results. This has 

been accomplished by examining the effectiveness and efficiency of the intervention in 

relation to its outcomes and objectives to ensure that those interventions addressed the 

most pressing needs in the sector. 

2. Their contribution to broader outcomes, which informs how the emergency response can 

be scaled up and translated into a medium and longer-term approach to supporting 

vulnerable communities in Lebanon. 
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Evaluation Criteria 
The various program aspects are analysed and divided in this report according to the Organization 

for Economic Cooperation and Development’s Development Assistance Committee (OECD 

DAC) criteria: Relevance and Coherence, Effectiveness, Efficiency, and Sustainability).Below is 

the list of key evaluation dimensions that were used for this impact analysis:  

Relevance and Coherence: 

• The extent to which the intervention objectives and design respond to beneficiaries , global, 

country, and partner/institution needs, policies, and priorities, and continue to do so if 

circumstances change.  

• The compatibility of the intervention with other interventions in a country, sector or 

institution. 

Effectiveness 

• The extent to which the intervention achieved, or is expected to achieve, its objectives, and 

its results, including any differential results across groups. 

Efficiency 

• The extent to which the intervention delivers, or is likely to deliver, results in an economic 

and timely way. 

Sustainability 

• The extent to which the net benefits of the intervention continue, or are likely to continue 

 

Evaluation Questions 
The evaluation aimed at answering the following questions: 

- To what extent was the project in line with other national development plans, the current 

context, and the priorities that were identified in the assessment?  

- What have been the key results and changes attained for men, women, vulnerable groups 

(including persons with disabilities) and entities?  

- In which areas has the project had greatest achievements? Why and what have been the 

supporting factors? How can the project build on or expand these achievements?  

- Is the project in line with the value for money criteria?  

- To what extent has progress been made towards outcome achievement?  

- What has been the UNDP contribution to the observed change?  

- Which geographical areas and areas of intervention are the most relevant and strategic for 

UNDP to scale up or consider going forward?  

- To what extent will targeted men, women, vulnerable persons, and entities benefit from the 

project interventions in the medium and long term?  

- To what extent will financial and economic resources be available at the local level to 

sustain the benefits achieved by the project?  

 

The complete Evaluation Matrix containing the exhaustive list of questions can be found in 

Appendix E of the report.  
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Evaluation Design and Approach 

Evaluation approach  
A mixed methodological approach consisting of quantitative and qualitative methods in addition 

to desk and literature review was utilized to assess the proposed evaluation criteria. The study 

followed a participatory, consultative, and interactive approach that ensured close engagement 

with the evaluation different stakeholders including evaluation managers, male and female direct 

beneficiaries, SMEs and CBOs, Implementing partners staff members, UNDP LHSP team, as well 

as municipalities.   All these stakeholders were surveyed or interviewed to collect data on their 

perceptions of the PPE and FM interventions, as well as on the interventions’ performance and 

their success rate in achieving the desired results; in addition to their contribution to broader 

outcomes, and thus inform how the emergency response can be scaled up and translated into a 

medium longer-term approach towards supporting vulnerable communities in Lebanon.   The 

various program aspects are analyzed and divided in this report according to the OECD DAC 

criteria (Relevance and Coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability). The approach 

enabled the evaluation team to draw extensive information from a range of stakeholders and to 

cross-reference and validate the information provided.  

Data sources: 
The main data sources of this evaluation involved a desk review exercise followed by an 

Introductory Briefing attended by both UNDP and InfoPro team. The aim of the meeting was to 

ensure that the vision of UNDP and InfoPro were aligned with regards to the study methodology 

and expected outcomes. This was followed by the collection of relevant data from stakeholders 

through Key Informant Interviews (KIIs), Focus Group Discussions as well as Quantitative 

Surveys.  

Primary Data Collection  

The data collection started on September 19 and ended on October 14, 2022. The quantitative data 

was collected through a CATI survey. The CATI modality was conducted remotely. The surveys 

included participants from all the interventions’ locations. To cater to the remote modality, the 

CATI survey was formulated so as not to exceed 20 minutes in length. Data collectors received 

training on the CATI survey in-person on September 19. Twenty surveys were conducted as part 

of a pilot test on the same day before starting the official data collection.  

The qualitative data collection exercise relied on both KIIs and FGDs. KIIs were used to interview 

UNDP-LHSP staff members (PPE & FM), UNDP implementing partners for both FM and PPE 

projects, municipalities (FM project) as well as SMEs and CBOs for PPE and FM projects. The 

interviewers received two days of training on qualitative data interviewing methodologies on 

September 27 and 28. The KIIs were conducted virtually on Zoom. The FGDs with beneficiaries, 

on the other hand, were conducted face-to-face, given that the dynamics of an FGD are better 

managed in a live interaction with participants. The FGDs were conducted in venues booked by 

InfoPro close to the participants’ place of residence.  All the research instruments can be found in 

Appendix D of the report (CATI survey questionnaire, Focus Group Discussion guides and KII 

discussion guides).  
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Secondary Data Sources 

Apart from the primary data collected, the evaluation also referred to UNDP’s implementing 

partners final project reports in order to extract data about the results of the projects and 

information related to the different OECD evaluation criteria.  

Below are the specific activities adhered to as part of the study: 

Desk review 

Prior to primary data collection, the evaluation team conducted a thorough review of all the 

projects’ related documents that were shared with the evaluation team. These included: 

- MS final project report (PPE) 

- RE final project report (PPE) 

- ACA final project report (PPE) 

- ACS final project report (FM) 

- AFDC final project report (FM) 

- LRI final project report (FM) 

- SHEILD final project report (FM) 

The desk review conducted at earlier stages of the evaluation process, enabled the evaluation team 

to refine the KII and FGD interviews schedules and offered a greater insight into the activities that 

were implemented and the target population. 

Sampling Methods & Sample Size 
The evaluation population is comprised of the beneficiaries who participated in the PPE and FM 

projects, across the six geographical areas.  

Quantitative data  
The quantitative data collection used a quota sampling strategy, where the characteristics selected 

to form the sub-groups were gender, nationality, location, and type of intervention (PPE vs. FM). 

The participants in the quantitative data collection were drawn from the participants list compiled 

by UNDP’s implementing partners, and the sample formed was representative of the study 

population, except for people with disability as it was not feasible to have a representative sample 

of this category. The initial total sample during the proposal phase was estimated to be 1,400 

divided across the PPE and FM activities based on the figures in the TOR and permitted to have a 

margin of error of 5% with 95% confidence level. However, during the inception phase, the 

numbers of beneficiaries obtained from the partners differed slightly, thus the sample distribution 

had to be revised. To obtain a margin of error of 5% with 95% confidence level across each 

stratum, the total sample would have had to be increased to 1,500, however due to budget 

constraints and in order to increase the survey sample size, InfoPro and UNDP agreed upon 

keeping the total sample size at 1,400 and the same number of KIIs since the information from the 

stakeholders will be more of an added value to the study while minimizing the margin of error to 

be less than 6% across each stratum for each activity (PPE and FM) as following: 

 

Out of the 2,449 randomly selected beneficiaries, InfoPro surveyed 1,412 beneficiaries (414 

respondents from PPE project and 998 from FM project). The survey response rate was 57.6% 
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which could be considered as satisfactory given the current context and challenges in 

communication.  

The beneficiaries’ survey comprised 3 main sections and these were: (i) demographics, (ii) 

employment and income status, and (iii) program evaluation and impact. 

Qualitative data  
The qualitative data collection, on the other hand, used a purposive sampling strategy. It included 

a wide sample across all stakeholders involved in the project including the LHSP project team, 

implementing partners (NGOs), SMEs, CBOs, individual beneficiaries for both PPE and FM 

projects, as well as the municipalities involved in the FM projects only as they did not have a 

significant role to play in the PPE projects. InfoPro conducted a total of 31 KIIs and 16 FGDs 

broken down as follows: 

18 KIIs for the PPE Project  

- One KII with UNDP (LHSP-PPE Team)  

- Three KIIs with the UNDP Implementing Partners (MS, ACA, RE) 

- Fourteen  KIIs with SMEs & CBOs  

 

13 KIIs for the FM Project 

- One KII with UNDP (LHSP-FM Team) 

- Four KIIs with Implementing Partners (ACS, AFDC, LRI, SHEILD) 

- Eight KIIs with Municipalities 

 

16 FGDs: 8 for the PPE Project and 8 for the FM Project.  

In addition to the gender imbalance within the 2 projects which affected the sampling strategy 

initially based on an assumption of equal participation between males and females for both types 

of activities, participation by nationality varied from one governorate to another where Lebanese 

participation was more significant in some areas versus other areas where Syrian participation was 

more significant. Such disparities obliged the evaluation team in close coordination with the 

UNDP staff to adjust the initial sampling distribution to reflect actual participation on the ground 

in order to obtain optimal evaluation results. The breakdown was as follows: 

1. For the PPE Project, a total of eight (8) FGDs were conducted and distributed among 

beneficiaries as follows:  

▪ In Mount Lebanon, a total of four FGDs were conducted as follows: 

• One FGD with Lebanese Males 

• One FGD with Lebanese Females 

• One FGD with Syrian Males 

• One FGD with Syrian Females 

▪ In the South, a total of two FGDs were conducted  

• One FGD with Lebanese Females 

• One FGD with Syrian Females 

▪ In  Akkar, one FGD was conducted  

• One FGD with Lebanese Females 

▪ In El Nabatieh, one FGD was conducted with Syrian Females 
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2. For the FM Project, a total of eight (8) FGDs were conducted and distributed among 

beneficiaries as follows:  

▪ In Mount Lebanon, a total of two FGDs were conducted as follows: 

• One FGD with Lebanese Males 

• One FGD with Syrian Males 

▪ In Bekaa, In Mount Lebanon, a total of four FGDs were conducted as follows: 

• One FGD with Lebanese Females 

• One FGD with Syrian Females 

▪ In  Akkar, a total of two FGDs were conducted as follows: 

• One FGD with Lebanese Males 

• One FGD with Syrian Males 

▪ In El Nabatieh, , a total of two FGDs were conducted as follows: 

• One FGD with Lebanese Males 

• One FGD with Syrian Males 

Upon receiving consent for audio recording, all qualitative data were recorded and verbatum 

transcriptions were performed. We performed thematic analysis to capture emerging and recurring 

themes. This involves six steps: familiarization with the data, developing codes, searching for 

themes, reviewing themes, analyzing themes, and presenting results.  

 

Data collection procedures and instruments 

A CATI survey targeting beneficiaries of both projects was carried out. The questionnaire 

(translated to Arabic) was formulated to be 20 minutes in length at most to cater to phone 

interviews. After receiving the sampling frame (list of beneficiaries) from project management, 

InfoPro randomly selected 2,449 beneficiaries from both projects. As its name indicates, the survey 

was conducted over the phone by enumerators under the supervision of the project manager. The 

research team scheduled the appointments by phone a priori to ensure the time and attention of the 

interviewees. To avoid any undue influence, the UNDP team informed each partner NGO to be 

aware that an evaluation project is being held in case any participant contacted them or asked them 

anything related to their participation in the evaluation process.  Only after that did the evaluation 

team contact the designated beneficiary. Beneficiaries who could not be reached from the first time 

were contacted up to three times. In case of non-response or no reach after the third trial, the 

selected beneficiary was randomly replaced.  

InfoPro used KIIs to collect qualitative data from the project’s team and stakeholders, and FGDs 

to collect qualitative data and deeper insights from beneficiaries. The study was tailored to the 

population groups that were specifically targeted by both interventions PPE and FM, i.e. 

participants from both genders, different nationalities (Lebanese, Palestinian and Syrian), living in 

different locations (Mount Lebanon, South, El_Nabatieh, Bekaa, Akkar, and North Lebanon) and 

possibly presenting a disability, however we couldn’t identify any participant with disability in 

this intervention. The SMEs and CBOs participating in the evaluation were chosen based on 

convenience, i.e.  their availability and the ability to obtain their contact information from the 

survey conducted with individual beneficiaries. Finally, the beneficiaries participating in the 
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qualitative exercise were chosen based on the same criteria followed for the quantitative data 

collection part – gender, nationality, geographic location, and project type – and on their 

availability and interest in taking part in the study. 

Data Collection Tools 
For the quantitative data collection, a database was designed using Open Data Kit (ODK) to allow 

for a digital data collection process and to protect the privacy, confidentiality and security of the 

information entered.  As for the qualitative data, they  were collected using note-taking in real time 

and audio recording. all interviews and FGDs were recorded after obtaining the approval of the 

participants, and subsequently transcribed into Word documents. The transcribed notes were 

uploaded to Excel and compiled by respondent type and by objective/ theme in a qualitative matrix.   

To retain the integrity of the data, all data, transcripts, and all information pertaining to the 

evaluation were stored on a secured, password-protected computer  

It is to be noted that all data collection tools were originally administered in Arabic – the national 

language of the population of study. In order to prepare it for analysis, the data was subsequently 

translated while being transcribed (by professional translators) or entered in the database. 

Quality Control Process 
The data quality assurance process was mainly ensured through the following:  

• An automated control using ODK software, as the ODK Collect software has several features 

that can help validate and control the data entered by the enumerators. 

• An on-going assessment during the data collection process, through weekly progress reports, 

debriefs between the Project Manager and the data collection supervisor, spot-checks and a 

live observation of 10% of the questionnaires to ensure that data collectors are following the 

right procedures. 

• Post-quality control in the office through back-checking (research assistants at InfoPro 

contacted the interviewees again to double check certain pivotal information), checking, 

cleaning and coding open questions, executing frequency distributions of data variables to 

ensure the absence of large data error rates, and examining the internal consistency of the data 

on a weekly basis. 

• Secondary Data Sources 

• Apart from the primary data collected, the evaluation also referred to UNDP’s 

implementing partners’ final project reports in order to extract data about the results of 

the projects and the different DAC criteria included in the evaluation.  

 

Data Analysis 
SPSS syntaxes files were created to import the quantitative data from Excel (where it was stored 

after entry in ODK) into SPSS. The syntax files recoded the data and added variable labels (in 

English) and value labels (in English) for each variable/question. The data was then analyzed 

by carrying-out calculations for each indicator using the evaluation matrix and analysis plan as 

a guide. Moreover, cross-tabulations were conducted (i.e., disaggregation of results by gender, 

nationality, and interventions type). Once the indicators have been processed, InfoPro conducted 
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some last-minute cleaning to verify the consistency of the data. After cleaning the data, the data 

was reprocessed by utilizing the SPSS syntaxes created earlier. 

The (qualitative) data from the interview and FGD transcripts and from UNDP’s implementing 

partners final reports were coded along the major themes and sub-themes of the evaluation in a 

form of an evaluation matrix.  Data from the secondary and primary research components was 

triangulated and compiled into the final evaluation report. 

Performance standards: 
In completing the evaluation exercise, the evaluation team looked at the following criteria: 

- Clarity of the intervention and its objectives 

- Availability of data 

- Stakeholders interest and intended use 

Clarity of the intervention and its objectives 

It is worth highlighting that the absence of a logical framework and an indicator tracking table, 

implies that the evaluation team couldn’t determine all the dimensions related to impact. The 

evaluation team assessed retrospectively the situation of the beneficiaries prior to the intervention 

and after it was completed.  

Therefore, the evaluator rated the criterion Clarity of the intervention and its objectives as 

medium-high 

Availability of data 

The evaluation team had access to periodic reports completed by the implementing partners. These 

reports included data on activity implementations and focused mostly on the participants and 

beneficiary counts. This data is considered valuable for the evaluation, but additional primary data 

was collected. By offering access to the beneficiaries contact numbers, the project team allowed 

the evaluators to contact the beneficiaries for additional quantitative and qualitative data collection.  

Therefore, the evaluator rated the criterion “Availability of data” as High. 

Stakeholders’ interest and intended use   

The primary purpose of the evaluation exercise being not only to assess the performance of the 

interventions and their successes but also to inform whether they can be scaled up and translated 

into long-term approaches in supporting vulnerable communities, reflects the value of the 

commissioned evaluation. By proposing clear and actionable programmatic recommendations, the 

stakeholders would have at hand an informative tool that could inform bigger scale emergency and 

livelihood projects. 

The criterion “Stakeholders interest and intended use” was rated as High.   

Stakeholder participation: 
The evaluation team was able to collect extensive information from a variety of stakeholders as 

well as validate the data. The participation of multiple stakeholders aided in the development of 

diverse perspectives on critical aspects of evaluation. It also assisted InfoPro in developing and 
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incorporating a variety of perspectives into the final report, while keeping the stakeholders' own 

biases in mind. 

The projects’ main stakeholders are: 

- FCDO-UK: Foreign Commonwealth Development Office - Government of the United 

Kingdom - Donor 

- UNDP-LHSP Team: United Nations Development Programme – Lebanon Host Communities 

Support Project 

- MS: Mouvement Social- Implementing Partner for the PPE Project 

- RE: Rural Entrepreneurs- Implementing Partner for the  PPE Project 

- ACS: Al-Shouf Cedar Society- Implementing Partner for the FM Project 

- ACA: The Awareness & Consolation Association- Implementing Partner for the PPE Project 

- AFDC: Association for Forests, Development and Conservation- Implementing Partner for 

the FM Project 

- LRI: Lebanon Reforestation Initiative- Implementing Partner for the FM Project 

- SHEILD: Social, Humanitarian, Economical Intervention for Local Development- 

Implementing Partner for FM Project 

- Municipalities-Project Implementation Facilitators and deliverable owners 

- Beneficiaries-Participants in PPE and FM Projects  

- The Lebanese Ministry of Agriculture- Data Provider 

It is to note that most of the respondents in PPE project were females, while most of the 

beneficiaries in FM project were males. Combined, both projects have an almost equal proportion 

of males and females. 

Ethics & Accountability 

Research Ethics 

The observation of research ethics started at the beginning of each survey, interview or focus group 

discussion, where data collectors read a standard informed consent and confidentiality statement 

explaining the purpose of collecting information, i.e. to gain a thorough understanding of the 

different research questions, while guaranteeing to the interviewees that the collected information 

will remain private and confidential. In that optic, no photos were taken during the interviews or 

FGDs. Moreover, data collectors all had to adhere to and act in accordance with UNDP’s Code of 

Conduct Policy. All data collectors were required to report cases of emotional distress or risk, as 

well as suspected or actual cases of abuse, neglect, or violence to UNDP’s team. The reporting 

procedure required that InfoPro’s focal point be informed of the incident within a maximum of 24 

hours. In this assessment, we didn’t face any suspicious case of abuse or violence. Finally, the 

confidentiality of information was ensured by restricting the access to information to InfoPro team 

members only, and by prohibiting the discussion of participants’ answers among data collectors or 

with their outer circle. 

Background information on evaluators 
InfoPro has over 24 years of experience in the research field. In the past five years alone, InfoPro 

has conducted a large number of evaluation studies in Lebanon and has frequently utilized the 

OECD-DAC methodology. InfoPro (Content sarl) has also worked on a large number of projects 
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that tackle gender mainstreaming and empowerment. Of added value will be its experience in 

conducting qualitative and quantitative research and its extensive dealings with international 

organizations, non-governmental organizations, civil society actors, and development agencies. It 

has also conducted a large number of studies specific to vulnerable populations for clients. 

In selecting the enumerators, InfoPro took into account that the enumerators need to be of diverse 

cultural backgrounds and gender. By doing so, the restrictions that certain cultures might place on 

female/ male contact will be respected.  Also, the UNDP’s standard procedure for data collection 

was met.  InfoPro utilized a multi-pronged approach in its recruitment process: 

 

In selecting team members, the following will be taken into account: 

• The candidates should be of diverse cultural backgrounds 

• The candidates should have at minimum two years’ experience in filling out 

• surveys 

• They should be fluent in Arabic  

• The teams should be gender balanced 

Detailed background information can be found in Appendix F 

Risks, Limitations and Mitigations Measures  
- Risk and limitations faced during the implementation of the evaluation are outlined, along with 

strategies employed to mitigate these. 

