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Emergency Shelter and NFI (Version 21 July 2018) 
 

LCED’S POST DISTRIBUTION MONITORING REPORT, APRIL 2019  
PROVISION OF EMERGENCY SHELTER ASSISTANCE TO 800 RETURNEES IN NAGERO COUNTY, TAMBURA 

STATE – WESTERN EQUATORIA (SS) 
DONOR; RAPID RESPONSE FUND (RRF 0168) 

 

PDM Report Date: 29 April, 2019             PDM date(s): PDM date(s): 10-14 April, 2019 

Alert Date: 01 June, 2018                            Assessment/Verification Date: 12-17 December, 2018 and 15 
to 22 March, 2019 

Distribution date:  27-29th March, 2019   No. of months/weeks PDM was conducted after distribution: 
2 weeks  

(N.B. It should be two weeks to four months as per S-NFI Cluster methodology) 
 
Distribution Location Information 

State* Tambura 

County* Nagero 

Payam* Nagero Central 

Exact location/Boma* Hai Matar, Nakpanangbara, Rengu, Nagbagi and Nzara 

Site/settlement Type* 
PoC ☐  Collective Centers ☐ Spontaneous  ☒         

Others_________  ☐ 

Displacement Type* Conflict affected ☒ Disaster affected ☐ Other (Specify) _____ ☐ 

PDM Team Details 

Name Agency Title Contact (email, mobile, sat-phone)  

(Name of Place) 

Sherrie Lilian R. LCED M&E Officer sherrie.lilian@lachalced.org, 
0924511348 

Jame Alex 
Lobayiti 

LCED Programme 
Assistant Field 
Assistant 

James.alex@lachalced.org  

Felix Lado Alex LCED Programme 
Volunteer 

Felix.lado@lachalced.org  

Enumerators 

TOTAL  Male  Female  

5  3                           2 

Report prepared 
by: 

Sherrie 
Lilian R. 

Contributions 
from: 

Jame Alex, Felix Lado and Monica Berti (Program 
Manager) 

Sample size information 

Sample Size* 
(Target) 

868 Women 
(% based on 
man/woman % 
during 
distribution) 

No. 6680; 
__56.7% 

Men No.____5110_ 
43.3% 
(% based on 
man/woman % 
during distribution) 

Sample collected* 60 38% 23 62% 37 

Confidence Level 95% Margin of error 10% Sample 
calculator 
(provide 
calculator if 

http://www.raosof
t.com/samplesize.h
tml 
(As per S-NFI Cluster 

mailto:sherrie.lilian@lachalced.org
mailto:James.alex@lachalced.org
mailto:Felix.lado@lachalced.org
http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html
http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html
http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html
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different) Methodology) 

Beneficiary numbers of distribution  
If the distribution took place in multiple locations and/or the beneficiaries had multiple places of origin, 
please complete this table indicating the number of beneficiaries per location and/or place of origin.  

Payam Boma Individuals  Households  

M F T 1965 

Nagero Central Hai Matar 473 
 

592 
 
 

1065 
 

 

Total 202 

Total female 
headed 

households  

99 

Total child 
headed 

households 

0 

Total male 
headed 

households  

103 

Nagero Central Nzara 
 

402 546 
 

948 Total 203 

Total female 
headed 

households  

120 

Total child 
headed 

households 

0 

Total male 
headed 

households  

83 

Nagero Central Nagbagi 322 350 672 Total 126 

Total female 
headed 

households  

73 

Total child 
headed 

households 

0 

Total male 
headed 

households  

53 

Nagero Central Napkanagbara 279 381 660 Total 147 

Total female 
headed 

households  

69 

Total child 
headed 

households 

0 

Total male 
headed 

households  

78 

Nagero Central Rengu    Total 190 

297 459 756 Total female 
headed 

households  

102 
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     Total child 
headed 

