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I. Introduction  

In mid-December 2013, a fight broke out in Juba between the President and the former vice president and rapidly 

took ethnic dimensions and quickly spread to states. Jonglei state is one among the most affected states by this 

crisis.  Nyirol is a county located in north-east Jonglei and there is a huge presence of IDPs settled in lankien town, 

Thol, Tut and Pultruk payam.  

The IDPs who came to lanken since 2013 are now living integrated with the community. INTERSOS registered these 

IDPs in December 2015 but the distribution delayed due to huge influx of IDPs from Pultruk: 504 HHs moved to 

lanken. INTERSOS and the cluster agreed to conduct the distribution for both IDPs at the same time. Humanitarians 

distinguish the IDPs as IDP-A (those from pultruk) and IDP-B (those came since 2013 and living integrated with the 

community). The Pultruk IDPs were first settled in public school and now living in area designated for them.    

Save the Children and INTERSOS distributed NFI full kit (plastic skeet, mosquito net, blanket, sleeping mat, cooking 

set, jery-can, bucket, kanga) for 1257 IDPs in lanken and the surrounding. IDPs from pultruk used local polls and 

similar materials to build their shelter.   

This Cluster together with INTERSOS conducted this post-distribution monitoring exercise to understand how the 

project has addressed the needs IDP in lanken and to extract lessons and recommendation for other similar 

distributions.  

1.1. Objective of this Assessment  

The purpose of this assessment is to monitor the progress of the project and it specifically answers:  

 Is the project based on the actual need of the community   

 Is the amount distributed enough for the needs of the community 

 Is the process of NFI distribution friendly (in terms of time, place, and staff behavior) for the recipients  

 Was the quality of the items distributed as per the standard 

 Draw recommendation based on the result  

 

1.2. Methodology  

Quantitative and qualitative data collection methods are employed for the assessment. Key informant interview and 

observation are used as a data collection tool for the qualitative assessment. Concerning quantitative, a house to 

house survey is conducted for a sampled of 101 HHs (based on 95% confidence level, 10 confidence interval and 

20% for error). 8 enumerators and 3 supervisors are involved in the data collection. We employed non probability 

sampling method (Judgment) for selecting households for interview.  

The team divided the area in three sections and assigned one supervisor for each. Data collectors were trained in the 

first day and translated the questionnaire to their own language.  

 

 

 



II. Data analysis and Finding 

 

2.1.  Beneficiaries Profile   

 

As depicted in the above graph, the household size is more or less the same during the time of distribution and now. 

The average family size is almost 7 in both cases (6.7 and 7.1 at the distribution and now respectively). This means 

household size is not a major factor for the change in need (if any) of IDPs. 91% of the household are female 

headed. 88%, 73% and 60% of the IDPs contain children under 5, pregnant and lactating women and adult over 60 

respectively. This means vulnerable IDPs are considerably included in the distribution.  All IDPs are affected by the 

emergency event (conflict) and as a result they are displaced from their homestead. INTERSOS and save the 

children, together with ROSS conducted need assessment and verification exercise (December 2015 for Lanken 

IDPs and Feb 2016 for Pultruk). Despite the block leaders told us that no agency conducted housed to house need 

assessment, we finally proved that (in consultation with ROSS, Beneficiaries and humanitarians: Oxfam) the 

assessment and verification is conducted as per the cluster standard.  We also learned a huge complain of the host 

communities saying that hosts with same vulnerability status as IDPs are not included in the distribution. But the 

issue is the selection criteria were not well commutated to the communities and this created lots of challenge, 

particularly on block leaders. The block leaders are in the front line to answer for complains and they (block leaders) 

are not comfortable about the process (some even end up in conflict with the communities).  

2.2. .  Non Food Items  

 

2.2.1. Average number of items needed Vs distributed  
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As depicted in the above figure, INTERSOS and Save the Children distributed full NFI kit. Despite beneficiaries are 

not happy about the amount of each item (especially the plastic sheet and Blanket), they are satisfied by the variety 

of items they received. Significant numbers of beneficiaries didn’t receive bucket since they already got from Oxfam. 

Some also didn’t receive Kanga and this is due to, according to save the children staffs, “a bundle of Kanga was 

supposed to have 200 pieces but we received less in most of the bundle”. But either Save the Children or INTERSOS 

didn’t communicate back to the pipeline about this issue.   Beneficiaries praise the quality of most of the materials, 

except the Jeri can. The Jeri can is very weak and most is already damaged.  