Limitations and Challenges 

The study encountered some limitations and challenges. Some of those limitations arose in the 

programmatic side, while others emerged during data collection. The following are the major 

challenges and limitations: 

- Issues related to the database provided by the implementing partners delayed the data 

collection process and resulted in duplication of effort, this had some implications on the 

length of the data collection since InfoPro had to conduct more surveys in order to reach 

the target number of collected surveys. 

o Fourteen out of 1,683 participants who were contacted for the survey had only 

attended one day of training before dropping out of the program.  

o The database included the contact details of both targeted and non-targeted 

beneficiaries. InfoPro had to refilter the database and remove all the non-targeted 

beneficiaries from the database 

o 270 contacts were registered to participate in the projects, however did not end up 

participating in the activities.  

o The data collection process was slightly slowed by incorrect phone numbers of 

participants, which necessitated replacement. 

o The contact persons of two of the implementing partners were unreachable (ACS 

and SHEILD), so InfoPro’s team had to request a replacement for them to meet the 

study's objectives. 

 

- After several attempts to confirm their attendance, only four of eight participants attended 

Akkar's FGD, so InfoPro had to proceed with the FGD in spite of the low number of 

participants. 
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- The age ranges of the beneficiaries in the database provided by the UNDP team was not 

sufficient to ensure age representation especially in the FGDs. 

- One of the program's implementing partners' staff members resigned and moved to a new 

job during project implementation and was replaced by a new staff member who may not 

have had the same level of information or knowledge about the program, particularly 

during the early stages of implementation. 
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Findings  

The following section will present the most salient findings related to the selected criteria as 

presented in the inception report and the evaluation matrix. A comprehensive version of the 

quantitative and qualitative results will be presented in Appendix E. The stratified survey results 

by project, gender and nationality are presented. 

Sample profile 

The disaggregation by gender and nationality is shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3 respectively. The 

majority of the beneficiaries of PPE project were females (91%), while males were the majority 

(80%) in the labour-intensive forest activities (FM project). This contrast is logical, given that 

culturally women are keen on partaking in the sewing and manufacturing activities proposed in 

PPE project. Males, however, are more adept to the type of activities (more physically intense) 

proposed in the FM project.  

.  

Figure 2 Distribution of CATI Respondents by Gender      

 The proportion of Lebanese was almost equal in both projects (60% and 63% for PPE and FM 

respectively). The majority of the respondents is married (62%) and 11% has reached the 

secondary education level. Only 8% of the sample has graduated from university.  
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Figure 3 Distribution of CATI Respondents by Nationality 

The majority of households’ size, both Lebanese and Syrian, was between 5 and 6 individuals per 

household (41% and 37%, respectively). Most commonly, 35% of Lebanese households had 

between three and four members, 11% had at least one to two household members, 9% had 

between seven and eight household members, 3% had between eight and nine members, and only 

1% had ten or more. On the other hand, 18% of Syrian households had three to four members, 6% 

had at least one to two household members, 22% had between seven and eight household members, 

9% had between eight and nine members, and 8% had ten or more. 

 

Figure 4 Distribution of CATI Respondents by Household Size   
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Figure 5 Distribution of CATI respondents by Income Level Before Participating in the Program 

The majority of Lebanese respondents earned between 1 million LBP to 1.5 million LBP (22%) 

compared to the majority of Syrian Refugees respondents who earned between 500,000 LBP and 

700,000 LBP monthly (25%). 

Figure 5 shows that 18% of Lebanese respondents earned between 500,000 and 700,000 LBP and 

between 700,000 and 1,000,000 LBP before participating in the program, 14% earned strictly 

below 500,000 LBP, 12% earned between 1.5 and 2 million LBP, 8% earned between 2 and 3 

million LBP, 4% earned between 3 and 5 million LBP, and finally 3% earned between 5 and 10 

million LBP and only 1% earned between 10 and 15 million LBP. 

On the other hand, 20 % of Syrian respondents earned between 700,000 and 1,000,000 LBP and 1 

to 1.5 million LBP, 18% earned strictly below 500,000 LBP, 6% earned between 1.5 and 2 million 

LBP and between 2 and 3 million LBP, 4% earned between 3 and 5 million LBP, and only 1% 

earned between 10 and 15 million LBP. 
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Figure 6 Respondents Marital Status 

When looking at the population's distribution by marital status, the proportion of married 

respondents in the PPE and FM programs was roughly equal (66% and 60%, respectively). Figure 

6 shows that the PPE project demonstrates that 20% of respondents were single, 8% were divorced, 

and 6% were widowed. In contrast, in the FM project, 2% of respondents were divorced or 

widowed and 36% of respondents were single 

These socio-demographics show that the targeted beneficiaries belonged to a somewhat ill-

equipped social category. With only 12% of the Lebanese and 3% of the Syrian beneficiaries 

having a university degree, it is evident that the economic downfall in terms of employment and 

employability had a high burden on them. Making these groups exposed to all sorts of social 

vulnerability and at high risk of slipping into poverty. It is worth noting, before participating in the 

project, 56% of the beneficiaries were unemployed (69% from PPE and 50% from FM project). 

The higher proportion of unemployed individuals in PPE project could be explained by the fact 

that the majority of participants were women, and therefore more likely to be unemployed. In fact, 

stratified analysis has shown that 72% of female participants were unemployed before joining the 

project, compared to 56% of males.     

Prior to joining the project 46% (38% in PPE project and 49% in FM project) of the sampled 

beneficiaries reported sufficient access to jobs. The reported median income was between 700,000 

LBP and 1,000,000 LBP. The low wage compounded with the currency devaluation made these 

beneficiaries economically vulnerable. These findings are consistent with the high levels of 

unemployment and the lack of economic opportunities reported at the national level. ILO reported 

an unemployment rate close to 30% in its 2022 labor force survey, with the unemployment rate 

being 47.8% among youths aged between 15 and 24 years old. (ILO, 2022). 

Relevance and Coherence  

The two projects being evaluated provided emergency short-term employment in productive 

sectors to help the chosen communities reduce the economic downturn resulting from the COVID-

19 pandemic but also the economic and financial collapse in Lebanon. The FM project 

implemented labor-intensive forest and land management activities to ensure the sustainable and 
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healthy growth of the existing forests in vulnerable communities in Lebanon, it also supported the 

local development of the targeted communities through sustainable income generating activities.  

In terms of coherence, InfoPro assessed the extent to which the project was in line with other 

similar initiatives and development plans existing in the current context. The above-described 

activities fit well with the priorities set forth in the United Nations Strategic Framework for 

Lebanon, UNDP’s Country Programme Document for Lebanon and Lebanon’s Crisis Response 

Plan (LCRP). 

“Reducing poverty and promoting sustainable development while addressing immediate needs in 

a human rights/gender sensitive manner” is one of the three core priorities set in The United 

Nations Strategic Framework for Lebanon for the period of 2017-2020. Under this priority, UN 

support to address these socio-economic challenges will be provided in three areas. These consist 

of strengthening productive capacities and generating inclusive growth, improving equitable 

access and delivery of social services, and promoting environmental protection and effective 

natural resource management. The planned support of the UN under this heading is directly and 

indirectly linked to nearly the full range of Sustainable Development Goals. Under the proposed 

framework, the two projects are linked to the following sustainable development goals: (i) Goal 1: 

No poverty, (ii) Goal 2: Zero hunger, (iii) Goal 3: Healthy lives and wellbeing,  (iv) Goal 5: Gender 

equality & empower women and girls, (v) Goal 8: Decent work and economic growth , (vi) Goal 

10: Reduced inequalities, (vii) Goal 11: Sustainable cities and communities, (viii) Goal 13: Climate 

action and (ix) Goal 15: Life on land.   

In its program priorities and partnership, the UNDP is set to bolster the resilience of vulnerable 

communities by (i) expanding employment creation and livelihood opportunities and (ii) 

strengthening the capacity of sub-national institutions to develop and implement integrated local 

development plans that respond to priority community needs, including those within the 

Palestinian gatherings. Also, UNDP will contribute to improving environmental governance in 

Lebanon by (i) supporting climate change adaptation and mitigation and (ii) supporting the 

integrated and sustainable management, and protection of, natural resources by focusing on 

biodiversity, forest and land management, and water ecosystems. 

Furthermore, the two projects are aligned with two strategic objectives set in the LCRP and these 

are: (i) provide immediate assistance to vulnerable population and (ii) reinforce Lebanon’s 

economic, social and environmental stability.  

Regarding the measure relevance of the two interventions, InfoPro assessed: (i) the adequacy of 

the interventions to respond to the beneficiaries’ needs and (ii) the extent to which it succeeded in 

including marginalized and vulnerable groups. 

The PPE project was designed as an emergency response to the dire economic situation which was 

compounded and aggravated by the COVID-19 pandemic. According to UNDP’s Lebanon Host 

Communities Support Project (LHSP)’s one senior economic officer, the project was primarily 

designed to offer short-term income generation activities and provide some sort of financial relief 

to the chosen communities, but also to build the sewing capacities of trained participants 

irrespective of the items being produced. After setting the overall project’s objectives, the project 



38 
 

team in collaboration with the implementing partners Mouvement Social (MS), The Awareness & 

Consolation Association (ACA) and Rural Entrepreneurs (RE) recruited beneficiaries by first 

performing a general outreach to the communities of the target villages where they were operating, 

and second by using a quantitative assessment to evaluate all applicants’ socio-economic status. 

The form assesses socio-economic vulnerability including, number of members in the household, 

shelter and housing, family assets, health and protection, income and expenditures, as well as 

negative coping mechanisms. Results from InfoPro’s quantitative survey show that the applicants 

that qualified for the cash for work activities as a result of this vulnerability assessment validate 

the fact that the project’s beneficiaries belonged to a socio-economically vulnerable group that 

needed to be prioritized for assistance in order to reach their basic needs. Table 1 shows, 92% of 

interviewed beneficiaries have engaged in food-related negative coping mechanisms and more 

than half either engaged in accumulating debt or having spent their savings. On average, the family 

of every respondent has engaged in three negative coping mechanisms in the period prior to 

participating in either project. Furthermore, results from the FGDs reported that the selection 

criteria included people who were most in need and were head of households.  

As the projects were initiated at a time when the economic situation started deteriorating and the 

COVID-19 pandemic was increasingly affecting the labor market, almost all participants stated 

that they chose to participate in this program for financial reasons, unemployment and economic 

hardship.  

Beneficiaries wanted to secure a steady income to be able to keep up with their increasing expenses 

and sustain their families. This program has significantly helped curb unemployment by creating 

new jobs and motivating the communities. 

“The payment motivated us during this situation. We paid our debts back and we were able 

to afford medication.” (FGD - Syrian Females - South - PPE) 

“In order to provide for all the household’s needs, you have to work multiple jobs. We 

would always work other things. So, working in the field [in this project], we know that by 

the end of the month we'll get a certain salary, so I can trust that I have a fixed salary. 

After I'm done with this work I can find another job that I can go to later in the day.” (FGD 

- Lebanese males - Hasbaya - FM)  

The deteriorating economic and financial situation in Lebanon and the devaluation of the Lebanese 

currency have significantly reduced the value of the CFW. Despite the multiple adjustments of 

wages, the income from the CFW activity remained barely sufficient to cover basic needs. One of 

the partners in the FM project changed the working hours so that workers can leave at 12:00 pm 

to allow workers to find a second afternoon job to be able to cover their basic monthly 

expenditures.  

In addition to the economic and financial relevance of the FM project, the environmental aspect 

surfaced during the evaluation process. The villages chosen to be part of the program have rich 

forest resources that needed proper management, especially as they were classified as fire-prone 

areas. However, the economic crisis has led to a discontinuation of resources being distributed by 

the government to the concerned ministries and subsequently to municipalities for forest 
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management. By collaborating with local NGOs with specific thematic focus and expertise in FM, 

the project was aligned with two essential needs: income generation and forest management. 

“As for our NGO, our main purpose was the forest sector in Lebanon and fire prevention. 

As for the UNDP, their main objective was to create seasonal jobs and income for the 

vulnerable population. Throughout this project, we both joined our objectives and hired 

those vulnerable individuals in the forestry sector.” (Implementing partner) 

“But we tried in this project, to not only help the individuals but also help the general 

objectives of the partners, Al Shouf Cedars Society or other partners. So we tried to direct 

this project through skilled beneficiaries to target our goals and what we want. The nature 

reserve’s goal is the preservation (of natural resources) and we have accomplished this 

with this project. And their goal of increasing tourism in a sustainable way was also done.” 

(Implementing partner)    

At the design phase, UNDP set a target that at least 30% of project beneficiaries should be females. 

Secondary data analysis showed that most of the direct beneficiaries in PPE project were females. 

According to the final reports submitted by MS, ACA and RE, 83% of project’s workers were 

females. This bias towards the female gender was due to the fact that most of those interested in 

sewing activities were women. This imbalance towards the female gender is not necessarily a 

weakness. On the contrary, it can be considered that since women remain more vulnerable than 

men, especially in rural communities, having a greater weight of the intervention tilted towards 

them is of added value to the community.  

Also, the intervention allowed women to start their own businesses from home. Working from 

home and being next to their children was very important according to the interviewed women 

beneficiaries as it helped them balance their household chores and their job duties further adding 

that it would be very hard for a mother to be working outside and leaving her children. Also, 

working from home would save them the cost of transportation to get to work.   

This has also supported women who desire to work but are not allowed by their husbands to leave 

their home to go to the workplace; they have had the chance to start their business at home and to 

be actively participating in the labor market.  

“Some husbands don’t allow their women to work outside the house, so this soap business 

helped in working from home.” (FGD - Syrian  Females - South - PPE) 

The intervention was also perceived to have increased the women’s confidence and self-worth by 

being a productive member of the household. Becoming self-sufficient was of great significance 

for women.  

“Frankly we felt our worth that we worked and were productive, it is true that we didn’t 

spend on ourselves but we felt our worth and there is income and support.” (FGD - 

Lebanese Females - Akkar - PPE) 
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“First of all, for example, I have two boys and I could afford my eldest son’s education 

through your work, I am proud that I could pay his tuition for a semester.” (FGD – 

Lebanese Females - AKKAR - FM) 

“Its pros are much more than its cons because I used to think that I am sitting at home and 

I’m a person who doesn’t produce anymore. When I started working I realized that I was 

much more than that. I can go work and get my life back 100% even though it was hard 

work” (FGD - Lebanese Females - AKKAR - FM) 

However, participants enrolled in the FM component who had to leave their children at home to 

go to work, suggested providing childcare for working women who would enroll in similar 

programs. 

With the COVID-19 pandemic fading away, the need for PPE has decreased. The sewing skills 

acquired by the beneficiaries were limited to PPE and thus limited their opportunities to invest in 

their sewing skills and be productive again. A wider range of sewing skills would’ve allowed the 

beneficiaries to apply the acquired skills to respond to demands beyond PPEs. 

“As for medium term in regards to the individuals, they learned the basics of sewing but 

the problem was since there was concentrated focus on just PPEs, I feel that this created 

a limitation to the individuals themselves. We weren't able to teach them other sewing skills 

outside PPE production. Of course they learned a lot of skills that include learning to use 

advanced machine, pattern, how to cut and how to use different tools. How to correctly use 

the machines. We were focusing mainly on PPEs so that limited what the individuals can 

learn. If there were more diverse sewing skills I'm sure the impact would have been better 

and longer.” (Implementing partner) 

“We spoke about how with the decrease of COVID-19 cases, there was a decrease of 

interest in face masks and such, so this affected the results of the project itself and how 

relevant it was, since I was only targeting PPE items. The need for it had decreased.” 

(Implementing partner) 

The electricity cuts were a main challenge for the PPE project. While some SMEs had the means 

to resort to solar energy, many beneficiaries had to work during nighttime (when generators were 

on) to make up for the missing production output. Some others, simply shifted to part-time work 

to accommodate the electricity schedule.  

“There was the absence of the electricity needed so that the blenders could work. We 

started working at night when the private community generators were turned on providing 

electricity to the neighborhood.” (CBO) 

This raises the question of whether energy dependent activities were the best type of jobs for a 

context such as Lebanon where communities have little to no access to electricity sources. While 

some SMEs had access to solar energy, this was not the case of most. 

On a separate note, the proposed intervention did cater for the basic needs of marginalized and 

refugee communities as well.  The proportion of non-Lebanese (Syrian and Palestinian) workers 
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was 38% who were subjected to the same kind of vulnerability assessment as their Lebanese 

counterparts.    

The FM project was also designed as an emergency response to help generate short-term 

employment and income to vulnerable communities, but it also had an additional component to it 

which was addressing the wildfires issue that had been widely spreading in the couple of years 

leading up to the intervention. Thus, the project’s starting point was the areas with highly 

vulnerable communities that were most prone to forest fires based on data taken from the ministry 

of agriculture and research centers. Once the selected areas were confirmed, the selection of 

beneficiaries proceeded in a similar manner to the PPE project. Similar to the PPE project, the 

beneficiary data presented in Table 1 validates the main selection criteria for the project. 

The proportion of female beneficiaries in this project was significantly smaller than that of males. 

According to the final reports of AFDC, ACS, LRI and SHEILD the proportion of female workers 

was 40.7%.  

 

Table 1 Beneficiaries’ Negative Coping Mechanisms prior to participating in the project 

Negative coping mechanisms prior to participating in the project 
PPE 
project FM project Total 

Rely on less preferred/less expensive foods.  92% 92% 92% 

Borrow money and take out new loans (have access to credit from 
their neighbors, landlords, local shop owners) 56% 72% 67% 
Spend savings 42% 53% 50% 

Sell properties 3% 9% 7% 
Move to a cheaper renting shelter 14% 25% 22% 
Sell household goods  34% 32% 33% 
Send children (under 18) to work 34% 16% 21% 
Sell livelihood/productive assets  14% 13% 13% 

Send child family member (under 15) to marry  3% 2% 2% 

With Cash for Work projects becoming more frequent in Lebanon, it is essential to ensure 

coordination across implementing agencies to avoid unnecessary duplication of the type of work 

but also to allow maximum coverage of communities in need for such types of intervention. 

Through the KIIs, it was evident that previous interventions aiming at developing the skills of local 

communities were implemented. Also, several partners repeatedly reported the existence of small 

businesses within the community, that were created as a result of previous livelihood projects. 

However, there were none or very few ongoing similar interventions at the time of the project; and 

in some communities, PPE-focused projects were never initiated within the selected communities.  

Implementing partners pointed out to the necessity of coordinating with similar initiatives in the 

community in case they existed.  
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“We had a project in a certain village that had a similar project going on, we coordinated 

with them and the UNDP in order to distribute the areas of implementation, to avoid 

working at the same place.” (Implementing partner)    

 

Effectiveness 

To measure the effectiveness of the two proposed interventions we aimed at assessing: (i) the 

extent to which the proposed interventions contributed to reducing the direct economic downturn 

impact on the targeted vulnerable communities and increase social cohesion. This was done by 

assessing the extent to which CFW was sufficient to cover the beneficiaries’ basic needs. Tables 

1 and 2 display the main interventions’ related outcomes and the beneficiaries’ perception of the 

impact of CFW of the beneficiaries’ welfare.  

The overall perception of the beneficiaries regarding the intervention was positive. The majority 

of respondents reported that the short-term employment activities (97%) as well as the trainings 

(98%) were useful.  

Beneficiaries felt more confident in their skills and ability to find income-generating opportunities 

after their participation in the program. Around 73% reported that the amount received from CFW 

activities was sufficient. 70% said that participating in the project was useful for their jobs and 

73% reported that they feel more capable of finding a job as a result of the capacity-building 

activities. It is worth noting that the answers did not differ between Lebanese and non-Lebanese 

beneficiaries. Only 3% of the respondents reported needing an additional technical or soft skill 

training. 

67% of female beneficiaries reported that the amount received for CFW activities was sufficient, 

as opposed to 56% of males. Although both genders received the same amount of money, more 

men than women perceived the amount to be insufficient. This could be due to the fact that men 

are the main bread winners and therefore are under pressure to earn more and cover all the basic 

needs of their families. Results from FGD showed that most participants affirmed that they learned 

a lot from the training sessions, and they felt ready to open their own businesses. The theoretical 

part of the trainings was very much in use during practice.   

However, some reported that the duration of the program was too short to be able to master the 

skills.  