households 

0 

Total male 
headed 

households  

88 

Grand Total  1773 2328 4101 Total 868 

Total female 
headed 

households  

463 

Total child 
headed 

households 

0 

Total male 
headed 

households  

405 

PDM SCHEDULE 

Location Date No. of interviews collected 

Payam Boma 

Nagero Central Hai Matar   

” Nagbagi   

” Nzara   

” Napkanagbara   

” Rengu   

 
S-NFI Distributed 

Quantity of each item distributed per 
household 
 

Plastic sheets  2 

Rubber ropes 2 

Poles (big) 4 

Poles (medium) 8 

Targeting criteria 
- Include whether IDPs, host 
community, returnees, most vulnerable, 
etc. 

The targeting criteria included returnees that were either 
homeless living in open spaces/under trees or with a relative 
or friend as a result of massive destruction or burning of their 
shelters during the conflict of June to August 2018.  

Background: SNFI Response overview (provide any other additional information that is relevant to PDM 
- guidance below) 
- Give a brief introduction of context from alert date, assessment/verification, to distribution? 
- Where was the distribution held and how was it organised? 
- What and how were beneficiaries informed? 
- How was equal access ensured for men, women, girls and boys? 
- How was order maintained during the distribution? 
- What were the challenges? 
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Background information 
- Give a brief introduction of context from alert date, 
assessment/verification, to distribution? 

Lacha Community and Economic Development (LCED) received funding from Rapid Response Fund (RRF) 
in November 2018 to support at least 800 Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) in Mabia Settlement Camp 
as a result of serious fighting between government forces and opposition fighting/clashes in Negero - 
Tambura County between June and August 2018. The assessment was conducted in October 2018 that 
revealed that more than 12,888 IDPs in Mabia Settlement were living in poor temporary shelters which 
could not protect them from harsh weather and do not allow privacy, while others lived in open space 
or under trees that posed serious security and health threats to the IDPs’ lives, including exposure to 
extreme weather hazards, lack of safety and privacy, and high risk of harassment and GBV and hence 
the urgent need for emergency shelter assistance. 
 
However, in late November and early December 2018, Tambura County in general was hit by food 
shortage and this was a double tragedy for the then IDPs in Mabia Settlement Camp. With no means of 
survival, some IDPs started trekking back to Nagero to access their gardens (back home) despite the 
area not declared secure. Later on,reports about the improvement in the security situation reached the 
camp and by mid-January 2019, the camp was deserted as reported in LCED Monitoring Report of Mabia 
Settlement Camp dated 29.01.2019 with one key recommendation being the need for a change in the 
project design to include the new project location (from Mabia to Nagero).  
 
With an approved one month no cost extension period, LCED in February 2019 conducted site visits to 
understand the situation at hand in Nagero County where most of the target population had 
presumably settled. Guided by the previous registration lists (IDPs in Tambura), LCED conducted a 
community meeting where it was revealed that ‘former IDPs and now returnees’ were scattered in 
different locations though majority concentrated in bomas close/near Nagero Central where they were 
either living in open spaces, under trees, public structures like schools/churches and while a few hosted 
by close relatives or friends. To ensure that the project targets the right people in need of emergency 
shelter assistance, a five day verification exercise was conducted in the 5 selected bomas of Hai Matar, 
Nabagi, Rengu, Nzara and Napkanagbara with the support and guidance of local authorities. With the 
project target of 800 households, the project team with the support of 10 selected and trained 
community enumerators identified and verified 868 households (4101 individuals) and a database later 
created. 

- Where was the distribution held and how was it organised? 
With vulnerable households registered and verified, community distribution committees comprised of 5 
members (2 females and 3 males) at boma level supported by the boma chief to assist LCED project staff 
during distribution of emergency shelter materials. The boma chiefs also helped in crowd control and in 
identifying the rightful persons during the distribution exercise. Distribution was conducted for 2 days in 
three centers, Rengu, Napkanagbara and Nagero community center. With massive sensitization about 
the distribution dates and time, the turn up was very good and rather than using the usual approach of 
first come first serve, the project team opted for chronological order of the verification lists however 
priority was given to the very vulnerable categories like the most elderly, people with disabilities, 
pregnant women and the very sick who were served as they came in.  