2.2.2. Items received VS Sold  

 

 

As seen in the above table, significant majority of households: more that 30% of HHs sold out their items. As we 

understand from our observation, we didn’t see any used items in these households. Some of the items (especially 

the plastic sheet) are still available in the market. Even some households in the host communities are fenced with 

IOM plastic sheet and the owners told us they bought it during the distribution.  This is basically due to the fact that 

when the Pultruk IDPs arrived to Lanken, their immediate need was food. But they received the NFI items prior to 

food distribution and they end up sold it for food. The shelter situation of the pultruk IDPs (504 HHs) are still worse 

and only few used the plastic sheet for the roof. There was interagency need assessment and consecutive 

consultation, but the food distributions were not made at the time it was expected to happen. So INTERSOS/Save 

the Children should consider this fact in the future distribution to avoid the unintended consequences of the items.    
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2.2.3. Items needed at the time of distributed but didn’t received  

 

 

 

As shown in the above graph, the three most urgently needed items that did not distributed / or the amount was not 

enough are Torch, Soap and plastic sheet. As we understand from save the children staffs, beneficiaries’ already 

received soap from Oxfam as part of WASH distribution. Majority of these households claimed that they didn’t access 

these materials, especially torch and plastic sheet. Some said they bought soap from the nearby market.  

2.2.4. Distribution details  

  

 

 

As per the above information, majority of the beneficiaries waited for more than 7 hours to receive the items. 44% of 

beneficiaries waited the whole day and came back in the next day to receive the items. Beneficiaries expressed 

dissatisfaction about the waiting time. Save the children and INTERSOS disseminated the information about the 

distribution through block leaders and most beneficiaries, as per Save the Children staffs, arrived late. In addition the 

information about the selection criteria is not well disseminated for the community and this created challenge for 

block leaders during sending beneficiaries for the distribution. One block leader told us “the communities in the 

nearby complained that I am just sending my relatives/ acquaintance though I used the direction of INTERSOS/Save 
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the Children. So this created a huge challenge on our relationship and better to be done by the NGOs.” So 

INTERSOS/Save the Children needs to use effective channel to disseminate the information about beneficiary 

selection and distribution.  

Concerning registration, INTERSOS/Save the Children didn’t use token and they let beneficiaries to tell their family 

name (third name) as verification during the distribution. Despite the fact, there was a huge challenge due to spelling 

error (due to accent difference, the name was written differently). The issue is solved by using block leaders to verify.  

So it is better to use token to avoid such confusion in future distribution.   

Similarly some beneficiaries are registered in the name of the husband and we encountered two or three women 

(with their children) married to a man received as one beneficiaries. This created shortage and better to register in 

the name of the women as others do in the cluster.  

      

 

2.2.5. Beneficiaries feedback   

 

 

As depicted in the above graph, majority (63%) of the beneficiaries liked the distribution method. As per key 

informants, despite some confusion on the names of beneficiaries, the distribution was generally good and peaceful. 

Beneficiaries said that Save the Children and INTERSOS staffs treated them well. 79% of beneficiaries said the 

distribution address their life saving needs at the time of distribution.   

 

2.3. Conclusion and recommendation  

 As per beneficiaries and stakeholders (ROSS and Block leaders) view, the distribution is generally good. 

They praised the staff behavior and the peacefulness during the queue. But some people didn’t get the 

material due to spelling error in the third name (each beneficiary were expected to state their third name to 

verify their identity). So we recommend INTERSOS/ Save the Children to use token for future distribution to 

avoid similar confusion.  

 The beneficiaries received full NIF kit and most are happy by the variety and the quality of the materials, 

except the Jeri can. But particularly for the IDPs from Pultruk, the NFI items were distributed before food 

distribution (they were in need of food) and most end up sold out the NFI items. There are still some items in 

the market, especially the plastic sheet. So it is better to coordinate with other clusters / agencies on 

deciding the time of distribution to avoid similar unintended consequence.  
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 Most beneficiaries are registered in the name of the female and this helped to address the need of women 

(more than one) who married to a single men. But some households are registered in the name of the male 

and the wives and the children (more than one wife and the children of each of them) are registered as one 

beneficiary household. This created shortage of the items in the household. Due to the marriage culture of 

the community, we recommend to register women as household head to address the need of all household 

associated with a single man.  

 INTERSOS / Save the Children, together with ROSS, conducted house to housed registration and 

verification exercise. But in the process the communities were not informed about the criteria to be 

registered and this created significant challenge, especially for block leaders, since they are at the front line 

to answer for community complains.   Block leaders were made to send the registered beneficiaries to the 

distribution site and in the process they faced many challenge from the community. So INTERSOS/ Save 

the Children should create a smooth communication mechanism to effectively disseminate the message so 

as to avoid similar complains.   