“I learned a lot. This training gives a person the skills to open a business.” (FGD Lebanese 

Males - Saida - PPE) 

“I worked in sewing for 4 months here, after the program ended. There are still a lot of 

things to learn about sewing, we just learned the basics.” (FGD – Lebanese Males - Saida 

- PPE) 

CFW had a differential positive impact on the beneficiaries’ welfare. While it was evident that 

food security, living conditions, and various financial burdens were the most impacted by cash, 
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other amenities and services such as educational and health services were less affected. Only 58% 

and 38% of respondents reported improved access to healthcare and education respectively.  

These results were expected given the inelasticity of such services that require a longer and more 

sustainable income in order to observe a substantial improvement.  

Findings from FGDs showed that participants thought that they weren’t fairly remunerated; the 

rates per day were very low in light of the multiple crises, as their salaries were further losing their 

monetary value due to the recent hyperinflation. In addition, participants complained about delays 

in payments due to the slowdown of bank transfers further depreciating the value of their 

compensation fees.   

“We made 1,300,000 LBP a month, and it is in Lebanese pounds we’re not paid in USD.” 

(FGD – Lebanese Females - Akkar - PPE ) 

“The end of the program we really didn't benefit from the money we got at all because of 

the exchange rate.” (FGD – Lebanese Males - Hasbaya - FM) 

“The one negative thing about this experience was this 50,000 LBP daily rate. So it's 

basically $3 at the end of the program.” (FGD – Lebanese Males - Hasbaya – FM) 

Nonetheless, participants stated that despite the low wages, they still were in dire need to work to 

be able to sustain the increased family and household needs and they couldn’t refuse any job 

opportunity no matter how low the payment was. Although it was not sufficient to cover all 

expenses, it still was a much-needed cash assistance. 

“Even if it was something minimal, it helped a lot, of course. It still helped. There were 

things that we couldn’t buy at all and we could then buy them once in a while.” (FGD - 

Lebanese Females - Bekaa - FM) 

“Some members wanted to leave [the program] but couldn’t because they were in need to 

work.” (FGD - Lebanese Females - AKKAR - FM) 

As mentioned in the relevance section, the devaluation of the Lebanese currency has severely 

affected the value of the wages forcing some beneficiaries to seek a second job to cover their basic 

expenses. These findings suggest a loss of effectiveness in an intervention which aimed at covering 

the basic needs of the beneficiaries.  

Similar to results pertaining to the PPE project, the overall perception of the beneficiaries of the 

FM project regarding the intervention was positive. The majority of respondents reported that the 

short-term employment activities (94%) as well as the trainings (97%) were useful.  

Beneficiaries felt more confident in their skills and ability to find income-generating opportunities 

after their participation in the program. Only 56% reported that the amount received from CFW 

activities was sufficient, and 80% and 79% respectively reported that participating in the project 

was useful for their jobs and that they felt more capable of finding a job as a result of the capacity-

building. It is worth noting that the answers did not differ between Lebanese and non-Lebanese 

beneficiaries. 
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The results from both interventions showed rather similar trends in responses, given the similarity 

in the intervention and in the basic needs and priorities across all areas. While one project proposes 

production of PPEs and the second proposes intensive forestation activities, both are still 

considered conditional cash assistance/CFW for communities suffering from the same type of 

vulnerabilities.  

 

Table 2 Distribution of intervention-related outcomes 

 

  
PPE 

project 
FM 

project Total 

Short-term employment activities useful 97% 94% 95% 
Trainings provided by UNDP useful  98% 97% 97% 

Amount from Cash for work sufficient to cover basic needs? 73% 56% 60% 

Cash assistance negatively affecting access to basic needs 2% 5% 4% 

Participating in the PPE/ FM project was useful to my job/business 70% 80% 78% 

More capable of finding a job due to the training given by UNDP 73% 79% 77% 
Ability to sustain/grow business with the skill and tools provided 
by UNDP. 69% 83% 79% 

  

Table 3  Impact of CFW on beneficiaries' welfare 

 

Effect of cash assistance 
PPE 

project 
FM 

project Total 

Improved food security 73% 76% 76% 
Improved living conditions 73% 73% 73% 
Improved healthcare 58% 63% 62% 
Improved access to education 38% 48% 45% 

Reduced financial burdens 76% 73% 74% 
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Figure 7: How did you spend the cash you received from the program?  

Social cohesion was mentioned as an added value for both projects. Not only between Syrians and 

Lebanese, but also between generations: elderly connecting with young people and sharing 

experiences and views, also between community members. 

“It is a good thing that we were meeting all together and we had to meet with different 

people, Lebanese and Syrians together. It’s a kind of unity between us. We were so excited 

to work for the project, we were happy all the time.” (FGD- Syrian Females - Akkar - FM) 

“There was an understanding between the old people and the youthful people, and they 

became friends.” (FGD – Lebanese Males - MTL - FM ) 

“We had a good group of people that we got to know. The residents of Hasbaya came 

closer together from this.” (FGD – Lebanese Males - Hasbaya - FM) 

“I came to know other people and we would sit for hours and talk or eat together. We built 

stronger relationships.” (FGD -Lebanese Males - Hasbaya - FM ) 

Nevertheless, Lebanese female participants in Akkar were complaining that most of the 

development projects target Syrian refugees rather than Lebanese.  

Indeed, increased tensions between Lebanese and Syrian refugees were noticeable as some 

participants were complaining that Syrian refugees took away from them the job opportunities as 

they settle for low wages and work for longer hours in comparison to the Lebanese. Therefore, 

employers prefer to hire Syrians. 

These findings were validated by the results from the quantitative survey. Where 9% of 

interviewed beneficiaries, reported witnessing tensions between different nationalities and gender. 
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The FM project has contributed to building the capacity of CBOs who have successfully replicated 

the activities in different areas within their communities and are sharing these skills with other 

CBOs by offering trainings. 

“We are continuing the work in other places. And we are trying to duplicate and achieve 

what was done in other areas.” (Implementing partner) 

“This was one of the project’s objectives to empower CBOs. For example, one CBO in 

Shahtoul, were able to continue and carry on with the work. They are now our 

representatives in that area. Another one was able to establish their own office and held 

out trainings for people in their area.” (Implementing Partner) 

The forestation efforts and the creation of windbreakers were successful. LRI reported that out of 

the 1,300 planted trees seedlings 80% have survived. In their final report, AFDC reported planting 

4,190 Pinus Midea seedlings but did not report the estimated survival rates.  

The factors that affected the survival rate of planted seedlings were: 

- Delays in planting the trees at the right time of year due to COVID-19.  

“As for tree planting, we still need a little more because I believe that because of the 

COVID-19 situations there were a lot of delays in the correct timing of when the trees 

should have been planted. So some of the trees planted died.” (Municipality) 

- Unskilled workers who might not plant the trees properly.   

“Even the plants were also replaced, as you know we don’t have professional handworkers 

and there is a risk that 25% of the trees are not panted successfully. There was a risk to 

lose a high percentage of the trees. Thank God the next year we did a scan for the trees, 

and those which were not successfully planted, and we replaced them.” (Municipality) 

- Lack of fencing (as some claimed that the fencing component of the project was not 

implemented in their municipalities).  

“The project didn’t include any fencing. We planted trees but the output reached was 60% 

of what we planned because some trees faded away.” (Municipality) 

- Breaking through the fence (shepherds would lift the fence for their goats to graze).    

“The expected success rate is 75%. There are many risks […]. Sometimes there are 

accidents, as for example a shepherd who tricks you and enters at night. It happens, 

although we are guarding it, if two goats entered, they might eat 30 trees.” (Municipality) 

- Weather conditions at high altitudes.      

“Because the weather in our area is harsh and causes the death of a lot of trees.” 

(Municipality) 

“We are 1,000 to 1,200 meters high, so areas are at 900 meters high others are at 1,100 

meters.” (Municipality) 
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In the PPE project, the support provided to the CBOs has increased their capacities and 

productivity. The newly acquired skills combined with the provision of equipment have boosted 

the productivity of the CBOs. 

“The program contributed to the expansion and sustainability of my business. I incorporate 

all the new skills I learned.” (CBO) 

The PPE project also had its share of obstacles that affected its effectiveness. Due to COVID-19, 

implementing partners discontinued project activities for a short period, but work resumed with 

prevention measures such as face masks and social distancing. CBOs and implementing partners 

took several steps to continue the work during the imposed lockdown and social distancing: some 

were divided into two groups and organized different work shifts, and others took a permit from 

the Ministry of Health to commute to work during the lockdown. 

“[To respect social distancing], we had to work shifts to get work done. We even had to 

ask the help of individuals who were not part of our team back then.” (CBO) 

“We asked the Ministry of Health to exempt us from the lockdown measures. We did many 

experiments on the face masks to make sure that they comply with the health standards.” 

(CBO) 

Lockdown affected the workflow, and beneficiaries had to work overtime to compensate for the 

missed working hours. 

“Sometimes they would impose total lockdown and that would completely stop our work 

production. What we did in this case was we would work overtime and increase the 

inventories stock to make up for the lost time.” (CBO) 

“The spread of the coronavirus and lockdown adversely affected us. We were suffering 

from curfew while we needed to sew masks for this virus. We wandered like thieves, and 

sometimes had to stay until 12 AM at work” (CBO) 

Work meetings were held online, whenever a lockdown was imposed. 

“The worst part was the lockdown. All the stores were closed. Plus, there were a lot of 

blocked roads. We did our meetings online or through phone.” (CBO) 

One CBO reported an outbreak of COVID-19 among its employees. In the relevance section we 

have detailed how the deteriorating economic, social and financial situation have impacted the 

implementation of the projects’ activities. These obstacles have negatively impacted the relevance 

and the effectiveness of the project alike.  
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Figure 8 Workers’ days planned vs. achieved 

Among the many indicators of effectiveness, the above chart displays the number of workers days 

planned vs. achieved. We can see that all the partners have either met or surpassed their targets. It 

is worth noting that SHEILD exceeded its planned target despite allowing workers to work half 

days, so that they find another job that allows them to earn extra income.   

Efficiency 

To measure the efficiency of the two interventions, InfoPro assessed: (i) the fluidity of the 

intervention (in terms of the changing economic, political, and sanitary conditions) and the 

communication between the various stakeholders, (ii) the level of achievement of project targets, 

and (iii) perceived efficiency of resources used vs. results achieved. 

Both projects encountered circumstances that necessitated amendments to their initial 

implementation plans. These changes are to be expected given the turbulent Lebanese context 

compounded by the various pandemic’s waves. Fuel shortage, electricity cuts and bank closures 

were among the main obstacles that project management had to deal with. The fuel shortage meant 

that some beneficiaries were not able to commute to the project site.  

“At the beginning of the project, people coming from Saida used to pay 5,000 LBP as 

transportation fees, one month later it cost them 50,000 LBP, and after that the 

transportation fees reached 200,000 LBP.” (Implementing partner) 

Certain measures were taken to overcome the hike in high fuel prices. While some measures were 

taken by implementing partners others were taken independently by other stakeholders: 

• Prioritize the selection of beneficiaries who live in close proximity to the project site. 

(Measure taken by project team) 

•  Longer training sessions during sessions to reduce the number of trips needed to 

complete the training cycle. (Measure taken by implementing partners in coordination 

with project team) 
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• Some municipalities secured the transportation for beneficiaries to and from the project 

site by providing a bus. (Measure taken by the municipality) 

• Carpooling among beneficiaries. (Measure taken by beneficiaries)  

Also as mentioned in the relevance section, the electricity cuts affected the PPE project and the 

beneficiaries’ ability to work, and although it was not directly reported, but the cost of generating 

electricity using private generators is very costly compared to state supplied electricity. As a result, 

some of the concerned CBOs and SMEs who could not rely on solar energy or afford to own a 

private generator, resorted to night shifts (the time where private generators were operational). 

Excessive reliance on private generators coupled with a hike of fuel prices resulted in an increase 

in production costs and in prices for some of the SMEs. While considering budget alignments to 

cover the cost of installation of solar panels could’ve been considered, there was no evidence of 

such action or request. Power cuts affected the operation of some implementing partners as well. 

LRI reported having to work at night for almost a month due to power outage during the day.      

The devaluation of the Lebanese currency resulted in underspending for most partners which 

allowed some implementing partners to extend their projects at no cost. Particularly, it allowed 

MS a three-month no-cost extension because they have already reached their targets and were left 

with 4,000 USD of surplus. ACA accounted for underspending by increasing the daily basic 

assistance to 220,000 LBP per day instead of 50,000 LBP per day for every beneficiary. Rural 

Entrepreneurs requested a one-month no-cost extension because the target production was not met. 

Yet, by the end of the no-cost extension, the target production could not be met. Nevertheless, the 

target number of workers and number of worker days have been met. The no-cost extension for 

RE and MS meant that the workers benefitted from a longer employment duration.  

In the FM project and due to the national situation, LRI, AFDC, SHEILD and ACS requested no-

cost extensions. Under-achievement was not a main reported reason for the no-cost extension 

request for LRI and ACS. The no-cost extension for all implementing partners of the FM project 

meant that more workers could be employed unlike the PPE project. This difference is due to the 

fact that the PPE project requires a particular set of skills to be developed prior to employment.        

The deteriorating financial situation and currency devaluation, pushed one of the implementing 

partners to reduce the working shifts (for the same wage) so that the employees could find other 

income generating activities (albeit part-time) to sustain the increasing household expenses. The 

fast devaluating currency, meant that the cash received lost a lot of its value and was merely 

sufficient to cover the most basic needs.  

 

“It was an additional income but it was not enough due to the fluctuation of the exchange 

rate. I believe all individuals that worked with us had to resort to an additional work to 

generate more income. The rate per hour was regularly changing depending on the 

exchange rate. The money that people made from this project was not an income that they 

can solely depend on.” (Implementing partner) 

Interviewed project partners reported that they all had to modify the projects’ timeline to 

accommodate the various interruptions (MS requested three timeline modifications, RE once, 



50 
 

AFDC once, LRI twice, ACS thrice, SHIELD once). All requested timeline modifications were 

approved by UNDP.  

Table 4 summarizes findings related to internal efficiency of partnering organizations. Partners did 

not report any major issues regarding staff turnover except for MS who experienced notable 

turnovers in their field staff twice. Nevertheless, this did not affect their operations. Overstaffing 

was never an issue. On the opposite, RE reported that at certain occasions more researchers were 

needed to complete certain tasks, and occasionally personnel from other projects were mobilized 

to help out.  

Regarding monitoring of projects’ activities, implementing partners sent a monthly report to the 

LHSP team. The reports detailed activities implementation, progress on targets and challenges. 

Figures and numbers were segregated by gender, area and nationality. In addition to the monthly 

report, the project team requested bank statements, attendance sheets, proof of financing, and a 

proof of payment from implementing partners. These deliverables were requested every 6 weeks. 

The project team and partners also set up other monitoring channels. Full time site supervisors 

were recruited and WhatsApp group chats were created in every region to directly report incidents. 

However, it is worth noting that due to COVID-19 restrictions, LHSP staff were home or office-

bound for almost the entire duration of the project and they had to rely heavily on reports from the 

field.     

Table 4  Displays findings from partners’ interviews about efficiency indicators 

  Staff turnover Overstaffing Clear reporting 

chain 

Communication 

issues 

MS Change field team 

twice  

No Reporting system 

set in place 

Between beneficiaries 

and team (mild) 

Between team and 

banks (moderate) 

ACA No No Feedback 

channels and 

mechanisms set in 

place prior to 

project start 

None 

RE Field worker who had 

to be replaced 

No Regular follow-up 

meetings and 

clear reporting 

channels 

Good reporting 

channels with UNDP. 

Some internal team 

frictions (very mild) 
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AFDC Some staff turnovers 

(no exact figures) 

No Line of 

communication, 

reporting period, 

reporting 

frequency, set 

before the 

implementation 

process. 

Excellent direct 

communication with 

supervisors who are in 

direct contact with the 

beneficiaries (even 

during the lockdown). 

“As a team, the 

communication 

between us was always 

effective, even while 

working remotely.” 

LRI No No “Horizontal 

hierarchy in which 

we all report to 

the organization’s 

director whether 

we were 

managers or 

coordinators.”  

"Our team was very 

responsive team 

despite all challenges." 

ACS No "Not at all, if 

anything we relied 

on volunteers and 

partners because 

we were short on 

staff." 

Clear structure 

defined before 

the start of the 

project. 

 "But there was a 

communication plan, 

who to communicate 

with and the role of 

each person. There 

was a lot of flexibility 

and communication 

between us and the 

UNDP". 

Communication on 

daily basis. 

SHEILD No staff turnover No Clear structure 

and reporting 

chain. ToRs ready 

since the kickoff. 

Clear and smooth 

communication 

  

All partners in both projects have overachieved their designated targets despite the contextual 

challenges: COVID-19, shortage of fuel, massive electricity cuts, closure of banks and currency 

devaluation. Through our meetings with implementing partners, InfoPro learned that the 

devaluation of the currency has rendered the operations less costly given that the original funds 

were in US dollars. Therefore, with the same budget, partners were able to ramp up their operations 

by increasing their targets and extending the project’s lifecycle. Part of the overachievement 
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should be credited to the internal efficiency of the organizations, their communication lines and 

reporting channels. As disclosed in the interviews, all partner organizations had a clear reporting 

chain set since the beginning of the project.    

 

Sustainability  

To measure the sustainability of the two proposed interventions we aimed at assessing: (i) the 

extent to which beneficiaries were able to capitalize on the trainings and the experience received 

in order to secure a job, (ii) whether partners considered a complimentary intervention to continue 

previous efforts and (iii) whether there were any efforts on the institutional level to strengthen 

systems and build capacities that would preserve achieved outputs and sustain efforts?  

Follow-up activities were minimal in a sense that most partners did not remain in close contact 

with their beneficiaries after they completed the endline economic survey. According to the results 

of the survey with beneficiaries, only 5% (3% from PPE project and 6% from FM project) of 

respondents reported finding a job within 3 months of project end. These figures reflect the 

challenges in finding a job in the current situation.  

Nevertheless, these results should be interpreted carefully. The inability to find a job should not 

be attributed to the type, and duration of the intervention/training itself, but rather to the very 

difficult economic situation the country is facing and the rural areas in particular. There is no 

guarantee that more beneficiaries would have secured a job had the duration of the intervention 

been longer.  Actions undertaken by partner organizations to ensure sustainability are summarized 

in the below table. As it can be seen, most of the partners have either secured or are actively trying 

to secure funds to complement the interventions. When it comes to handover and exit plans, it was 

evident that none of the partners had a pre-elaborated handover plan. These findings were to be 

expected given the emergency nature of the proposed projects. 

From the beneficiaries’ perspective, participants in one FGD questioned the sustainability of the 

program. They complained about the program being for a very short period of time.     

“When the project was done everything stopped. There is no continuity. We need to find a 

long-term project for the people to continue working and benefiting. So, we need a program 

that would last longer.” (FGD – Lebanese Males - Hasbaya - FM ) 

Participants enrolled in FM project expressed their concerns that forestry work cannot be 

discontinued, and the trails should always be maintained. Therefore, they emphasized the need for 

longer term projects.    

“It's not about whose fault it is. It's about us maintaining the hard work we put in these 

areas. Like we cleaned and cleared these trees but after two years, they will go back to 

how they used to be. We need continuity, not just a one-time program that we did and forgot 

about.” (FGD – Lebanese Males - Hasbaya - FM ) 

On a different note, participants affirmed that they acquired new skills but there are no job 

opportunities to put those skills into use.  
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Moreover, some comments were mentioned about the inability to buy the materials needed to 

work, like a sewing machine or ingredients for soap production.  

“Regarding sewing, some people ask us to sew them something, but we have no machine 

at home.” (FGD – Syrian Females - South - PPE) 

“I got a soap order from someone, but the oils and other ingredients are expensive, so I 

couldn’t get them.” (FGD -Syrian Females - South - PPE) 

Power cuts and high prices inflicted by the owners of generators were also affecting the 

sustainability of the program. Participants were unable to afford the high generators bills and 

sustain their work.   

“There was electricity cutoffs, the power generators were also off, all the sewing machines 

work on electricity, and the products needed ironing, we were not able to iron them. Also 

from the income we made we had to pay for the generator for consuming electricity for 

ironing. The sewing machines needed electricity and the ironing needed electricity.” 