- What and how were the beneficiaries informed? 
As earlier mentioned, the project team utilised available and appropriate communication platforms to 
spread information about the different project activities including schedules and locations. For example, 
during community meetings conducted in each boma together with the target population, a central 
location and time for distribution was agreed upon. Moreover, with the support of local authorities and 
community volunteers, community mobilization was further enriched. The project team also hired a 
megaphone that was used in the last 3 days before the actual distribution to ensure that information 
reaches those it intended to target. Lastly, announcements were made in church and market places by 
the community volunteers on the date and venue for distribution. 

- How was equal access ensured for women, girls and boys? 
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To ensure equal access for all categories of people during distribution, LCED used a verification list that 
included names of all project beneficiaries (men, women, boys and girls) that had been registered for 
support. However, special consideration was given to certain categories of people that were deemed 
weak or needed any extra support. These included the elderly persons, children heading households, 
people with disabilities, pregnant women and those that looked weak/and unwell. These were identified 
and served as they came in moreover assigned a community volunteer (just in case they did not come 
with a family member) to support with delivering of the distributed items. 

- How was order maintained? 
The relief distribution committees together with local authorities played a key role in ensuring there is 
order during the distribution process as well as providing security to ensure no theft cases are 
registered. It should be noted that on the distribution day, an overwhelming number turned up 
including those that were not registered though in need and therefore, the role of the local authorities 
can never go unmentioned that ensured calmness and security. 

- What were the challenges? 
 Poor communication network 
 Poor and impassable roads (Tambura to Nagero) 
 Security road blocks that delayed travelling 
 Poor accommodation facilities in Nagero 
 High expectations from the community 

 

 

Executive summary 
- Provide a concise summary of PDM activity 
- Provide summary of major findings, conclusions and recommendations 
 
This PDM was conducted by LCE staff from 10 to 14th of April, 2019 with four main objectives that 
includes; assessing how the previous distribution of emergency shelter assistance addressed the 
presented priority needs of the targeted people; understand how the community was engaged, any 
gaps identified during implementation as well as suggest any possible recommendations for future 
interventions. 
 
Different methodologies were employed to collect both qualitative and quantitative data. With the help 
of enumerators selected from the community, household interviews for example were conducted with 
key respondents (beneficiaries) using a non-random sampling technique called snow ball while key 
informants were purposively selected. Gender sensitive focus group discussions were also employed to 
collect views from different groups of people that included beneficiaries, non-beneficiaries and people 
with disabilities. The above were supplemented with observations during the interview process. 
 
The major key findings are ; 

 All respondents reported that the provision of emergency shelter assistance was not only timely 
but appropriate in responding to their main urgent shelter need.  

 On duplication, all respondents interviewed reported to have ONLY received emergency shelter 
assistance from LCED in March this year.  

 On protection, 82% reported not to have experienced any form of security threat going to, 
coming from and at the distribution centers. 96% also reported to have felt safe with the items 
received and these can be attributed to the location of the distribution centres in consultation 
with the target population as well as proper timing for the distribution. 98% of the respondents 
reported to have been treated fairly and with respect by project staff and community leaders 
not only during distribution but throughout the whole response process. 86% also reported to 
have seen special categories of people given priority during distribution including transportation 
of distributed items as well as construction of the temporary shelters. 

 All respondents reported to be satisfied with the quality of the shelter materials received. 
 On access to information, 85% reported to have received information through their community 
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leaders, 73% through attending community meetings, 72% through a hired mega phone while 
37% through either a family member or neighbour.  

 88% of the key respondents reported to have been informed of the selection criteria.  
 82% of the key respondents reported to have participated in one way or the other during the 

whole response cycle (attending community meetings, cutting and loading of poles, verifying 
the registered households and some employed as casual labourers).  

 On complaint, feedback and response mechanism, 78% of the key respondents reported to have 
been informed of the various CFRM in place (NGO complaint desk, community leaders, RRC 
office) and this is very important to ensure CFRM is not only in place but rather relevant and 
appropriate to use by those it targets. 

 On immediate impacts, all the respondents reported to currently sleeping in their new shelters 
constructed using the distributed materials.  

 Lastly, not all is lost with this conflict affected population. It was encouraging to note that the 
community are also trying to improve on their situation. For example, they reported to be 
making bricks for more shelters for the big family size, tilling their land in preparation for the 
expected rains, bee keeping, fishing and hunting wild animals for survival. 

Key recommendation include but not limited to; 
 The urgent need for kitchen sets, sleeping mats, solar torches blankets and jerry cans should not 

be underestimated rather be given a priority by humanitarian partners. 
 Strengthening of coordination mechanisms among humanitarian partners should be immediate 

to avoid overlapping and duplication.  
 Many people are still returning and the number is expected to increase. However, there is no 

registration procedure in place and therefore this PDM recommends a registration system 
established at RRC office in Nagero to ensure the actual numbers of returnees are captured for 
factual reporting, future targeting and humanitarian interventions. 

 Community participation should be emphasized and encouraged as one of the best practices for 
project sustainability and ownership. 

 On complaint, feedback and response mechanism, it is very important for humanitarian 
partners to consult with the community on what is available, relevant and appropriate to ensure 
the community is able to use the mechanisms in place to provide feedback. 

Aim of activity 
-Briefly explain the objective of your activity including the intervention processes you are monitoring and 
which items you are specifically monitoring 

The post distribution monitoring exercise was intended to;  
a) Assess how the distribution of emergency shelter assistance addressed the presented priority 

needs of the targeted conflict affected returnees in Nagero County 
b) Understand how the community was engaged during the response cycle 
c) Identify any unaddressed urgent needs as well as implementation gaps during the response 

cycle for future planning 
d) Suggest possible recommendations for future interventions 

Methodology 
-Briefly explain the different preparations and relevant steps undertaken for the PDM including desk 
review and which documents, preparation of tools (paper back or mobile data collection), sampling, 
preparation of field visit, mobilising and training of enumerators, data collection methods, 
limitations/challenges during distribution, documenting and analysis of data, and other important and 
relevant information 

 
In preparation for the PDM, a number of tasks were undertaken by the monitoring team as summarised 
in the table below; 
Table; showing PDM activities  
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Date  Activity  Location  

01-03/04/2019 Desk study; review of LCED assessment/verification reports 
of December 2018 and March 2019, field monitoring report 
of January 2019 and the distribution report of March 2019 

LCED office, Juba 

04-05/2019 Discussion and interpretation of the S-NFI Cluster 
questionnaires to be used 

 LCED office, Juba 

05/04/2019 Piloting with  the PDM tools amongst staff for 
familiarisation  

LCED office , Juba 

06/04/2019 Printing of PDM tools  Tambura field 
office,  

08/04/2019 Travel to the field and conduct entry meetings with local 
authorities, seek permission to conduct the monitoring 
exercise 

Nagero  

09/04/2019 Debrief and training of enumerators about the tools, 
standard procedures (PDM Enumerator Training Outline) 
and Piloting of the tools with the enumerators 

Nagero central 

10-14/04/2019 Data collection Hai Matar, 
Nakpanangbara, 
Rengu, Nagbagi 
and Nzara 

16-18/04/2019 Travel back to Juba Juba  

23-25/04/2019 Data entry and analysis Juba 

26-29/04/2019 Report writing and submission Juba 

 
The PDM team employed both qualitative and quantitative data collection methods. The sample to be 
interviewed was both randomly and purposively selected. Key respondents (returnees) were randomly 
selected using a snow ball sampling procedure by the selected enumerators in the 5 selected bomas 
while key informants as well as participants for specific focus group discussions were purposively 
selected. Five enumerators were also selected from within the supported community - based on their 
ability to read and write (3 males and 2 females).  Six focus group discussions (people with disabilities, 
adolescent youth, with adult beneficiaries and with non-recipients) were used to gather a wider range 
of views from different people while observation supplemented the above data collection methods with 
a gender and protection lens. 