(FGD- Lebanese- Females - Akkar - PPE - Lebanese) 

Cash for work activities necessitate steady stream of funding and by nature are not meant as 

sustainable interventions. However, the capacity building and training components of these 

projects had a positive impact (and potentially a sustainable one) on the beneficiaries. In fact, 77% 

of the beneficiaries (73% from PPE project and 79% from FM project) reported being more 

capable of finding a job due to the training given by UNDP; and 79% (69% PPE project and 83% 

FM project) reported being able to sustain or grow their business with the skills provided by 

UNDP’s intervention. 

The CBOs and SMEs being also beneficiaries of the project, have seen their capacities increasing 

and some stated that the acquired sewing skills is likely to be applied to products other than PPE. 

Nevertheless, there was an overall consensus that the focus on PPE production has affected the 

sustainability of this activity as demand for PPE is likely to drop. Expanding the skills beyond PPE 

production would have been more beneficial for CBOs and individual beneficiaries. 

“It gave us the opportunity to get into products not limited with just the face mask but the 

PPE as a whole. The productivity and quality has increased in comparison to what we used 

to do before the training program.” (CBO) 

The equipment that has been provided to the CBOs has improved the production capacity of its 

recipients. Granted that these machines are well-maintained, the increase in productive assets is 

likely to improve the overall operations, thus ensuring longer employment opportunities for the 

employees.  

“There are two machines, and they are remaining, and the benefit to the employees is gone, 

but the machines are still there.” (CBO) 

“We started to use the new machine in all the production.” (CBO) 
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 “The project provided a big percentage of the price of the machine that would have taken 

us a few months to secure.” (CBO) 

“Since we had the tools and equipment, we could start producing our own products. So we 

entered the market.” (CBO) 

Covering the salaries of the employees for 2 months have enabled one of the CBOs to use the 

saved money to increase their supplies and buy new equipment for their business. 

“So, when the program covered our employees’ salaries for 2 months we were able to buy 

more supplies and machine. Plus, the machine provided by the project is helpful in making 

production easier and faster.” (CBO) 

In the FM project, municipalities were provided with equipment for forestry management, 

composting and irrigation that would be used every year to help preserve and protect the forests in 

the targeted communities.  

“All the equipment that we bought, they were all donated to the municipalities to continue 

working with it. In addition, we equipped a lot of the towns with composting machines and 

other machinery. They can distribute the coal or the compost to the villagers and at the 

same time they can sell to external people or those of the village, for a certain value that 

will help them next year clean the forests and protect them from fires. And it becomes a 

cycle and sustainable.” (LHSP team) 

Although we did not collect specific data on employment levels within the CBOs, however, results 

from KIIs point towards an increase in production and operations. The support provided by the 

project pushed forward the CBOs through developing their capacities and increasing their business 

sustainability. On the one hand, new skills were acquired; on the other, the equipment provided 

increased their efficiency and productivity.  

“The program contributed to the expansion and sustainability of my business. I incorporate 

all the new skills I learned.” (CBO) 

“Any kind of support that you receive helps you to be more productive and leads to the 

continuation of your organization.” (CBO) 

“The project let us benefit from more time because the new blender provider take less time 

than the old one to produce the products plus it makes more quantity.” (CBO) 

Additionally, the equipment provided to the most productive beneficiaries to use in their 

households provided the opportunity of initiation of local shops.  

“When it comes to the long term, the best performing got machines to use at home. There 

is an important point where we created two local working shops in two different regions.” 

Nonetheless, some CBOs believed that although they developed new skills, yet this alone will not 

enable them to enter the labor market without an increase in demand for such products.  
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“I believe that this opens a new door for people to be able to create their own jobs, but I 

can't say for sure if they are or aren't able to find work opportunities.” (CBO) 

“To be realistic, although they are helping young guys improve their skills, the main 

problem is the current economic situation in Lebanon. For example, we have olive oil, but 

we are unable to sell them out.” (CBO) 

The FM project has also had its share of capacity-building of the CBOs, in their bid to increase 

forestry-related awareness and sustainable economic opportunities. Capacity-building sessions 

covered the following topics: NGO laws and regulations, NGO policies and procedures, logframe 

and stakeholders analysis, SDGs, strategic communication of the NGOs, project proposal writing, 

strategic problem solving and crisis management, effective communication, digital marketing and 

social media, time management, customer relationship management, eco-tourism, sanitation and 

health in food service, pricing strategies, modern techniques for the production of forest seedlings, 

fire management, sustainable forest management, building a compost unit, wood crafting, building 

wooden birds’ nests and collection of wild herbs.  

Finally, regarding efforts done on the institutional level to strengthen systems and build capacities, 

despite being modest they would still be considered as a positive point given that the projects’ 

objectives did not include any component related to strengthening systems at the institutional level. 

These “modest” achievements came as a result of the close and continuous collaboration between 

the project actors and the communities (municipalities, CBOs and beneficiaries).  

Table 5 findings related to action undertaken by implementing partners to ensure project’s sustainability 

Implementing Partner Complementary 

intervention to sustain 

previous efforts 

Handover- Exit plan Efforts on the 

institutional level to 

strengthen systems and 

build capacities  

MS Referrals of beneficiaries 

to livelihood activities 

No No 

ACA None No No 

RE Funded to implement a 

comprehensive sewing 

training and to install 

solar panels for both 

workshops. 

The workshop that was 

created was handed over 

to the municipality and 

another women led NGO 

for co-managing. 

No 

AFDC Plans to expand to new 

areas, but no funding 

identified at the time of 

the interview 

"CBOs were responsible 

for the governance and 

the maintenance of the 

project output. We always 

make a handover to the 

municipalities, since the 

No 
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target of the UNDP is for 

the municipality to keep 

the maintenance of 

work." 

LRI Planning for a follow up 

intervention. Organization 

has already Leveraged 

fund for the next phase. 

"The CBOs should 

continue and handle the 

maintenance process. 

This was one of the 

project’s objectives to 

empower CBOs. For 

example, one CBO in 

Shahtoul was able to 

continue and carry on 

with the work. They are 

now our representatives 

in that area." 

No 

ACS Steady stream of funds 

from multiple donors. The 

scope of ACS covers 22 

villages surrounding the 

reserve. Reforestation 

activities will continue 

through a new project 

funded by UNDP. 

No structured and explicit 

plan. Handover to the 

Shouf Cedars Association 

No 

SHEILD No new proposed 

interventions 

No structured handover 

plan. Documents handed 

over to the municipality. 

Several capacity-building 

workshops were 

performed with the 

municipalities and CBOs. 

Topics included marketing 

and management among 

others. 

 

Cross-cutting issues 

As part of its design and implementation, the evaluation exercise considered 2 main cross cutting 

issues: Gender and vulnerability. While vulnerability was not explicitly defined since all the 

projects’ beneficiaries belonged to a vulnerable group of the population, we considered non-

Lebanese beneficiaries (mostly Syrian refugees) to be the most vulnerable group of beneficiaries. 

Gender 
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As detailed in the results section, the female gender was adequately represented in both projects, 

with a higher prevalence of women in the PPE project compared to the FM project. Before the 

intervention, more women than men struggled to provide food for their families (83% vs. 80%), 

pay rent (60% vs. 47%), enroll their children in school (47% vs. 38%), and get medications for 

their families (80% vs. 65%). These figures indicate that women could be more vulnerable than 

men within the targeted communities. The overwhelming majority of women interviewed (97%) 

thought that the short-term employments were useful and 98% said the trainings were helpful. A 

higher proportion of women than men considered the cash provided by UNDP as enough to cover 

their basic needs (67% vs. 56%). This difference in favor of women could be because they feel 

they have less responsibility in securing the families' basic needs than men. 10% of women 

reported that the job location was challenging. This is especially true for women who might need 

to commute alone most of the time using public transportation and be away from their kids. Indeed, 

women found it more challenging being away from their kids without support from their husbands. 

Overall, 76% of women believe that they are more capable of finding a job due to the trainings 

provided by UNDP. This positive perception is indicative of a successful inclusive intervention.  

We could not gather evidence to support or refute the hypothesis that the project was gender 

mainstreamed. However, it was evident that in terms of beneficiaries count, women were fairly 

represented in both projects. 

Vulnerability/nationality 

On average, 38% of the projects' beneficiaries were non-Lebanese. The median monthly income 

for a refugee beneficiary was between 500,000 LBP and 700,000 LBP, which is equal to the 

median income of a Lebanese beneficiary. Around 76% of Syrian beneficiaries reported gaps in 

their technical skills compared to only 62% of the Lebanese. 98% of Syrian respondents reported 

feeling safe and welcomed to their training activities and working sites. This indicator is of 

significant importance as it indicates the high accessibility of this specific subset of beneficiaries 

into the program. 61% reported that the cash for work was sufficient to cover their basic needs. 

While these figures could be considered to be on the low side, the results are the same for Lebanese 

beneficiaries. 12% reported witnessing tension with Lebanese beneficiaries. Results from FGD 

highlighted positive social cohesion between Lebanese and Syrian beneficiaries. Still, they also 

highlighted some tension related to employment opportunities because Syrian workers settle for a 

lower wage than Lebanese, thus biasing the demand for labor in favor of Syrian workers. In the 

Appendix E, we have included a fully stratified (by nationality) quantitative analysis. 
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Conclusion  

Several conclusions have been reached after collecting and analyzing the evaluation data for both 

projects: 

There was substantial evidence that the targeted beneficiaries of the project belonged to a 

vulnerable group who have been resorting to severe negative coping mechanisms in order to ensure 

their survival. The majority of the respondents in PPE project were females, while the majority of 

the beneficiaries in FM project were males. Combined, both projects have an almost equal 

proportion of males and females. Around 38% of the projects’ beneficiaries were non-Lebanese 

(Syrians and Palestinians). These figures constitute robust evidence that the projects’ have indeed 

targeted vulnerable individuals and marginalized groups across genders and nationalities.  

The fast devaluation of the Lebanese currency severely reduced the value of the income received 

from the CFW activities towards the end of the project. By the end of the projects, many 

beneficiaries had to find a second job in order to cover their basic needs. These findings suggest 

that towards the end of the project, the cash assistance came short to covering the basic needs.  

Initially the intervention responded to the urgent PPE needs at the time, but the regression of the 

COVID-19 pandemic has impacted the demand for PPE and subsequently the beneficiaries found 

it more difficult to put their acquired skills into the job market. By focusing only on sewing skills 

needed for PPE, the project has lost some of its relevance. The frequent electricity cuts and the 

increased cost of producing electric energy meant that CBOs and beneficiaries had to limit their 

production time. Thus, despite the economic relevance of CFW, the regression of the COVID-

19 pandemic and increased cost of producing electricity have decreased the relevance of the 

PPE project towards the end of its cycle. The FM project remained highly relevant because 

in addition to its CFW component, it responded to several environmental and eco-touristic 

needs with forest management of fire prone areas being the most pressing one.   

The Lebanese context compounded with the COVID-19 pandemic could be considered as a very 

challenging environment for emergency relief or development activities. The economic collapse 

meant that unemployment rates were increasing sharply, thus increasing the demand for CFW or 

any conditional or unconditional cash assistance. The currency devaluation meant that people were 

losing a lot of their purchasing power, but at the same time rendered the operations cheaper since 

the original funds were in foreign currency. Fuel shortages and roadblocks meant that people could 

not commute to work nor to any other activity. Even if they made it to the workplace, major power 

outages led to internet malfunctions and absence of electricity to charge or power any equipment. 

The severe electricity cuts pushed CBOs and beneficiaries to resort to costly production of 

electricity using private generators. On the other hand, bank closures and delays in receiving 

payments by beneficiaries meant that beneficiaries got very demotivated, which affected their 

attendance in some cases. The COVID-19 pandemic led to repetitive lockdowns, therefore 

restricting people’s mobility, but even worse it seriously threatened people’s health and their 

productivity. These challenging circumstances have seriously challenged the efficiency of the 

projects and their staff. As a result, some partners experienced staff turnover and project timelines 
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had to be modified on several occasions. With cheaper operations due to the currency devaluation, 

partner organizations managed to extend their projects’ timeline without incurring any additional 

cost, but more importantly it allowed them to reach a larger number of beneficiaries, simply 

because part of the costs were being covered in Lebanese pounds.  

Given the prevalent circumstances during project implementation and the evidence provided, it 

can be deduced that the project activities were carried out with a satisfactory level of 

efficiency.  

The intervention's main objective was to reduce the direct economic downturn within these 

vulnerable communities. The CFW activities were perceived to have a positive impact. The 

overwhelming majority (97%) of the beneficiaries did find the training useful and cash assistance 

beneficial. However, individual beneficiaries perceived the extent of this assistance as 

insufficient given the harshness of the living conditions. Only 5% of the sampled beneficiaries 

could secure a job within the three months following the project. Cash assistance helped improve 

food security and living conditions and alleviate financial burdens (such as debt) to a certain 

extent, but they fell short of improving other vital services such as education and healthcare. 

More extended and sustainable employment would be needed to improve health and education. 

Capacity building, training, and additional equipment meant that SMEs and CBOs could increase 

their productivity. CBOs, municipalities, and partnering organizations have seen their capacity 

increase. However, the deteriorating social and economic conditions (fuel shortage, bank closure, 

currency devaluation, and electricity cuts) and the COVID-19 pandemic have slowed down the 

activities of the projects. However, almost all implementing partners have met their set targets. 

Based on the results above, the short-term effectiveness of the intervention was satisfactory, 

while the long-term impact did come short. 

 

The level of sustainability of the project differed depending on the indicator and project. 

Quantitative and qualitative evidence from the PPE project showed that interviewed individual 

beneficiaries could not easily capitalize on the gains made during the project, with very few 

securing a job despite finding the trainings to be very useful. Others did not have enough fuel or 

electricity to operate the machinery and continue production. Nevertheless, those same 

beneficiaries reported that the skills they gained will allow them to sustain or grow their businesses. 

Which means that with the proper enabling environment, these beneficiaries would most likely be 

able to secure a job or perhaps start their own micro enterprise.  

CBOs and municipalities being also beneficiaries of the project, have seen their capacities 

increased (through the trainings that were provided and the equipment and machineries too). 

Nevertheless, there was an overall consensus that the focus on PPE production has affected the 

sustainability of this activity as demand for PPE is likely to drop. Despite the absence of 

quantitative data, KII pointed towards an increase in production and operations. Expanding the 

skills beyond PPE production would have been more beneficial for CBOs and individual 

beneficiaries.  

The individual beneficiaries from the FM project reported similar challenges in finding a job. 

However, municipalities and local CBOs have received substantial capacity building on different 

levels; in addition to machinery and equipment to support them in their forestry operations and 
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trails for the foreseeable future (on a condition that the machinery and equipment are regularly and 

adequately maintained).       
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Recommendations  

A number of key recommendations are presented in the below section. The list below is not 

comprehensive nor exhaustive, but instead focuses on recommendations that are practical and 

feasible within the context in Lebanon. 

From a MEAL perspective, it is recommended that projects have a logframe, with a clear set 

of indicators and an indicator tracking table. The absence of outcomes and outputs with their 

respective indicators meant that a part of the project effectiveness could not be captured.  

Implementing role: Monitoring and evaluation department  

From a programmatic perspective: 

- The need for emergency CFW projects is still persistent. We recommend upscaling CFW 

projects into other Lebanese regions (urban and rural) and sectors independent from 

electrical power. We recommend sectors that married and single women, such as cooking, 

embroideries, and house cleaning, could better accommodate.  

Implementing role: LHSP team, implementing partners and municipalities. 

-It is recommended that future livelihood activities which combine Lebanese and Syrian 

refugees to put more emphasis on the peace building component and to have an explicit objective 

addressing and working on social cohesion. Competition over limited resources will always create 

tensions. A way to mitigate this scenario is to build different capacities in both communities so 

that they become complementary rather than competitive. 

Implementing role: LHSP team, implementing partners and municipalities. 

-Focus on activities that exploit alternative energy sources such as solar panels. Electricity 

cuts due to fuel shortage were reported as the main threat to the sustainability of the projects’ 

activities. It is therefore recommended that future similar livelihood projects include a component 

which partially covers the energy requirement through alternative energy sources (such as the 

installation of solar panels or windmills). 

Implementing roles: LHSP team and implementing partners. 

- Having women heavily participate in the activities was a major key of success for PPE project. 

In order to further boost the participation of women in activities, it is recommended to provide 

childcare in locations adjacent to the activity. 

Implementing roles: Implementing partners and CBOs. 

- From a budget perspective, it is recommended that all cash assistance be budgeted and 

distributed in US dollars to account for the constant devaluation of the Lebanese Lira. Had the 

assistance been budgeted and distributed in its original dollar’s value, the wages of the 

beneficiaries would have kept their original value. As a result, the intervention would have 

remained much more effective and relevant. 
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Implementing roles: LHSP team and the Finance department. 

- It is recommended that future partners have a well-communicated exit strategy (with 

municipalities and beneficiaries) that includes complete handover of projects’ equipment, contacts 

and document.   

-Conduct mid-term review of the program to ensure that the intervention remains relevant and 

effective. 

Implementing roles: external evaluators. 
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Lessons Learned 

1. The cultural and social changes within the host communities reflected a positive attitude vis-à-

vis the refugees' community. We could also note higher tolerance towards Syrian refugees. An 

improvement that future interventions should capitalize on. 

2. Designing gender-streamlined projects and activities would further boost women's positive 

momentum and participation in the labor force. Gender equality and empowerment of women and 

girls is a sustainable development goal and part of the core priorities of the United Nations 

Framework for Lebanon.    

3. An integrated capacity development on the institutional level (municipalities) in parallel to the 

capacity building of local communities and civil societies will improve the ownership and 

sustainability of the project. 

4. Energy-dependent projects are likely to face many obstacles at the implementation level. 

Focusing and scaling up non-energy dependent projects such as eco-tourism and agricultural 

projects would have higher impacts. 
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Appendix A – InfoPro Protocols and Ethical 

Standards  

Data Collection Ethical Standards 

InfoPro data collection teams will follow InfoPro protocols and ethical standards when conducting 

surveys, key informant interviews, or focus group discussions: 

At the start of each interview or focus group discussion, data collectors will read a standard informed 

consent and confidentiality statement explaining that the client is collecting information to gain a 

thorough understanding of the different research questions. 

All information will remain private and confidential. Only team members will have access to information. 

• No names will be used when reporting the findings. 

• Participation is voluntary. There is no penalty for declining to participate. Respondents may 

decline to answer specific questions or participate in an activity, and they may end their 

participation at any point without penalty. 

• Participants will not benefit from any assistance upon their participation.  

• Data collectors will ask participants for oral/ or written consent to participate and permission 

to audio-record the conversations. 

• No photos will be taken during the interviews.  

• Focus group moderators and assistants will dress in a way that is similar and culturally 

acceptable to the profile of the respondents that will be attending the focus groups and they 

will avoid wearing fancy clothing or expensive accessories that might make them stand out 

from the rest of the participants and as a result, inhibit the participant’s interaction. 

• Data collectors will act in accordance with UNDP's Code of Conduct and Child Safeguarding 

Policy, in particular when dealing with participants the data collectors will never: 

o Hit, physically assault, or physically abuse children or threaten to do so 

o Exchange personal contact information or ask for children’s personal information 

o Use language, make suggestions, or offer advice to children who are inappropriate, 

offensive, or abusive. 

o Discriminate against, show unfair preferential or differential treatment towards 

children to the exclusion of others. 

o Act in ways that shame, humiliate, belittle or degrade children, or otherwise perpetrate 

any form of emotional abuse. 

o Expose the children to inappropriate images, films, music, and websites including 

mature content, indecent images (pornography), and violence. 

o Develop relationships with children who could in any way be deemed exploitative or 

abusive.  

o Condone or participate in the behavior of children which is unsafe or illegal misuse or 

be careless with personal data about individual children or adult beneficiaries 

 

This is not an exhaustive or exclusive list. The enumerators must, at all times, avoid actions that 

could be construed to constitute poor practice or potentially abusive behavior. 
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Data Management Strategy 

Data Storage 

• InfoPro moderator’s assistants will keep any handwritten notes and recordings in their 

possession until they pass these recordings and notes onto the InfoPro transcribing team. 

• Upon completion of data collection, InfoPro data collection teams will provide all raw data to 

InfoPro’s Project Manager. 

• InfoPro’s Project Manager will securely store and back up all data on a password-secured 

computer. 

• Upon completion of the study and the approval of the final report, InfoPro’s Project Manager 

will ensure the permanent removal of the data from all InfoPro computers, tablets, cloud-based 

servers, or external hard drives. 

Data Compilation and Reporting 

• InfoPro will compile all the data from the quantitative and qualitative surveys and analyze 

them (excluding subjects’ identities, i.e. names of respondents). 

• Qualitative data will be transcribed and analyzed, per session, in the participants’ language, 

retaining their phrases, and grammatical use. 

• Quantitative data will be processed, validated, and analyzed using SPSS and various tables will 

be produced so to fulfill the objectives of the study. 

• A preliminary report in English will be submitted to UNDP for comments and validation before 

the submission of the final report. 
After submission of the final report, InfoPro will prepare a PowerPoint presentation that includes a 

summary of the finding. 

Risk Mitigation 

• Sensitive topics are likely to arise during the quantitative or qualitative data collection, which 

may cause participants discomforts, such as embarrassment or emotional distress. To minimize 

potential risks, the data collection team will take precautionary steps to create a safe space for 

sharing perspectives and experience: 

• Efforts will be made to conduct surveys, interviews, and group discussions away from 

eavesdroppers and in locations that assure privacy, or are comfortable for respondents if not 

fully private. 

• InfoPro data collectors will reiterate that conversations will remain confidential and remind all 

participants to be respectful and maintain privacy as well. 

• InfoPro data collectors will refrain from indicating personal characteristics of individual 

respondents that played a part in their selection (e.g. refugee status, religion, people with 

illness, mental health issues, HIV/AIDS, economically or educationally disadvantaged 

children in orphanages or juvenile justice systems, pregnant women, minority groups, hard 

familial circumstances, social pressure, etc.) 

If a participant appears emotionally distressed or indicates that they may be at risk, the InfoPro 

data collection team will be responsible for offering to connect them to the appropriate referral 

service, if possible. Such cases will be referred to UNDP. 
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All InfoPro staff and representatives are required to report any suspected or actual case of abuse, 

neglect or violence. The reporting procedure requires that InfoPro’s focal point be informed of 

such an incident within a maximum of 24 hours. The mission of the focal point will be report cases 

of abuse to InfoPro’s Team Leader will then contact UNDP and relay the required details. 

 

InfoPro data collectors will refrain from discussing the content of surveys, interviews, and focus 

group discussions among themselves except when they are in private settings. 

During data collection, there is always the potential that discussions may touch upon sensitive 

subjects. Certain questions or discussions may prompt individuals to recollect or disclose difficult 

experiences related to violence or any form of injustice or abuse. As such, InfoPro data collectors 

are prepared to handle such situations and maintain strict confidentiality.  

The following checklist and procedures will be followed to ensure that difficult situations are 

handled appropriately by InfoPro data collectors2: 

• Pose all questions in a supportive and non-judgmental way. 

• Allow distressed individuals time to collect him/her. 

• If the impact of a discussion is too harmful to a participant, end the survey, interview, or 

FGD. 

• End all surveys, interviews, and FGDs on a positive note, reminding participants that the 

information they shared is important and will be used to help others. 

Considerations for Key Informant Interviews and Focus Groups Data Collection Teams 

Conducting interviews and facilitating focus groups can be tremendously rewarding experiences. As 

researchers, we are lucky to be able to spend time with people and listen to their stories. 

Conducting effective interviews and focus groups can be also difficult and the task should not be taken 

lightly. The job of the researcher is to obtain the information needed for evaluation informally and 

conversationally. The trick to effective interviews and focus groups is to be able to put participants at 

ease. If the participant feels comfortable, there is a better chance of obtaining rich information. 

Tips and Tricks: 

Before starting an interview or focus group, it is important to consider the following points: 

The quality of data will be directly dependent on your understanding of the data collection protocols and 

strategy 

• The participant’s time is valuable; make the best use of it 

• Help preserve the research tool by treading lightly, which means only asking what is 

needed of the participant, being highly respectful, and making sure the participant is having 

a positive experience when participating in your study 

• Get focused before you go: Turn off your phone, do not answer any email, and spend a 

minute focusing on why this interview is important 

 
2 Data collectors who do not follow these guidelines will be immediately dismissed from their work on the study. 
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Aside from having a high-quality data collection protocol, the next most important thing is the manner of 

the researcher. Consider the following tips: 

• Build Rapport: The researcher needs to create a personal connection with research 

participants so they are comfortable during data collection 

• Remain Neutral: A research setting is not the time to debate issues if the participant says 

things that will shock, anger, disappoint, or annoy you. Demonstrate some emotions to sad 

stories, be empathetic but remain neutral 

• Listen Intently: Active listening is a difficult task. Take notes during the interview, 

mentally summarize the stories the participant is telling you, and look directly at the 

participant 

It is very important that the interview or focus group end on time, or as close as possible, even if the 

researcher doesn’t get to all the questions he/she wanted to ask 

It is also very important to capture as much information as possible during the interview or focus group. 

Therefore, try to record the interview only when participants give you permission to it, take notes, and 

take time after the interview or focus group to expand on your notes and write down thoughts about the 

data collection. 
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Appendix  B – COVID-19 Mitigation Measures 

 

Risks Mitigation 

Risk of 

Transmission 

Among 

Employees 

InfoPro will utilize the ‘Front-liners awareness and Corona Virus’ presentation 

which contains all pertinent information on how to prevent the transmission of the 

virus. The presentation will be shared during the training sessions. InfoPro will 

maintain a healthy work environment by following the below steps as highlighted 

by the WHO and the CDC: 

•Open the windows to increase ventilation rates  

•Provide tissues and no-touch disposal receptacles.  

•Provide soap and water in the workplace.  

•Provide facemasks in the workplace.  

•Provide alcohol-based hand sanitizer that is at least 60% alcohol at every desk and 

in multiple locations to encourage hand hygiene.  

•Ensure that adequate supplies are maintained. 

•Place posters that encourage hand hygiene  

•Discourage handshaking – encourage the use of other noncontact methods of 

greeting.  

•Practice social distancing by increasing physical space between 

employees/enumerators. There will be a minimum of two meters between two 

adjacent desks (for remote data collection) or two meters between the interviewer 

and the interviewee in case of face-to-face interviews. Non-essential employees will 

work remotely and only go to the office when necessary.  

•Create habits and reminders to avoid touching their faces, cover coughs, and 

sneeze.  

•Inform employees and enumerators to stay home if they are feeling sick or they 

have a sick family member in their home. 

 •Employees or enumerators who appear to have symptoms (i.e., fever, cough, or 

shortness of breath) upon arrival at work or who become sick during the day should 

immediately be separated from other employees and sent home.   

•If an employee/enumerator is confirmed to have COVID-19 infection, employers 

should inform fellow employees/enumerator of their possible exposure to COVID-

19 in the workplace. The fellow employees should then self-monitor for symptoms 

(i.e., fever, cough, or shortness of breath). 

Perform routine environmental cleaning: 

• Routinely clean all frequently touched surfaces in the workplace, such as 

workstations, keyboards, telephones, handrails, and doorknobs 
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• Discourage enumerators from using other enumerators’ phones, desks, 

offices, or other work tools and equipment, when possible. If necessary, 

clean and disinfect them before and after use 

• Ensure that commonly used surfaces (for example tablets, doorknobs, 

keyboards, desks, other work tools and equipment) can be wiped down by 

enumerators before each use. 

Risk of 

Transmission 

Among 

Respondents 

• Since data collection for the FGDs will be conducted in-person, all team 

members and participants will have to sit at a minimum distance of 1.5 

meters. Team members will have to wear gloves, masks, and have hand 

sanitizer available. InfoPro will provide additional gloves and masks (if 

required). 
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Appendix C – Quality Control Process 

1. Automated control using ODK Collect software  

 

InfoPro is using ODK collect as its primary data collection tool on computers (CATI), tablets, and 

smartphones. ODK Collect has several features that can help validate and control the data entered 

by the enumerators. ODK Collect can establish a logical relationship among variables and provide 

messages on the spot when an enumerator/data collector inputs data. It also controls skip patterns, 

missing data, redundant entry, & a defined set of outliers. ODK Collect also supports a wide range 

of dynamic form behaviour. It can check for appropriate answer length and format, and carry out 

automatic logical skips. Besides, ODK Collect can also validate or restrict response values based 

on pre-defined criteria that help to identify possible data falsification and data entry mistakes. 

ODK Collect can also automatically filter responses of questions based on the responses of other 

questions, it uses invisible variables for calculation and validity when necessary and it supports 

answers  ’rotation.  

2. On-going assessments  

 

• During the study, the Team Leader will remain in contact with the team. Weekly progress 

reports will be provided. If major difficulties are reported, the Team Leader will intervene 

immediately and take remedial action in agreement with the various actors involved.  

• During data collection, the Project Manager will coordinate with the supervisor to debrief and 

broadcast information when necessary. The Project Manager will also perform spot checks on 

the enumerators during data collection 

• During data collection, the supervisor will ensure that the enumerators are following the right 

procedures for administering the questionnaires (following the data collection protocols and 

ethical standards). The supervisor will (live) observe 10% of the filled questionnaires by the 

enumerators (total of 45). The supervisor will not interfere or interrupt the enumerator while 

administering the questionnaire. In the end and after ending the call/interview, the supervisor 

can provide his feedback to the enumerator.  

3. Post-quality control in the office 

 

The internal quality control process will start as soon as the survey is uploaded to the server by the 

enumerators. The collected data will be controlled for errors by following the below process: 

• Back-checking: InfoPro research assistants will contact the interviewee to double-check 

certain pivotal information in the completed questionnaires using the back-check form 

developed by InfoPro. InfoPro recommends complete back-checking for all questionnaires for 

the first couple of days of data collection and then will back-check 10% of all questionnaires 

over the phone for the remaining duration of the study. This task will be supervised daily by 

the Quality Control Manager. 

• Coding: As part of the data collection, InfoPro will continuously check, clean, and code any 

open questions (if they are available). InfoPro will translate text responses for any “other, 

specify” responses as applicable, plus an indication of whether that response belongs in a pre-

coded category instead of in the “other” category. 
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• The Quality Control Manager will execute frequency distributions of all the variables in the 

data file and the possible values they can take by exporting the data to SPSS. This will allow 

the Quality Control Manager to check the data again for inappropriate entries and to note the 

number of missing values in the data. In case, the data error rates are large, the data collection 

process should be stopped and the enumerators need to be briefed and trained again before 

restarting the data collection process. The Quality Control Manager will also check for 

duplicate entries by comparing the names and phone numbers of the interviewees. The Quality 

Control Manager will also check daily the data for patterns by interviewer ID and potential 

contradictions in the responses and in case of any abnormalities, he will notify the supervisor 

and the enumerator will be stopped from continuing the data collection. 

• Also, the Quality Control Manager may examine the internal consistency of the data collected 

on an on-going basis. Consistency checks will be run again for the entire data set to determine 

the number of records for which inconsistencies remain.  
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Appendix D – Research Instruments 

FGD Guide with beneficiaries (PPE) 

 

Hello. My name is ___________________. I am working with InfoPro, which was contracted by 

UNDP to conduct an appraisal of the project Non-health Covid Response to Covid 19 Impact 

Analysis. The appraisal aims to identify the areas of successes and barriers and to inform future 

program activities.  You have been selected to participate in this evaluation as a stakeholder to the 

project. This interview is confidential. All information shared will be used only for the purposes 

of the appraisal and no statements will be attributed to you personally. You may decline to answer 

any of the questions I am going to ask, and you can stop this interview at any time you want.  
 

PERSONAL INFORMATION 

1. Please introduce yourself. 

a) What is your name?  

b) Age. 

c) Nationality. 

d) Current occupation. 

e) Gender (Through Observation) 

f) Number of people in your household 

g) Are you the head of household (main breadwinner)? 

2. Please tell me more about your current work. 

3. Did you have any previous sewing experience? 

PROGRAM RELEVANCE/COHERENCE 

4. Did you know of similar assistance programs/interventions by other UN agencies/NGOs/CSOs 

in the area? 

5. If yes, what was the intervention? was there a difference in payments and payment modality? 

Why did you choose UNDP assistance instead? Etc. 

6. What was your employment status prior to participating in the program? 

• Employed 

• Unemployed and seeking employment 

• Unemployed but not actively looking for work 

• Retired 

• Student 

a) Was your income adequate?  

b) Was it sufficient to sustain your needs and wants? 

7. What attracted you most to participate in this program? (Skills to be obtained, Knowledge, Cash 

for Employment, etc.…) Probe. 
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8. Do you believe that the program was relevant to your conditions and situation at the time? 

9. How did you spend the cash you received from the program? List from first to last 

• Food 

• Transportation 

• Healthcare 

• Rent 

• Schooling/Education 

• Debt 

• Other (please specify) 

10. Did the program's activities address your most urgent needs and priorities? 

11. Were you able to save some of the cash assistance for later use? 

12. What were the basic needs that couldn’t be covered by the cash for employment? 

13. Did any highly distressful circumstances affecting your basic needs arise throughout the 

intervention adding significant stress to your life?  

Hike in fuel prices 

•  Volatile currency exchange rate 

•  consequent hike in food prices,  

• Roadblocks over long periods of time,  

• Political instability, 

•  Absence of food items in supermarkets  

• Other (please specify) 

a) How did these changes affect your life? 

b) Were the partners able to take any measures to help relieve the ensuing stress? 

c) How did you cope with these challenges? (here please probe into negative coping 

mechanisms) 

•  Removing children from school 

•  Less food meals per day 

•  Less food quantity per meal 

•  Less money spent on healthcare 

•  Child labor 

•  Selling personal items,  

•  Depleting savings 

•  Borrowing money 

•  Losing housing 

•  Moving into crowded housing to save on rent 

• Other (please specify) 

14. Was there any discrimination in the payment of beneficiaries based on gender or nationality or 

other criteria (favoritism based on personal relations or referrals from unknown third parties)? 
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15. Was the provision of trainings and workshops relevant to the lack of knowledge and skills to 

find a job or start your own business? Were there any missing topics? 

16. Do you think you still have gaps in your skills related to the given trainings? 

a) What are those gaps?  

b) How can they be addressed? 

c) Are you interested to have additional trainings to fill those gaps? 

17. How did your participation in the program affect your life? 

• Positively, why? 

• Negatively, why? 

• Both, why? 

18. Would you consider signing up for additional training sessions that might be offered in the 

future? 

a) What additional types of training would you consider relevant to your 

knowledge/experience/skills/situation? 

PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

19. How did you hear about the UNDP (Cash for Work) training? How did you apply/participates 

in the training? Were you informed by partners about the selection process and the criteria 

required to become a beneficiary? 

20. In exchange for being included in the program, did you have to pay any fee, or make a favour 

in return, get involved in suspicious work, or work for someone in any other way? If yes, to 

whom did you pay the fee? 

21. How effective were the cash for employment, training, and guidance provided by UNDP in 

solving economic challenges you were facing prior to the activities? 

• Providing short term employment 

• Providing adequate income 

• Enhancing skills 

• other 

22. In your opinion, what is the relative importance of the program results?   

23. In general, how did your socio-economic status change during the program’s intervention and 

after? Probe into the household level, community level, economic participation in the labor 

market, etc. 

24. How did the cash for employment affect your socio-economic status compared to the situation 

before the activities started? 

25. Are you satisfied with the cash for employment, training, and guidance offered by UNDP? 

a) Did you notice any discrimination or favoritism in dealing with the beneficiaries in terms 

of gender or nationality? 

26. Did you experience or witness any tensions between beneficiaries of different genders or 

nationalities during the training? If so, what measures did the implementing partner take in 

resolving this issue? 
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27. Did you feel relatively closer to your co-workers in the project? Were you given common tasks 

to collaborate on? 

28. What are other payment/support modalities that would have better responded to your urgent 

basic needs? 

29. Was the payment modality relatively straightforward? 

30. Was it accessible/within reasonable distance to where you live? 

31. Did you face any challenges in withdrawing your money (such as absence of liquidity upon 

arrival, long queues etc.)? 

32. Did you have to pay extra transportation to withdraw your payment? 

33. What are other labor-intensive interventions that would have been helpful in gaining daily 

income?  

34. In general, did the program meet your expectations? 

35. What were the program’s strengths and weaknesses?  

36. How accessible and adaptive were the trainings for you as females/Males?  

a) Was there an equal opportunity to learn for all of you? 

37. Were you sufficiently involved in the training implementation?  

38. Did you provide any feedback/ complaint to program implementers? How did it feed back into 

program implementation? 

39. Did the trainers/advisors spend sufficient time with you during the trainings? 

40. Was there any needed support that was not received? 

41. Was the theoretical knowledge applicable? 

42. Did they give you sufficient time to practice? 

43. Was there sufficient equipment/machine to train on? 

44. Were you treated with respect by the trainers and staff? 

45. Did you find employment after the program related to the skills/activities that you 

acquired/practiced during the intervention? 

a) If yes, how long did it take to find it? 

b) If no, were you actively looking? 

46. Did you find employment not related to the skills/trainings? 

PROGRAM EFFICIENCY 

47. What logistical challenges (transportation/venue issues) were faced during the training?  

a) How were these challenges addressed?  

b) Did it take too long to address these challenges? 

48. Did you face any sort of shortcoming or strain during the training? Probe into reasons behind if 

yes. 

• COVID-19 outbreaks within the groups 

• Stressful conditions due to shortage of time 

• Disorganization 

• Absence of/conflicting decision-making during tough times 
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• Sudden and frequent changes in schedules 

• Payment issues etc. 

• Large gap in communication with partners 

• Major delays (exceeding one month) in implementation 

• Other 

49. Did you notice measures being taken to address these issues? 

50. Did the reduction in training sessions during the production period affect your level of learning?  

a) Was the time sufficient to process all given information? 

b) Was the time sufficient to practice your learning? 

51. Did the increase in COVID-19 cases affect the training modality?  

52. Were there any delays in payment? Did that affect affect your attendance? Probe. 

53. How was the relationship between you and theemployers, and other stakeholders involved in 

the program (implementing partners, UNDP Staff)? 

a) Did you face any challenges when dealing with any of these stakeholders? 

b) How frequent were your interactions with each of these stakeholders? 

c) Were there any delays in the planning and implementation of the program caused by any of these 

stakeholders? 

PROGRAM SUSTAINABILITY 

54. In your opinion, do you believe that the program’s results have contributed to your socio-

economic status in the future? Probe into the household level, community level, economic 

participation in the labor market, etc. 

55. Did the institutions you worked for offer you any sort of employment? 

56. Have any of the stakeholders reached out to you in any way as follow-up? 

OTHER 

57. What are your suggestions and lessons learnt regarding the program? What should be done 

differently in future projects?  

58. Would you like to add anything else? 

 

 

Thank Respondents and End Discussion 

 

 

 

 

FGD Guide with beneficiaries (FM) 

 

Hello. My name is ___________________. I am working with InfoPro, which was contracted by 

UNDP to conduct an appraisal of the project Non-health Covid Response to Covid 19 Impact 
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Analysis. The appraisal aims to identify the areas of successes and barriers and to inform future 

program activities.  You have been selected to participate in this evaluation as a stakeholder to the 

project. This interview is confidential. All information shared will be used only for the purposes 

of the appraisal and no statements will be attributed to you personally. You may decline to answer 

any of the questions I am going to ask, and you can stop this interview at any time you want.  
PERSONAL INFORMATION 

1. Please introduce yourself. 

a) What is your name?  

b) Age. 

c) Nationality. 

d) Current occupation. 

e) Gender (Through Observation). 

2. Please tell me more about your current work. 

3. Did you have any previous experience in forestry work? 

PROGRAM COHERENCE/RELEVANCE 

4. Did you know of similar assistance programs/interventions by other UN agencies/NGOs/CSOs 

in the area? If yes, what was the intervention? Was there a difference in payments and payment 

modality? Why did you choose UNDP assistance instead? Etc. 

5. What was your employment status prior to participating in the program? 

• Employed 

• Unemployed and seeking employment 

• Unemployed but not actively looking for work 

• Retired 

• Student 

a) Was your income adequate?  

b) Was it sufficient to sustain your needs and wants? 

6. What attracted you the most to participate in this program? (Skills to be obtained, Knowledge, 

Cash for Employment, etc.…) Probe. 