Challenges & Limitations 
-Briefly explain the challenges you encountered during the PDM exercise and the limitations of your 
findings 

 Poor communication and transport network (impassable roads) 

 High illiteracy rates i.e. not easy to find female enumerators to do credible work 

 The high expectations from the community in anticipation of more support and sometimes 
trying to conceal some vital information 

 Some of the people identified refusal to participate in the PDM more especially the non-
beneficiaries saying it was wastage of their time. 

 High numbers still in need; there are many new returnees still arriving from Bazia and 
neighbouring areas yet in dire need of emergency shelter assistance  

 Security clearance; continuous security roadblocks and clearances that sometimes delayed the 
planned activities 

Analysis of data 
- Provide graphs on the question indicated under each aspect being measured 
- Include triangulation of data from other information based on other questions in HH, FGD, KII, 
observations, desk review documents (assessment/verification, distribution report) 
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- Include photos at the section ‘Anecdotes, Stories, Photos’ and ensure that you refer to them in the 
analysis part 

 
1. PROFILE OF KEY RESPONDENTS 
a) Gender of the Respondents 
The monitoring team engaged both gender and was very keen on encouraging women as well as people 
with special needs to participate so as to understand their specific needs. This was also observed during 
the focus group discussions (all-female and all-male FGDs for adults, people with special needs and 
adolescents as summarised in the graph below; 
 Table 1: showing percentages of all respondents segregated by sex 

 
In total, 60 individual respondents 
participated in the individual 
household interviews where by 23 
were females (38%) with 4 females 
(21%) representing people With 
Disability (PWDs) and 37 males (62) 
with at least 6 males (16%) 
representing People With Disabilities 
(PWDs)s. Enumerators were also 
selected on a gender inclusive 
perspective whereby 3 were males 

and 2 females. The emphasis on gender inclusion of key respondents clearly explains the need for all 
stakeholders to devise means of empowering the marginalised groups and more so a focus on PWDs to 
participate in issues that concern their lives. 

FGDs were another great way of collecting 
numerous yet different views from across 
the different categories of people in the 
community. 6 FGDs were conducted (3 all 
males and 3 all females with different 
categories of people in the target 
community that included; adult 
beneficiaries, adolescent youth from both 
beneficiary and non-beneficiary households 
as well as with non-beneficiaries. In total, 
53 people participated in the 6 FGDs where 
30 were males and 23 females. 
 

 
b) Age Category and household size of Respondents 

Out of the 60 respondents, majority (28) were 
between 31 to 45 years, followed by those between 46 
to 60 years (19), then 19 to 30 (06), more than 60 (06) 
and only one was below the age of 18 years. 
 
More so, many respondents (40%) reported to have a 
family of 7 to 9 members, 30% reported they were 4 to 
6 members while 6% reported a family as big as 10 to 
15 members and only 24% were a family of 1 to 3 
members. This is related to why the need for more 
plastic sheets kept surfacing during all the discussions. 

  

 

19

31

50

4 6
10

Females Males Total

Individuals interviewed

Key respondents People with disabilities

10

6

7

23

7

9

14

30

17

15

21

53

Adoloscent Youth

Non- Recipients

FGD for adults

Total

FGD Participation

Total Females Males

6

26

11

6

1

50

2

8

10

19 to 30

31 to 45

46 to 60

60+ years

Below 18

Total

PWDs

indiv.
Interviews
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2. Quality control of the process (assessment/verification and distribution) 
a) Did the NGO assess/ask you about your priority needs? 