7. Do you believe that the program was relevant to your conditions and situation at the time? 

8. How did you spend the cash you received from the program? List from first to last 

• Food 

• transportation 

• Healthcare 

• Rent 

• Debt 

• Other (please specify) 

9. Did the program's activities and methodologies address your most urgent needs and priorities? 

10. Did the program's activities address your most urgent needs and priorities? 

11. Were you able to save some of the cash assistance for later use? 
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12. What were the basic needs that couldn’t be covered by the cash for employment? 

13. Did any highly distressful circumstances affecting your basic needs arise throughout the 

intervention adding significant stress to your life?  

Hike in fuel prices 

•  Volatile currency exchange rate 

•  consequent hike in food prices,  

• Roadblocks over long periods of time,  

• Political instability, 

•  Absence of food items in supermarkets  

• Other (please specify) 

a) How did these changes affect your life? 

b) Were the partners able to take any measures to help relieve the ensuing stress? 

c) How did you cope with these challenges? (here please probe into negative coping mechanisms) 

•  Removing children from school 

•  Less food meals per day 

•  Less food quantity per meal 

•  Less money spent on healthcare 

•  Child labor 

•  Selling personal items,  

•  Depleting savings 

•  Borrowing money 

•  Losing housing 

•  Moving into crowded housing to save on rent 

• Other (please specify) 

14. Was there any discrimination in the payment of beneficiaries based on gender or nationality or 

other criteria (favoritism based on personal relations or referrals from unknown third parties)? 

15. Was the provision of trainings and workshops relevant to the lack of knowledge and skills to 

find a job or start your own business? Were there any missing topics? 

16. Do you think you still have gaps in your skills related to the given trainings? 

a) What are those gaps?  

b) How can they be addressed? 

c) Are you interested to have additional trainings to fill those gaps? 

17. Was the provision of trainings in forest management relevant to the lack of knowledge and skills 

to find a job or start your own business? Were there any missing topics? 

18. Do you think you still have gaps in your skills related to the given trainings? 

a) What are those gaps?  

b) How can they be addressed? 

c) Are you interested to have additional trainings to fill those gaps? 

d) Program? 

19. How did your participation in the program affect your life? 
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• Positively, why? 

• Negatively, why? 

• Both, why? 

20. Would you consider signing up for additional cash for employment programs that might be 

offered in the future? 

a) What additional types of training would you consider relevant to your 

knowledge/experience/skills/situation? 

PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

21. How did you hear about the UNDP (Cash for Work) training? How did you apply/participates 

in the training? Were you informed by partners about the selection process and the criteria 

required to become a beneficiary? 

22. In exchange for being included in the program, did you have to pay any fee, or make a favour 

in return, get involved in suspicious work, or work for someone in any other way? If yes, to 

whom did you pay the fee? 

23. How effective were the cash for employment, training, and guidance provided by UNDP in 

solving economic challenges you were facing prior to the activities? 

• Providing short term employment 

• Enhance skills 

• Providing adequate income 

• other 

24. In your opinion, what is the relative importance of the program results?   

25. In general, how did your socio-economic status change during the program’s intervention and 

after? Probe into the household level, community level, economic participation in the labor 

market, etc. 

26. How did the cash for employment affect your socio-economic status compared to the situation 

before the activities started? 

27. Are you satisfied with the cash for employment, training, and guidance offered by UNDP? 

a) Did you notice any discrimination or favoritism in dealing with the beneficiaries in terms 

of gender or nationality? 

28. Did you experience or witness any tensions between beneficiaries of different genders or 

nationalities during the program implementation? If so, what measures did the implementing 

partner take in resolving these novelties? 

29. Did you feel relatively closer to your co-workers in the project? Were you given common tasks 

to collaborate on? 

30. What are other payment/support modalities that would have better responded to your urgent 

basic needs? 

31. Was the payment modality relatively straightforward? 

32. Was it accessible/within reasonable distance to where you live? 

33. Did you face any challenges in withdrawing your money (such as absence of liquidity upon arrival, 

long queues etc.)? 
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34. Did you have to pay extra transportation to withdraw your payment? 

35. What are other labor-intensive interventions that would have been helpful in gaining daily 

income?  

36. In general, did the program meet your expectation? 

37. What were the program’s strengths and weaknesses?  

38. How accessible and adaptive were the trainings for you as females/Males?  

a) Was there an equal opportunity to learn for all of you? 

39. Were you sufficiently involved in the program implementation? Did you provide any feedback/ 

complaint to program implementers? How did it feed back into program implementation? 

40. Did you provide any feedback/ complaint to program implementers? How did it feed back into 

program implementation? 

41. Did the trainers/advisors spend sufficient time with you during the trainings? 

42. Was there any needed support that was not received? 

43. Was the theoretical knowledge applicable? 

44. Did they give you sufficient time to practice? 

45. Was there sufficient equipment/machine to train on? 

46. Were you treated with respect by the trainers and staff? 

47. Did you find employment after the program related to the skills/activities that you 

acquired/practiced during the intervention? 

a) If yes, how long did it take to find it? 

b) If no, were you actively looking? 

48. Did you find employment not related to the skills/trainings? 

PROGRAM EFFICIENCY 

49. What logistical challenges (transportation/venue issues) were faced during the training?  

a) How were these challenges addressed?  

b) Did it take too long to address these challenges? 

50. Did you face any sort of shortcoming or strain during the training? Probe into reasons behind if 

yes. 

a) COVID-19 outbreaks within the groups 

b) Stressful conditions due to shortage of time 

c) Disorganization 

d) Absence of/conflicting decision-making during tough times 

e) Sudden and frequent changes in schedules 

f) Payment issues etc. 

g) Large gap in communication with partners 

h) Major delays (exceeding one month) in implementation 

i) Other 

51. Did you notice measures being taken to address these issues? 

52. Did you face any sort of shortcoming or strain during the training? Probe into reasons behind if 

yes. 



82 
 

a) COVID-19 outbreaks within the groups 

b) Stressful conditions due to shortage of time 

c) Disorganization 

d) Absence of/conflicting decision-making during tough times 

e) Sudden and frequent changes in schedules 

f) Payment issues etc. 

g) Large gap in communication with partners 

h) Major delays (exceeding one month) in implementation 

i) Other 

53. Did you notice measures being taken to address these issues? 

54. Did the increase in COVID-19 cases affect the activities modality?  If so, what measures did 

the implementing partner take in resolving this issue? 

55. Were there any delays in payment? Did the delay in payments affect your attendance? Probe. 

56. How was the relationship being between you and the implementing partners, municipality staff, 

farmers, and other stakeholders involved in the program? 

a) Did you face any challenges when dealing with any of these stakeholders? 

b) How frequent were your interactions with each of these stakeholders? 

c) Were there any delays in the planning and implementation of the program caused by any of 

these stakeholders? 

PROGRAM SUSTAINABILITY 

57. In your opinion, do you believe that the program’s results have contributed to your socio-

economic status in the future? Probe into the household level, community level, economic 

participation in the labor market, etc. 

58. Did the institutions you worked for offer you any sort of employment? 

59. Have any of the stakeholders reached out to you in any way as follow-up? 

OTHER 

60. What are your suggestions and lessons learnt regarding the program? What should be done 

differently in future projects?  

61. Would you like to add anything else? 

 

 

Thank Respondents and End Discussion 

 

Interview Guide with the UNDP Implementing Partners/NGOs (PPE & 

FM Program) 
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Date of Interview: 

Location (Caza/ Governorate):  

Interviewee Name: 

Interviewee Position:  

Interviewer Name: 

Hello. My name is ___________________. I am working with InfoPro, which was contracted by 

UNDP to conduct an appraisal of the project Non-health Covid Response to Covid 19 Impact 

Analysis. The appraisal aims to identify the areas of successes and barriers and to inform future 

program activities.  You have been selected to participate in this evaluation as a stakeholder to the 

project. This interview is confidential. All information shared will be used only for the purposes 

of the appraisal and no statements will be attributed to you personally. You may decline to answer 

any of the questions I am going to ask, and you can stop this interview at any time you want.  

For this reason, we will be asking you a lot of questions regarding your reflections, feedback and 

recommendations for this project in addition to the relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, 

and sustainability of the project. You were selected for this interview because you were involved 

in the program as a staff member of an implementing partner of UNDP. However, it is not 

mandatory to answer all the questions in this guide. 

 

Interview Timeframe and Procedure: The conversation will take 40 to 50 minutes. 

Confidentiality and Privacy: 

• Your privacy will be protected.   

• Your name will not be used in any report that is published.  

• The discussion will be kept strictly confidential. We ask you all to respect the principles of 

maintaining the confidentiality of each other, not to mention who said what when leaving 

this room. If you want to tell us about a relevant story from your community, please do not 

disclose the names of the persons concerned, or any details that might reveal their 

identities. 

• No one aside from the main researchers will have access to this data. 

Permission to Record: If you don’t mind, I would like to record our conversation. This allows us 

at a later stage to listen to the conversation and transcribe the information you provided us with 

during the meeting. I would like to assure you that no one outside of our team will have access to 

these recordings. Once the study is finalized, we will delete them. 
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BEGIN RECORDING  

Before we begin, do you have any questions? 

BACKGROUND  

1. Please tell me briefly how long have you been working with ACA/MS/RE/ ACS/ 

AFDC/LRI/SHIELD and what is your current role?  

PROGRAM RELEVANCE/COHERENCE  

2. What were the selection criteria for enrolling beneficiaries in the program? 

3. From your experience on the field, was the final selection representative of the vulnerable 

population that needed to be prioritized for this assistance? 

4. What were the objectives of the intervention? 

5. What indicators were developed to measure the results of the intervention? 

6. How did you monitor and measure the achievement of these indicators/results? 

7. Were the interventions relevant to the context? The nature of the intervention, the sectors of 

intervention, the short-term and long-term benefits of the intervention.  

8. In what way did the program contribute to beneficiaries’ income and employment status?  

•  Food security 

• Shelter and living conditions 

• Access to health  

• Access to education  

• Ownership of basic items over time (fridge, TV, washer, etc...) 

• Other 

9. Was the intervention designed in ways that responded to the needs and priorities of all genders 

and nationalities? If so, how?  

10. Was the intervention connected to the real life priorities of the participants? How was it so or 

how was it not so? 

11. From your experience on the ground, how did the provision of UNDP cash for employment’s 

contribution to the overall expenditure patterns of beneficiaries evolve? Specifically, did the 

assistance continuously cover all or contribute increasingly or decreasingly to expenditure on 

basic needs only or did the expenditure patterns of recipients evolve over time to favour a higher 

proportion of financial resources spent in health, education, savings and repaying debt? 

12. Did the intervention contribute to the psycho-social well-being of its beneficiaries? How so?  

13. Did the intervention cause tensions within communities or inhabitants of the same town with 

regard to trade-offs and needs that were prioritized at the expense of others? 

14. How the intervention was designed to take into consideration inclusion and equity of 

representation for all genders and disadvantaged groups?  

15. Given the length of this project, were there any major changes in the needs of the beneficiaries 

throughout the course of the project?  
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a) Did you perceive if the project design remained relevant to those needs despite these 

changes? How? 

16. Did you conduct any periodic needs assessment to verify any changes in beneficiaries’ needs? 

a) If yes, were there any major changes in the needs of the beneficiaries throughout the course 

of the project?  

b) Were efforts made to address these newly emerging needs? 

17. Were the interventions in line with other interventions applied by other stakeholders and 

organizations in the areas of operation?  

18. Was there a clash with policy makers and stakeholders in terms of interests and support needed 

at the time? 

19. To what extent has the intervention remained relevant and has been appropriately responsive to 

the country's financial, economic, social, political, and other changes? 

20. In your opinion what was missing in the program and what interventions could have addressed 

the beneficiaries’ most urgent basic needs that weren’t covered? 

21. Were the interventions relevant and/or appropriate in some cases but not in others? Were they 

relevant to some groups but not to others? Were they relevant in some areas but not in others? 

22. As an implementing partner, were you involved in the program’s design?  

23. To what extent did the program contribute to changes in participants’ knowledge and 

employability-enhancing skills?  

PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

24. Were the activities inclusive of both genders? If so, what were the ratios of males to females? 

If not, why not?  

25. In your opinion who benefitted more from the project Syrian refugees or Lebanese citizens and 

why? Males or females?  

26. Did you seek any feedback from the employers about beneficiaries’ needs, skills and 

knowledge? (only PPE) 

27. Did the intervention achieve its objectives and expected results in ways that contributed to 

gender equality? If so, how? 

28. As we know, the objective of this project is to support the most vulnerable individuals by 

providing them with short-term cash for work:  

a) To what extent was the cash for work sufficient to cover the beneficiaries’ and their families’ 

basic needs? 

b) Their Transportation fees to the training? 

29. Do you think that the training was sufficient for the beneficiaries to acquire/upgrade sufficient 

skills that contributed to helping them secure any sort of employment after end of activities?  

• Time wise 

• Subjects/Theory wise 

• Practice wise 

a) Why yes? 
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b) Why not? And what can be improved? 

30. Do you think that the trainings helped enhance the skills and quality of inputs and outputs of 

the SMEs and CBOs to prepare them for better output and more work opportunities after the 

end of activities?  

• Time wise 

• Subjects/Theory wise 

• Practice wise 

a) Why yes? 

b) Why not? And what can be improved? 

31. How were you following up on each activity in the intervention? 

a) Number of people following up on each training/forestry site 

b) Frequency of visits to guarantee good implementation and effectiveness 

c) How did you track the attendance of beneficiaries? 

32. How did you manage the payment process and cycles? 

33. How frequent was the reporting on each activity? 

34. Who was the reporting made to (probe a bit into chain of reporting)? 

35. What were the main channels of communication between you and the participants?  

a) How frequent was the communication? 

b) Do you think the communication was consultative enough or did you face issues that could 

have affected the intervention’s effectiveness when involving the beneficiaries in certain 

decisions that affected them directly? 

c) Did you organize group discussions at any point to collect direct beneficiary feedback 

related to different aspects of the intervention? 

36. How did the current situation affect the operational activities of the program (ex: power outage, 

fuel crises, etc.)? 

37. At any point did you have to modify the intervention to accommodate any sudden changes in 

beneficiaries’ needs? 

38. Were there any activities that you struggled to implement throughout the course of the project?  

39. What were the reasons behind these difficulties? 

40. Were there any unintended outcomes of the program? 

41. Has the program negatively affected non-beneficiaries?  Has it caused any tension between 

members of the same community, between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, between 

nationalities etc? 

42. What is the relative importance of the program results? 

43. Are the apparent impacts attributable to the program’s interventions?  

44. Are there any other factors that might have led to these impacts? 

PROGRAM EFFICIENCY 
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45. Did the operational planning undergo several/major changes to adapt to unexpected challenges 

such as redirecting human resources, changing logistics and procurement decisions in response 

to these challenges → 

a) What risks threatened the smooth and successful implementation process of the project.  

b) How were these risks mitigated? 

46. Were the outputs achieved as initially planned or have there been major deviations in terms of 

timeline?  

a) How often were work plans developed to align activities with the project’s initial timeline?  

b) Did the project initial timeline undergo major changes and shifts and/or how often were 

workplans updated?  

c) If yes, what were these changes due to and what measures were taken to address these shifts 

in order to guarantee time efficiency. 

47. Were the outputs reached as initially planned for or has there been a deviation in terms of cost?  

a) Budget overspent/underspent? (Were initial financial forecasts accurate? Did they have to 

be adapted?) 

b) Financial resources reallocated according to changes in work plan. 

i. If yes, what were these changes due to and what measures were taken to address 

these shifts in order to guarantee economic efficiency.  

ii. Did you have to extend the duration of the program?  Did the change occur 

repetitively or just once? If so, how did you cope with that change? 

48. Were the project human resources managed in an efficient manner toward achieving the 

expected outputs? 

a) Did you experience at any point during the intervention a shortage of /significant turnover 

of staff that affected implementation and monitoring of activities?  

b) Did you experience an oversupply of staff and conflict of tasks affecting the effectiveness 

of the intervention? 

c) How and when was the chain of reporting clearly defined and set in place for staff to pass 

along significant information related to implementation and monitoring? 

d) Did you experience at any point during the intervention communication issues, whether 

internal within the organization, or external between the organization and the 

beneficiaries/UNDP/other involved stakeholders (municipality, private entities, CSOs etc.) 

that affected the efficient use of time and resources. 

49. Describe the mechanism in place to integrate the feedback collected from the field into decision-

making to foresee upcoming challenges and guarantee effectiveness?  

50. To which extent was UNDP responsive in adapting the project design/implementation to help 

overcome contextual challenges? Give Examples 

51. How fluid was the communication between the beneficiaries, program stakeholders, and the 

UNDP (LHSP) staff? 

a) How frequent were your interactions with the UNDP 
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b) How frequent were your interactions with government institutions needed to facilitate the 

work (FM)? 

c) How frequent were your interactions with other organizations/entities involved in the 

sector/intervention (PPE)? 

d) Did you face any challenges when communicating with them or with other stakeholders? 

e) Were there any delays in the planning and implementation of the program caused by any of 

the program stakeholders / UNDP staff members? 

52. What were the main obstacles behind achieving better efficiency and what factors would have 

supported you in mitigating these risks? 

PROGRAM SUSTAINABILITY 

53. Was there any follow-up activity to evaluate the socio-economic status of beneficiaries after the 

end of the intervention? 

a) Is the organization considering a complimentary intervention to continue previous efforts 

and work toward context-relevant outputs? 

54. Was an exit plan developed as part of the intervention activities? Did it include financial and 

capacity considerations? 

55. Has there been a hand-over of responsibilities to an institution/key stakeholder to handle 

maintenance of achieved results and sustainability? 

56. Was work done on an institutional level to strengthen systems and build capacities as part of 

setting up an enabling environment that would preserve achieved outputs and sustain efforts? 

57. What activities and results are expected to continue after end of program, and which ones are 

not likely and why? 

58. Have any of the project stakeholders taken initiatives that goes toward more social cohesion 

and/or livelihood opportunities? 

OTHER 

59. What is your perception about the UNDP programs? 

60. What are your suggestions and lessons learnt regarding the program? What should be done 

differently in future projects?  

61. Would you like to add anything else? 

 

Thank Respondents and End Discussion 
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Interview Guide with CBOs/SMEs 

 

Date of Interview: 

Location (Caza/ Governorate): Name of Enterprise: 

Interviewee Name: 

Interviewee Position:  

Interviewer Name: 

Hello. My name is ___________________. I am working with InfoPro, which was contracted by 

UNDP to conduct an appraisal of the project Non-health Covid Response to Covid 19 Impact 

Analysis. The appraisal aims to identify the areas of successes and barriers and to inform future 

program activities.  You have been selected to participate in this evaluation as a stakeholder to the 

project. This interview is confidential. All information shared will be used only for the purposes 

of the appraisal and no statements will be attributed to you personally. You may decline to answer 

any of the questions I am going to ask, and you can stop this interview at any time you want.  

For this reason, we will be asking you a lot of questions regarding your reflections, feedback and 

recommendations for this project in addition to the relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, 

and sustainability of the project. You were selected for this interview because you were involved 

in the program as a staff member of an implementing partner of UNDP. However, it is not 

mandatory to answer all the questions in this guide. 

Interview Timeframe and Procedure: The conversation will take 40 to 50 minutes. 

Confidentiality and Privacy: 

• Your privacy will be protected.   

• Your name will not be used in any report that is published.  

• The discussion will be kept strictly confidential. We ask you all to respect the principles of 

maintaining the confidentiality of each other, not to mention who said what when leaving 

this room. If you want to tell us about a relevant story from your community, please do not 

disclose the names of the persons concerned, or any details that might reveal their 

identities. 

• No one aside from the main researchers will have access to this data. 

 

Permission to Record: If you don’t mind, I would like to record our conversation. This allows us 

at a later stage to listen to the conversation and transcribe the information you provided us with 

during the meeting. I would like to assure you that no one outside of our team will have access to 

these recordings. Once the study is finalized, we will delete them. 
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BEGIN RECORDING  

Before we begin, do you have any questions? 

BACKGROUND 

Please specify the activity of your enterprise (sewing, mask production)? 

1. What is the current number of employees at your enterprise?  

a) How many employees attended the UNDP training program? 

b) Were they hired after the conclusion of the cash-for-work program? 