 
78% of the respondents reported that the NGO (LCED) staff or the community leaders visited or asked 

about their shelter conditions in early March 2019. 
However, 22% reported otherwise and when asked, 
one said,  

‘Me, I was not visited after all; I was staying with 
a relative by then’.  
However, during a meeting with key informants that 
included the Relief Rehabilitation Commissioner (RRC) 
Nagero, it was revealed that findings revealed that the 

whole village was destroyed with visible houses burnt and the LCED staff working closely with the 
existing local structures and a few selected community enumerators verified and registered households 
in need of emergency shelter assistance. 
 

b) What were your 3 most urgent needs and what was the response? 
 
In order to ensure 
that the assistance 
provided was 
relevant and 
appropriate to 
address the urgent 
needs of the target 
population, the 
PDM asked the 
respondents to 
point out the then 3 
most priority needs. 
Information 
collected revealed 
that the need for 

emergency shelter surpassed other needs followed by the urgent need for kitchen sets, solar lamp and 
sleeping mats. This therefore suggests that humanitarian actors should urgently prioritise the above if 
the lives of people in Nagero are to be saved. 
 
When asked about what interventions they have received so far, all respondents reported to have 
received 2 plastic sheets, 2 bundles of rubber ropes and poles that helped in addressing their most 
urgent shelter need however still report the urgent need for other Non-Food Items (NFIs) indicated in 
the above graph. In fact, 98% reported that if the previous distribution had not taken place, they had no 
any other way of meeting their shelter needs given the lack of grass in Nagero and the fact that those 
who used to provide support are also currently vulnerable due to the conflict that affected everybody.  
It was however encouraging to learn that for example, majority (98%) now feel safe with a roof on top 
of them and more especially safe from bad weather like the expected rains and the hot sun. In addition, 
96% reported that their privacy issues had been addressed since they no longer live in open space, 
public premises, with friends/relatives or even under trees but rather in their newly improved or 
constructed shelter. However, during FGDs with adolescents and some adults, they still complained of 
the urgent need to address their privacy issues and requested organisations to always target them 
individually rather  than in a family setting.  

‘Here in Nagero, any child above the age of 13 years lives in his/her own hut’ explained one 
community leader during a key informant interview. This also explains why all households reported to 
be sharing one shelter irrespective of the family size and hence still complained of overcrowding, lack of 

No
22%

Yes
78%

1

3

44

1

1

4

1

29

3

4

6

2

1

3

12

2

11

8

3

11

Kanga

kitchen set

plastic sheet

rubber ropes

solar lamp

blanket

Mosquito net

sleeping mat
3rd most urgent SNFI need
2nd most urgent SNFI need
1st most urgent SNFI  need
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privacy and continued exposure to sexual harassment more especially for women and girls. 
c) Challenges encountered to and during distribution 

 
82% of the key respondents reported not to have 
experienced any form of challenge to and from the 
distribution sites. They explained that the distance to 
and the distribution centre was agreed upon amongst 
the target population during the community meeting 
and this eased the whole process. All respondents 
reported to have walked to and from the distribution 
centre and did not pay anything in return for 
assistance received. Nonetheless, at the distribution 
centre, they reported that there was overcrowding 

due to the big turn up including those that were not registered. However, local authorities maintained 
calmness throughout the distribution and the community volunteers supported the NGO staff to 
quicken the distribution process while maintaining law and order. 
 
3. Timeliness of the intervention 
All the respondents interviewed reported that the intervention was timely to address their needs. 
Whereas majority of the target population returned to Nagero in late January and early February this 
year, LCED conducted the verification exercise in mid-March 2019 and one week after, the registered 
beneficiaries received the assistance. Additionally, during FGDs, participants thanked LCED for their 
timely services that were also mindful the rainy season that was/is expected soon. 
 