PROGRAM RELEVANCE /COHERENCE  

2. What were the needs of your enterprise at the time?  

(Highlight the difficulties that your enterprise was facing). 

a) Did you have trouble recruiting employees? Probe into qualified employees with the right 

skills. 

3. Are you satisfied with the assistance provided by the intervention implemented by the UNDP? 

a) Was the in-kind assistance, the inclusion of temporary cash-for-work beneficiaries relevant 

to your enterprise?  

4. How did you spend the in-kind-assistance provided by UNDP? List from first to last 

• Equipment maintenance 

• Buying new equipment/technology 

• Paying employees’ salaries 

• Buying raw material 

• Rent 

• Debt 

• Other (please specify) 

5. How did your participation in the project affect your business? 

a) Positively, why? 

b) Negatively, why? 

c) Both, why? 

6. Were there any urgent/unexpected circumstances that arose during the activities that surpassed 

or were equally stressful as COVID-19 and the economic crisis? 

a) How did you deal with the situation? 

b) Did the implementing partners take any steps to address these new developments? 

c) Were there any direct or indirect effects on the activities’ continuation? 

7. In exchange for being included in the program, did you have to pay any fee, or make a favor 

in return, get involved in suspicious work, or work for someone in any other way? If yes, to 

whom did you pay the fee? 

8. Were there any significant changes in your needs throughout the program that you 

communicated to the implementing partners? 
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a) Did they take any measures? 

b) Has the program design remained relevant to those needs despite these changes? How? 

c) What could have been done to adapt to these needs? 

 PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

9. How did you hear about the UNDP (in-kind-assistance) program? 

10. How did you apply/participate in the training? Were you informed by partners about the 

selection process and the criteria required to become a beneficiary? 

11. In exchange for being included in the program, did you have to pay any fee, or make a favour 

in return, get involved in suspicious work, or work for someone in any other way? If yes, to 

whom did you pay the fee? 

12. In your opinion, did the in-kind-assistance and support offered by UNDP help your business 

in the following? 

• Sustain in the market? How? 

• Increase productivity and sales, how 

• Enhance quality of inputs and outputs, how 

• Grow in the market, how 

• Find skilled employment, how? 

• Other 

13. In general, how did your socio-economic status change during the program’s intervention and 

after?  

14. How did the in-kind-assistance affect your socio-economic status compared to the situation 

before the activities started? 

15. Are you satisfied with the cash for employment, training, and guidance offered by UNDP? 

16. Did you notice any discrimination or favoritism in dealing with the beneficiaries in terms of 

gender or nationality? 

17. Did any changes occurr during the course of the intervention that rendered the assistance less 

impactful on your productivity and market status? 

18. Describe the impact that hiring the program’s participants in your enterprise for short-term 

opportunities had (in terms of income generation, geographical expansion, product line 

expansion, customer base, etc? 

a) What impact did it leave on the participating employees? 

b) Did you employ permanently or temporarily any of the participants? 

c) Would you consider in the near future employing any of the program’s participants? Probe 

19. Were you exposed to any kind of pressure to employ them? If yes, who pressured you to do 

so, please specify. 

20. Did the intervention have negative effects on your business? 

a) Did you notice any tension between the conventional staff and the beneficiaries, was there 

an increase of employees arguments at the work place causing disruption in production or 

delaying operations? 
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21. Did the intervention have negative effects on the surrounding environment/community? 

22. What are the perceived social and economic outcomes of business coaching sessions and 

sewing programs on participants’ families and the wider community?  

a) How did the impact of the training spread to the wider community? Probe into a change in 

salary, knowledge, and skills… 

23.  What gaps were found in the intervention? 

24. To what extent do you believe that the beneficiaries who underwent the whole intervention’s 

process can run their own business or can join the labor market?  

25. Do you believe the following were sufficient to achieve the intended results throughout the 

entire intervention? 

• Training duration 

• Material used 

• Machines/equipment 

a) Do you believe that the provided equipment/machines were adequate and efficient? 

26. What are the main challenges you encountered during the intervention?  

27. Was there any discrimination in the payment of beneficiaries based on gender or nationality or 

other criteria (favoritism based on personal relations or referrals from unknown third parties)? 

28. What are other payment/support modalities that would have better responded to your urgent 

basic needs? 

29. Was the payment modality relatively straightforward? 

30. Was it accessible/within reasonable distance to where you live? 

31. Did you face any challenges in withdrawing your money (such as absence of liquidity upon 

arrival, long queues etc.)? 

32. Did you have to pay extra transportation to withdraw your payment? 

33. Do you think there any other types of training subjects that were missed and that should’ve 

been tackled when designing the program?  

34. Is your enterprise more resilient/ able to adapt to shocks more easily thanks to this intervention? 

Explain how 

35. Did you notice a change in your staff’s ability to adapt to swift changes in circumstances after 

the training? Explain. 

36. Were there any unintended impacts of the program, (both positive and negative) on the 

surrounding community, and the number of income-generating opportunities?  

a) Was the program able to monitor, mitigate and respond to any unintended negative effects? 

37. Are the apparent impacts attributable to the program’s interventions?  

a) Are there any other factors that might have led to these impacts? 

PROGRAM EFFICIENCY 

38. How well was the program managed in terms of sufficiency in the number of trainers, and the 

duration of the program? 
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39. Did you encounter any of the below challenges standing in your way of operating? If so, did 

the partners take any adequate measures to overcome these challenges? 

• Power outage 

• Fuel crisis 

• Issues with beneficiary attendance 

• Currency issues 

• COVID-19 related lockdowns 

• Other 

40. What resources/logistical measures could have been adopted that could have facilitated your 

experience further? 

41. How efficient was the mode of payment? 

a) Did you experience any delays or complications in payment? 

42. How has the relationship been between you and the program implementers (staff and trainers) 

a) How frequent were your interactions with the program’s implementers? 

b) Did you face any challenges when communicating with them? 

43. Were there any major delays in the planning and implementation of the program caused by any 

of the program implementers? 

PROGRAM SUSTAINABILITY 

44. In general, did the program contribute to the sustainability of your business? Did you 

incorporate any newly learnt skills and standards into your usual operations and business 

plans? 

45. In your opinion, do you believe that the program’s results will contribute to your socio-

economic status in the future? Probe into the household level, community level, economic 

participation in the labor market, etc. 

46. Do you believe program participants are able to run their own business, remain competitive in 

the market, and secure long-term employment opportunities from your/other enterprises? 

47. Did any of the stakeholders get in touch with you after the end of the intervention for follow-

up? 

OTHER 

48. What are your recommendations and lessons learnt regarding the program? What should be 

done differently in future projects?  

49. Would you like to add anything else? 
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Interview Guide with the UNDP LHSP Team (PPE & FM Program) 

 

Date of Interview: 

Location (Caza/ Governorate):  

Interviewee Name: 

Interviewee Position:  

Interviewer Name: 

Hello. My name is ___________________. I am working with InfoPro, which was contracted by 

UNDP to conduct an appraisal of the project Non-health Covid Response to Covid 19 Impact 

Analysis. The appraisal aims to identify the areas of successes and barriers and to inform future 

program activities.  You have been selected to participate in this evaluation as a stakeholder to the 

project. This interview is confidential. All information shared will be used only for the purposes 

of the appraisal and no statements will be attributed to you personally. You may decline to answer 

any of the questions I am going to ask, and you can stop this interview at any time you want.  

For this reason, we will be asking you a lot of questions regarding your reflections, feedback and 

recommendations for this project in addition to the relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, 

and sustainability of the project. You were selected for this interview because you were involved 

in the program as a staff member of an implementing partner of UNDP. However, it is not 

mandatory to answer all the questions in this guide. 

 

Interview Timeframe and Procedure: The conversation will take 40 to 50 minutes. 

Confidentiality and Privacy: 

• Your privacy will be protected.   

• Your name will not be used in any report that is published.  

• The discussion will be kept strictly confidential. We ask you all to respect the principles of 

maintaining the confidentiality of each other, not to mention who said what when leaving 

this room. If you want to tell us about a relevant story from your community, please do not 

disclose the names of the persons concerned, or any details that might reveal their identities. 

• No one aside from the main researchers will have access to this data. 
 

Permission to Record: If you don’t mind, I would like to record our conversation. This allows 

us at a later stage to listen to the conversation and transcribe the information you provided us 
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with during the meeting. I would like to assure you that no one outside of our team will have 

access to these recordings. Once the study is finalized, we will delete them. 

 

BEGIN RECORDING  

Before we begin, do you have any questions? 

BACKGROUND  

1. Please tell me briefly how long have you been working with UNDP, and what is your current 

role?  

PROGRAM RELEVANCE/COHERENCE  

2. How the needs and gaps of each beneficiary were identified (sources of data used, interviews 

conducted, etc.)?  

a) How did they feed into the design of this program? 

3. What were the selection criteria for enrolling beneficiaries in the program? 

4. How did you identify the selection criteria? 

5. How was the information disseminated to ensure fair geographical outreaching and the 

“leaving no one behind” approach? 

6. How did you ensure that the project is gender inclusive? 

7. How did you verify the relevance of the selected beneficiaries’ socio-economic status to the 

contextual vulnerability priorities? 

8. What were the outputs, outcomes, and desired impact of the intervention? 

9. What indicators were developed to measure the results of the intervention? 

10. How did you monitor and measure the achievement of these indicators/results? 

11. In retrospect, do you believe that the interventions were relevant to the context? The nature of 

the intervention, the sectors of intervention, the short-term and long-term benefits of the 

intervention.  

12. Was the intervention designed in ways that respond to the needs and priorities of all genders 

and nationalities? If so, how?  

13. Did the program create duplication of efforts?  

a) Did it undermine or supplement the effects of any existing programs or policies adopted 

by other agencies? 

b) Was there coordination with government institutions, policy-makers, implementing 

partners aiming at avoiding duplication of efforts? 

14. Was the intervention connected to the real life priorities of the participants? How was it so or 

how was it not so? 

15. How does the provision of UNDP cash for employment affect the ability of beneficiaries to 

improve their basic needs? 
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• Food security 

• Shelter and living conditions 

• Access to health  

• Access to education  

• Ownership of basic items over time (fridge, TV, washer, etc...) 

16. Did the intervention contribute to the psycho-social well-being of its beneficiaries? How so?  

17. Were there negative consequences of cash assistance on safety or community relations?  

18. Did the intervention cause tensions within communities or inhabitants of the same town with 

regard to trade-offs and needs that were prioritized at the expense of others? 

19. How the intervention was designed to take into consideration inclusion and equity of 

representation for all genders and disadvantaged groups?  

20. Given the length of this project, were there any major changes in the needs of the beneficiaries 

throughout the course of the project?  

a) Did you perceive if the project design remained relevant to those needs despite these 

changes? How? 

21. Did you conduct any periodic needs assessment to verify any changes in beneficiaries’ needs? 

a) If yes, were there any major changes in the needs of the beneficiaries throughout the course 

of the project?  

b) Were efforts made to address these newly emerging needs? 

c) Were the interventions in line with other interventions applied by other stakeholders and 

organizations in the areas of operation?  

d) Was there a clash with policy makers and stakeholders in terms of interests and support 

needed at the time? 

22. To what extent has the intervention remained relevant and has been appropriately responsive to 

the country's financial, economic, social, political, and other changes? 

23. In your opinion what was missing in the program and what interventions could have addressed 

the beneficiaries’ most urgent basic needs that weren’t covered? 

24. Were the interventions relevant and/or appropriate in some cases but not in others? Were they 

relevant to some groups but not to others? Were they relevant in some areas but not in others? 

25. To what extent was the program in line with international efforts and interventions during the 

COVID-19 Pandemic, with contextual adaptation to the local circumstances? 

PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

26. Were the objectives reached in terms of cash assistance and trainings delivered to the target 

number of beneficiaries? 

27. According to feedback collected from the ground, did the cash for work component help 

improve the socio-economic status of the beneficiaries as intended?  

28. Did the provision of training succeed in equipping the beneficiaries with skills that would help them 

enhance their chances of employability in the short and long run? 
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29. Do you think that the training duration and modality were sufficient for the beneficiaries, SMEs 

and CBOs to acquire/upgrade skillsets? 

a) If no, what corrective measures would have helped out? 

30. How did you monitor the effective implementation of the intervention?  

a) How frequent were the field visits? 

b) How the reporting was made? 

c) Were the attendance and payments verified? How? 

31. Were there any issues in insufficient equipment or lack of safety measures on-site?  

32. How the reporting on activities managed and how frequent was was it? 

33. What were the main channels of communication between you and the implementing partners 

(and municipalities for FM)?  

a) How frequent was the communication? 

b) Do you believe the communication was transparent and consultative enough regarding 

implementation? Were there any issues to flag? 

34. How did you monitor the effectiveness of the payment process and cycles? 

35. Were the payment modalities effective in terms of availability, accessibility, location, and time 

of operations? 

36. What challenges were faced during the activities that directly affected/hindered 

implementation?  

37. Were these challenges appropriately addressed through modifying intervention modalities to 

maximize project effectiveness? Explain how. 

38. Were there any major changes that affected the contextual circumstances and necessitated a 

change in the whole design of the intervention to better respond to needs that was not made? 

39. What are the perceived social and economic outcomes of the interventions on participants’ 

households and the wider community? 

40. Were the activities inclusive of both genders? If so, what were the ratios of males to females? 

If not, why not?  

41. How accessible and adaptive was the program for males and females, Lebanese and non-

Lebanese beneficiaries?  

42. Were there equal impacts for different genders or were there any gender-related differences? 

If so, why did these differential impacts occur? 

43. Was there a difference in effectiveness across regions? Across different implementing 

partners? Elaborate. 

44. Were there any activities that you struggled to implement throughout the course of the project?  

45. What were the reasons behind these difficulties?  

46. Were there any reported unintended outcomes of the program?  If so, was the intervention 

adjusted to address any concerns and maximize effectiveness? 

PROGRAM EFFICIENCY 
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47. Did the operational planning undergo several/major changes to adapt to unexpected challenges 

such as redirecting human resources, changing logistics and procurement decisions in response 

to these challenges? 

a) What risks threatened the smooth and successful implementation process of each area 

intervention.  

b) How were these risks mitigated? 

48. Were the outputs achieved as initially planned or has there been a major deviation in terms of 

timeline?  

a) How often were work plans updated to align activities with the project’s initial timeline?  

b) Did the project initial timeline undergo major changes and shifts and/or how often was 

field work conducted according to the corresponding work plans?  

c) If yes, what were these changes due to and what measures were taken to address these 

shifts in order to guarantee time efficiency and good effectiveness. 

49. Were the outputs reached as initially planned for or has there been a deviation in terms of cost?  

a) Budget overspent/underspent? (Were initial financial forecasts accurate? Did they have to 

be adapted?) 

b) Financial resources reallocated according to changes in work plan. 

i. If yes, what were these changes due to and what measures were taken to address 

these shifts in order to guarantee economic efficiency.  

50. Were the project human resources managed in an efficient manner toward achieving the 

expected outputs?  

a) Did you experience at any point during the intervention within UNDP and the 

implementing partners a shortage of /significant turnover of staff that affected 

implementation and monitoring of activities?  

b) Did you experience within UNDP and the implementing partners an oversupply of staff 

and conflict of tasks affecting the effectiveness of the intervention? 

c) Was the chain of reporting clearly defined and set in place for staff to pass along significant 

information related to implementation and monitoring? 

d) Did you experience at any point during the intervention communication issues, whether 

internal within the organization, or external between the organization and the implementing 

partners/other involved stakeholders (municipality, private entities, CSOs etc.) that 

affected the efficient use of time and resources. 

51. Was the project managed in a cost-efficient manner (in terms of human, financial and other 

resources versus the results)? 

a) How did you track your spending? 

b) Were initial financial forecasts accurate? Did they have to be adapted? 

c) Did you have enough staff to complete all activities as planned? 

d) Were resources and expertise shared among the organization members? 

52. How does the economic efficiency of the project compare with other interventions? 
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53. What were the external constraints to achieving better efficiency and how well were they 

mitigated? 

a) Did the continuous currency devaluation, banks withdrawal restrictions, the increase in fuel 

prices in Lebanon, in addition to other constraints affect the achievement of this project’s 

objectives? How did it impact the operational efficiency of the project implementation 

(logistics, procurement etc.)? How was UNDP able to support in order to mitigate 

consequent risks? 

b) Were there any legal constraints (employment policies of refugees, labor law, etc.), social 

constraints (dropouts of beneficiaries, refusal of beneficiaries to work, etc.), structural 

constraints (centralization of decision making), logistical constraints (identifying 

suppliers/trainers) or political constraints that have affected the efficiency of project 

implementation? If yes, how was UNDP able to support in addressing these challenges? 

PROGRAM SUSTAINABILITY 

54. How were the project and its exit strategy designed to ensure continuation of short to long-

term benefits for the participants?  

55. Is there any post-project monitoring system developed to track slippage and take corrective 

action? 

56. What measures were taken to contribute to the sustainability of the project?  

57. What activities and results are expected to continue after end of program, and which ones are 

not likely and why? 

58. What were the main concerns of the UNDP members in terms of sustainability? 

59. Are there any upcoming initiatives for a complimentary intervention that would continue 

previous efforts and further develop objectives and results? 

OTHER 

60. What are your recommendations and lessons learnt regarding the program? What should be 

done differently in future projects?  

a) What should be done differently in future projects?  

b) What are the activities that can be improved? 

61. What are the activities that can be improved? 

 

 

Thank Respondents and End Discussion 
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Interview Guide with the Municipality (FM Program) 

 

Date of Interview: 

Location (Caza/ Governorate):  

Interviewee Name: 

Interviewee Position:  

Interviewer Name: 

Hello. My name is ___________________. I am working with InfoPro, which was contracted by 

UNDP to conduct an appraisal of the project Non-health Covid Response to Covid 19 Impact 

Analysis. The appraisal aims to identify the areas of successes and barriers and to inform future 

program activities.  You have been selected to participate in this evaluation as a stakeholder to the 

project. This interview is confidential. All information shared will be used only for the purposes 

of the appraisal and no statements will be attributed to you personally. You may decline to answer 

any of the questions I am going to ask, and you can stop this interview at any time you want.  

For this reason, we will be asking you a lot of questions regarding your reflections, feedback and 

recommendations for this project in addition to the relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, 

and sustainability of the project. You were selected for this interview because you were involved 

in the program as a staff member of an implementing partner of UNDP. However, it is not 

mandatory to answer all the questions in this guide. 

 

Interview Timeframe and Procedure: The conversation will take 40 to 50 minutes. 

Confidentiality and Privacy: 

• Your privacy will be protected.   

• Your name will not be used in any report that is published.  

• The discussion will be kept strictly confidential. We ask you all to respect the principles of 

maintaining the confidentiality of each other, not to mention who said what when leaving 

this room. If you want to tell us about a relevant story from your community, please do not 

disclose the names of the persons concerned, or any details that might reveal their 

identities. 

• No one aside from the main researchers will have access to this data. 
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Permission to Record: If you don’t mind, I would like to record our conversation. This allows us 

at a later stage to listen to the conversation and transcribe the information you provided us with 

during the meeting. I would like to assure you that no one outside of our team will have access to 

these recordings. Once the study is finalized, we will delete them. 

 

BEGIN RECORDING  

Before we begin, do you have any questions? 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION  

1. How many residents live in the area (500 m. radius)? And what is the approximate number of 

households? 

2. How many Forests are there and how they support the livelihoods of populations? 

3. What is the main source of living for people living in this village? Which sector is the core of 

this city? 

4. Please tell me briefly how long have you been working with this municipality, and what is 

your current role?  

PROGRAM RELEVANCE /COHERENCE 

5. What do you know about the Labor-Intensive Forest Activities with Vulnerable Communities 

in Lebanon project with UNDP? 

6. How do you evaluate the UNDP (in-kind-assistance) FM CFW activities’ outcomes and impact 

on the local community within the context of the intervention at the time? 

7. Was the final selection of beneficiaries representative of the most vulnerable population that 

needed to be prioritized for assistance? 

8. Was the intervention relevant to the context in aiding beneficiaries and relieving them from 

socio-economic pressures during lockdown and the economic crisis? 

9. Did the intervention remain relevant throughout the entire time of intervention, or did new 

elements appear to compromise the effectiveness of the intervention? 

10. Were there other similar interventions in the area that caused conflict of interest or incoherence 

during the time of intervention?  

11. How did the municipality announce the initiation of the project with UNDP and reach out to 

the population?  

PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

12. How effective was the intervention of the program in terms of securing jobs and trainings, for 

both vulnerable Lebanese populations and Syrian refugees? 
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13. To what extent did the intervention support the beneficiaries in securing their daily basic 

needs? 

14. To what extent has the intervention contributed to the protection against forest fires and other 

environmental factors? 

15. Were the sites properly managed in terms of cleanliness, supervision, signage and safety 

measures? 

16. Were the outputs reached in terms of planted trees and fencing to protect the planted areas? 

17. To what extent did the intervention contribute to social cohesion in the local community? 

18. Did the intervention cause tensions in the local community between beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries? Were there tensions between nationalities?  

19. Did you notice any discrimination or favoritism in dealing with the beneficiaries, based on 

gender, based on nationality, other criteria? 

20. Did you notice any discrimination in selecting the program’s beneficiaries?  

PROGRAM EFFICIENCY 

21. Did any operational challenges surface during implementation that affected the effectiveness 

of the intervention, such as COVID-19 outbreaks, logistics, procurement of equipment, water 

for irrigation etc.? 

22. Was the timeline affected by unexpected changes, such as extensions, abrupt changes in work 

plans? 

23. Was the municipality able to support to help solve these issues? How?  

24. Was communication smooth between you and the implementing partners and UNDP to address 

any pending issue?  

PROGRAM SUSTAINABILITY 

25. Was a handover of responsibilities and benefits carried out with the implementing partners and 

UNDP at the end of the intervention?  

26. What activities are expected to continue after end of program, and which ones are not likely 

and why? 

27. What is the success rate that is expected to be achieved in the forestry sites in the medium 

term? (percentage of surviving planted trees) 

28. Does the municipality have the financial and operational capacity and resources to sustain the 

forestry sites for the medium and long term? 

29. If not, are you planning on securing assistance from donors to continue the previous efforts on 

the long run?  

30. Which geographical areas and areas of intervention are the most relevant and strategic for 

UNDP to scale up or consider going forward? Do you think there are some areas weren’t 

covered or still in need of support? 

OTHER  
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31. What are your suggestions regarding the program? 

a)  What should be done differently in future projects and programs?  

b) What are the activities that can be improved? 

32. Would you like to add something else? 

 

Thank Respondents and End Discussion 
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Beneficiaries Questionnaire 

- CATI Survey - 

 

Fieldworker Name: 

       

Interview date: 

 
Day Month Year 

   

 

Person in charge:  No Yes 
Administrative 

Section 

 02 01 Edited 

 02 01 Coded 

 02 01 Quota Checked 

 02 01 Back-checked 

 02 01 Accepted 

 02 01 Imputed 

Back-Check Comments: Editing Comments: 

 

Name of interviewee  

Mohafaza  

 Caza    

Area of Residence   

Landline Number  

Mobile Number  

Hello, my name is ________, I work for InfoPro Research, a research company specialized in conducting 

business and consumer surveys in all fields. I would like to take a few minutes of your time to ask you some 

questions about the training programs you attended with UNDP.  

Your knowledge and feedback will be of great benefit to the outcome of the study. I assure you that your 

name will not be presented anywhere in the study, therefore, I urge you to give me your honest personal 

opinion. 
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Section Z: Demographic 

Z1- Gender (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Female 

02 Male 

 

Z2- Year of birth (Unaided-Single Response) 

 

 

Z3- Nationality (Unaided-Single Response)  

01 Lebanese 

02 Syrian 

98 Others Z3_ Other, please specify 

 

Z4- Current Marital Status (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Married 

02 Single 

03 Divorced 

04 Widowed 

 

Z5- Household Size (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 1-2 

02 3-4 

03 5-6 

04 6-7 

05 7-8 

06 9-10 

07 Above 10 

 

Z6- What is your highest level of education? (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Never been to school, none (Illiterate)   

02 Some elementary studies 

03 Completed elementary studies 
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04 Some intermediary studies 

05 Completed intermediary studies (Brevet) 

06 Some secondary level 

07 Completed secondary level (Baccalaureate) 

08 Started but didn’t graduate from an institute/technical/vocational school 

09 Graduated from a vocational/technical institute 

10 Started college/university but didn’t graduate 

11 Graduated from College/University 

95 Prefer not to say 

 

 

Z7- What is your current Primary occupation? (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 In paid employment (Full time) Skip to A1 

02 In paid employment (Part-time) 

03 In temporarily paid employment (seasonal/ for the specific period) 

04 Self-employed 

05 Retired 

06 Not working due to physical disability 

07 Housewife (Not working) 

08 Student (even if working) 

09 Not working (other reasons) Continue 

 

Z8_other- Specify the reason for not working? (Unaided-Single Response) 

text  

 

Z9- Respondent attended (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 PPE  

02 FM  

 

Section A: Employment and Income Status 
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A1- Were you working before participating in the PPE/FM Project? (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Yes, I had my own business Continue 

02 Yes, I used to be employed Continue 

03 No, I wasn’t working at the time/I couldn’t find work Skip to A5 

04 No, I have never worked before Skip to A5 

95 Refused Skip to A5 

97 Do Not Know Skip to A5 

 

A2- What was your monthly income Level (in Lebanese Pound) before participating in the PPE/FM 

Project? (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Strictly below 500,000 

02 From 500,000 to 700,000 

03 From 700,000 to 1,000,000 

04 From 1,000,000 to 1,500,000 

05 From 1,500,000 to 2,000,000 

06 From 2,000,000 to 3,000,000 

07 From 3,000,000 to 5,000,000 

08 From 5,000,000 to 10,000,000 

09 From 10,000,000 to 15,000,000 

10 From 15,000,000 to 20,000,000 

11 20,000,001 and above 

12 Unemployed 

95 Refused 

 

A5- What is your current income in LBP? (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Strictly below 500,000 

02 From 500,000 to 700,000 

03 From 700,000 to 1,000,000 

04 From 1,000,000 to 1,500,000 

05 From 1,500,000 to 2,000,000 
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06 From 2,000,000 to 3,000,000 

07 From 3,000,000 to 5,000,000 

08 From 5,000,000 to 10,000,000 

09 From 10,000,000 to 15,000,000 

10 From 15,000,000 to 20,000,000 

11 20,000,001 and above 

12 Unemployed 

95 Refused 

 

A6- After participating in the PPE/FM Project, did you find a job in an acceptable time frame (within 

3 months)? (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Yes Continue 

02 No 

95 Refused Skip to B1 

97 Do Not Know 

 

A6.1- Specify the period (in days) it took you to find a job after participating in the PPE/FM Project. 

(Unaided-Single Response) 

#days  

 

A6.2- Please share the name of the employer. (Unaided-Single Response) 

Name  

 

 

A6.3- Please share the employer contact information. (Unaided-Single Response) 

Contact  

 

A7 - Did any of the institutions you were working with during the project’s implementation period, 

provide you with any employment opportunity? (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Yes Continue 
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02 No 

95 Refused Skip to B1 

97 Do Not Know 

 

Section B: Program Evaluation and Impact 

B1- Before PPE/FM project, to what extent did you believe the following: (Aided-Single Response) 

 

Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither 

Agree Nor 

Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Refused Do Not Know 

01 There used to be a gap in my 

technical skills 
01 02 03 04 05 95 97 

02 There used to be a gap in my 

soft skills 
01 02 03 04 05 95 97 

03 
I had sufficient access to 

jobs/income-generating 

opportunities 

01 02 03 04 05 95 97 

 

B3- On a scale from 1 to 5, please indicate to what extent do you agree with each of the statements below: (1 

being Strongly agree and 5 being Strongly Disagree) (Aided-Single Response) 

Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Refused 

Do Not 

Know 

01 
The number of trainers was sufficient to 

train the participants 
01 02 03 04 05 95 97 

02 The trainers were qualified 01 02 03 04 05 95 97 

03 
The trainers spent sufficient time with the 

group during the trainings 
01 02 03 04 05 95 97 

04 
The training sessions/forestry activities 

were well-organized 
01 02 03 04 05 95 97 

05 
I felt safe when going to the training 

centre/forestry site 
01 02 03 04 05 95 97 

06 
I felt welcomed at the training 

centre/forestry site 
01 02 03 04 05 95 97 

 

B4- Were there any technical or soft skill training which you needed, but did not receive throughout the 

program? (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Yes Continue 
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02 No 

Skip to B5 95 Refused 

97 Do Not Know 

 

B4.1- If yes, what were they? (Unaided-Multiple Response) 

01 Training #1: _____________ 

95 Refused 

97 Do Not Know 

 

B5a- Were the short-term employment activities useful? (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Yes 

02 No 

95 Refused 

97 Do Not Know 

 

B5b- Were the received trainings by UNDP useful? (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Yes 

02 No 

95 Refused 

97 Do Not Know 

 

B6- Was the cash for work provided by UNDP sufficient to cover your daily basic needs?  (Unaided-Single 

Response) 

01 Yes 

02 No 

95 Refused 

97 Do Not Know 
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B7- How has the provision of cash for assistance affected your access to urgent basic needs?  (Unaided-

Single Response) 

01 Positively 

02 Negatively 

03 Neutral 

97 Do Not Know 

 

B8- For who attended the PPE training or Forestry activity, what obstacles did you face when starting the 

job/internship/micro-business? (Unaided-Multiple Response) 

01 Deficiency in skillset 

02 Long working hours 

03 Family responsibilities 

04 Domination of men at the workplace 

05 Job location 

06 Work environment 

07 Societal pressure 

08 Lack of support of partner/parent 

98 Other, please specify: 

92 Not Applicable – No challenges were faced at the job/business 

95 Refused 

97 Do Not Know 

 

B10- On a scale from 1 to 5, please indicate to what extent do you agree with each of the statements below: 

(1 being strongly agree and 5 being Strongly Disagree) (Aided-Single Response) 

Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither 

Agree Nor 

Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Refused 

Do Not 

Know 

01 

Participating in the PPE/ 

FM project was useful 

to my job/business 

01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

02 

My ability to access 

income-generating 

opportunities did not 

change following the 

project. 

01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 
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B11- Throughout the project, did you witness any tensions across individuals who come from different 

nationalities or genders? (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Yes 

02 No 

95 Refused 

97 Do Not Know 

 

B12- On a scale from 1 to 5, please indicate to what extent do you agree with each of the statements below: 

(1 being Strongly agree and 5 being Strongly Disagree) (Aided-Single Response) 

Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither 

Agree Nor 

Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Refused 

Do Not 

Know 

01 

I believe that I am now 

more capable of finding a 

job due to the training 

given by UNDP/its 

implementing partners. 

01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

02 

I am able to sustain/grow 

my business with the skill 

and tools provided by 

UNDP. 

01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

03 

I would consider signing 

up for additional training 

sessions that might be 

offered in the future 

01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

 

B13- Before participating in the program, on a scale from 1 to 5, please indicate if you agree or 

disagree with the following statements : 

(1 being Strongly agree and 5 being Strongly Disagree) (Aided-Single Response) 

Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither 

Agree Nor 

Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Refused 

Do Not 

Know 

01 

I was worried I am not 

able to provide food 

for my family 

 

01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

02 I couldn’t pay rent 01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 
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03 
I couldn’t enroll my 

children in schools 
01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

04 

I couldn’t continue my 

higher 

education/education 

01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

05 

I couldn’t get my 

medications for me/ 

my family members 

01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

06 

I am not the main 

bread-winner but I am 

contributing to my 

family’s basic needs 

 

01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

 

B14- On a scale from 1 to 5, what was the effect of cash assistance on household wellbeing, please 

indicate if you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

(1 being Strongly agree and 5 being Strongly Disagree) (Aided-Single Response) 

Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither 

Agree Nor 

Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Refused 

Do Not 

Know 

01 Improved food security         

02 
Improved living 

conditions, 
01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

03 Improved healthcare 01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

04 
Improved education 

access 
01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

05 
Reduced financial 

burdens 
01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

 

B15- On a scale from 1 to 5, Before participating in the program, has your household needed to, please 

indicate if you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

(1 being Strongly agree and 5 being Strongly Disagree) (Aided-Single Response) 

Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Refused 

Do Not 

Know 
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01 

Rely on less 

preferred/less 

expensive foods.  

01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

02 

Borrow money and 

take out new loans 

(have access to credit 

from their neighbors, 

landlords, local shop 

owners, ) 

01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

03 Spend savings 01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

04 Sell properties 01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

05 
Move to a cheaper 

renting shelter 
01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

06 Sell household goods  01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

07 
Send children (under 

18) to work 
01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

08 

Sell 

livelihood/productive 

assets  
01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

09 

Send child family 

member (under 15) to 

marry  
01 02 03 04 05 92 95 97 

 

B16- How did you spend the cash you received from the program? List from first to last 

(Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Food 

02 Rent 

03 Healthcare 

04 Education 

05 Transportation 

06 Debt 

98 Other (please specify) 

 

Section C: Conclusion 
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C1- What is your perception of the UNDP Project (Unaided-Single Response) 

01 Very Good End 

02 Good End 

03 Neutral End 

04 Bad Continue 

05 Very Bad Continue 

95 Refused End 

 

C2- If you have a bad/ very bad perception of UNDP project, explain why? 
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Appendix E –  Quantitative and Qualitative Results 

Quantitative Results (CATI Survey Link): 

Link removed for privacy reasons 

Qualitative Results (Evaluation Matrix): 

Criteria Question(s) 

Relevance/Coherence - To what extent was the project in line with other national development 
plans, the current context, and the priorities that were identified in the 
assessment? 

Efficiency - What have been the key results and changes attained for men, women, 
vulnerable groups (including persons with disabilities) and entities?  

- In which areas has the project had greatest achievements? Why and what 
have been the supporting factors? How can the project build on or expand 
these achievements? 

- Is the project in line with the value for money criteria? 
Effectiveness - To what extent has progress been made towards outcome achievement? 

- What has been the UNDP contribution to the observed change? 
- Which geographical areas and areas of intervention are the most relevant 

and strategic for UNDP to scale up or consider going forward?  

Sustainability - To what extent will targeted men, women, vulnerable persons and entitites 
benefit from the project interventions in the medium and long term?  

- To what extent will financial and economic resources be available at the local 
level to sustain the benefits achieved by the project? 

  

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1bODtqIH3NJnN5rwnvCGIvhnFv9nqqXJC?usp=share_link
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Appendix F– Background Information on the 

Evaluator 

InfoPro has over 24 years of experience in the research field and has the in-depth knowledge and 

experience to undertake this initiative. In the past five years alone, InfoPro has conducted a large 

number of evaluation studies in Lebanon and has frequently utilized the OECD-DAC 

methodology. It has also worked on a large number of projects that tackle gender mainstreaming 

and empowerment. Of added value will be its experience in conducting qualitative and quantitative 

research and its extensive dealings with international organizations, non-governmental 

organizations, civil society actors, and development agencies. We have also conducted a large 

number of studies specific to vulnerable populations for clients such as UNICEF, ACTED, AVSI, 

the World Bank, the EU, in addition to others. 

In the past five years alone, we have interviewed a total of 400,000 individuals nationwide. 

250,000 through Computer Assisted Telephone Interviews and 150,000 face-to-face. InfoPro 

(Content SARL) has also conducted in-depth interviews with more than 5,000 individuals and 

more than 500 focus groups. 

InfoPro was established in 1997 and is currently a group of around 55 full-time employees and 

more than two hundred part-time staff and fieldworkers. It produces more than 25 information 

products. It has developed skills in economic and business research, consultancy, field surveys, 

conference organizing, content generation, print, and online publishing. InfoPro under Group 

InfoPro, is primarily a research and information providing organization that has been catering to 

international development organizations, international and local NGOs, as well as the private and 

public sector in Lebanon. It has developed several specialties including polling, demographics, 

private sector development, labor economics, socio-economic impact studies, salary scale surveys, 

value chain studies, assessment of poverty targeted social assistance programs, refugee-related 

studies, among other specialties. 

 

Evaluation Team and Qualifications 

 

Khalil El Asmar (Ph.D.) (Lead Evaluator) has a background in biostatistics, with specific training 

and expertise in clinical research and evidence-based monitoring and evaluation. His research 

includes the effect of depression on cardiometabolic changes and the relationship between 

depression and dementia. As a collaborator on the national dementia cohort study, he has 

contributed significantly to laying the groundwork of the statistical work, including a 

computationally intensive dementia diagnosis algorithm. In parallel to his academic work, Khalil 

has been supporting the local and international community and UN agencies in providing 

evidence-based research to improve the M&E aspect of the many projects in which he was 

involved. These comprise Cash assistance, COVID-19 response, and Trauma care. 

 

He is also the lead biostatistician of the Paris-based international research group MOODS, which 

specializes in mental health research.He is also an assistant professor of biostatistics at the 

department of Epidemiology and Population Health and the coordinator of the Epidemiology 

graduate program at the American University of Beirut. 
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Wael Kassem (Research Manager) has been a part of the InfoPro (Content SARL) team since May 

2007. Wael has a bachelor’s degree in business administration, holder of an MBA, and a 

postgraduate diploma in management. He has fourteen years’ experience in market research and 

specifically in handling quantitative and qualitative projects. He has been the project manager of 

more than 100 projects since his employment at InfoPro. He has managed several large research 

projects for international organizations such as the World Bank, ILO, UNIDO, UNDP, USAID 

among others. He is highly experienced in sampling design, questionnaire design, quality control 

process and in-depth interviews, in addition to data cleaning and processing of data. He has also 

taken part in the analysis and write-up of many of the projects that he has handled. He has been 

the project manager of many projects pertinent to MSMEs conducted by InfoPro  such as the 

Oxfam “Barriers in front of Women’s participation in the national and local economy and their 

utilization of available entrepreneurial opportunities” study, the National Market Demand Survey 

conducted for Palladium / USAID, the Overview of SMEs in Lebanon project for Ernst &Young, 

among many others. He was also the project manager for many evaluation studies such as the 

ACTED “Building Resilient Communities in Lebanon: An Integrated Approach to Livelihoods 

and Income Generation for Vulnerable Populations”, EU “Final Evaluation of Afkar III 

Programme”, World Vision Lebanon’s “Child Protection / Advocacy and Livelihoods Baseline 

Survey among others. 

 

 

Sajida El Othman (PHD), (Project Manager) is holding a doctorate degree in business 

administration from Jean Moulin Lyon3 University in Lyon-France. Has more than 6 years of 

experience in the research field. She has managed many research projects for international 

organizations such as UNDP, Save the Children, IRI, UNICEF and others. She is specialized in 

women’s empowerment and work productivity. Conducted an intervention research at one of the 

largest banks in Lebanon, and published the article titled "The impact of Long working hours on 

women's socio-economic empowerment", published with 

IAPUCO  (https://iapuco.org.ar/ojs/index.php/costos-y-gestion/article/view/66/41), the second 

article is in process with SEAM Inc, USA, named "Hidden Costs Beyond Absenteeism and 

Presenteeism (The Lebanese Case)".  

 

Barrak Dbeiss (Quality Control and Fieldwork Manger) has fourteen years’ experience in market 

research, six of which are specific to quality control. He is highly knowledgeable in fieldwork 

quality control procedures and has handled the quality control process of more than 50 medium 

and large-sized projects in the past six years.  He has also handled the quality control process of 

several large scale projects conducted by InfoPro such as the opinion polling surveys conducted 

by InfoPro (Content SARL) in 2013 and 2018 which entailed interviewing 22,000 and 25,000 

households respectively in a two-month duration. He has also handled the quality control process 

of all projects pertaining to financial services, micro-finance, entrepreneurship, and value chain 

analysis conducted by InfoPro (Content SARL). 

  

https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fiapuco.org.ar%2Fojs%2Findex.php%2Fcostos-y-gestion%2Farticle%2Fview%2F66%2F41&data=04%7C01%7C%7C2416caba93354544821708d96341d515%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C637649956669408310%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=IjBemPagYlwVMhrjyKI8LBnAbnUR8UFkAE%2Fc6RwC0eU%3D&reserved=0
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Appendix G – Signed Pledge of Ethical Conduct 
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