4. Duplication 
It is very important for organisations to strengthen coordination mechanisms to avoid overlapping with 
other partners by targeting the same people. All respondents reported to have only received emergency 
shelter assistance from LCED between the 27th to 29th March, 2019 - however, during FGDs with some 
beneficiaries and interviews with key informants, it was revealed that World Vision was also registering 
some returnees in the same locations and hence a high possibility of duplication. This is therefore very 
important for partners to share information on who is doing what and where to avoid overlapping and 
duplication. 
 
5. Protection  

 
96% reported to have felt safe because of the items 
received, while only 2% reported to feel unsafe and 2% 
refused to answer. Those unsafe reported fear to travel 
back home due to the tensions from those who missed 
and possible risks associated with theft, and 
overcrowding at the distribution centres. These can be 
attributed to the location of the distribution centres that 
were easily accessible by everyone as well as the timing 
for distribution. For example 58% reported to have 

walked for less than 30 minutes to and from the distribution centres, 40% (30 to 60 minutes) while only 
2% reported a 2 hour distance walk. Additionally, all respondents reported that distribution was done 
either from 10 am to 1pm or 2 to 4pm depending on the allocated time per boma.  
 
98% of the respondents reported to have been treated fairly and with respect by project staff and 
community leaders not only during distribution but the whole response process. While 2% did not 
respond to the question, an equal 2% said they felt that were not treated well and when the team 
explored into about what happened, it was found out that their complaint about the need for more 
plastic sheets is still unaddressed.  

82%

2%
16%

No Refuse to
answer

Yes

88%

4%

8%

No

Refuse to answer

Yes

Security concerns during 
distribution
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It was also reported that special consideration was given to certain categories of people deemed more 
vulnerable during the distribution. These included people with disabilities, pregnant women, the elderly 
and those who looked weak or unwell. In fact, in cases where these people did not have a family 
member to help in carrying the distributed materials, a few youth identified by the community leaders 
were always available to support. More so, while majority were only supervised during 
construction/improvement of their shelters, the above categories were supported by a hired shelter 
expert (LCED) supported by some community youths paid by the project as local labours to construct for 
them the temporary shelters. All in all, all respondents reported to have felt secure and with the 
provision of shelter materials, their security as well as their privacy has improved. 
 
6. Housing, Land And Property 
All respondents said they have not faced any land/property disputes. During the FGD and KII, the host 
families confirmed that they hosted either friends or relatives who own land within the Nagero and 
believed that the hosting would be for a short time. More so, during a discussion with the local 
authorities, it was confirmed that the returnees have not found any difficulty in accessing their original 
land since it was not occupied by any other groups. 
 
7. Effectiveness in addressing their urgent shelter needs 
All respondents reported that the provision of emergency shelter assistance was not only timely but 
appropriate in responding to their urgent needs given majority of the targeted were either sleeping in 
their old shelter without a roof, or under trees and a few being hosted by friends or relatives. However, 
not only during household interviews but FGDs and KIIs reported other urgent needs for kitchen sets, 
sleeping mats, blankets, jerry cans and the need to rehabilitate the functional water points. It was 
observed in most households where old jerry cans were used for washing plates, clothes as well as 
taking a bath! While food was being served in either very old containers or leaves. 
 
8. Quality of the items 
All key respondents and information collected from all the FGDs revealed that beneficiaries appreciated 
and were satisfied with the quality of the shelter materials distributed. 
 
9. Accountability to affected population 

a) Access to information  
It was found out that the project team used 
different communication channels to pass on 
information to the target population. This 
information included date, time and location of 
the different activities like community meetings, 
verification and distribution. 94% of the key 
respondents reported to have received 
information about the distribution through various 
platforms; 85% reported to have received 
information through their community leaders, 73% 

through attending community meetings, 72% through a hire mega phone while 37% through either a 
family member or neighbour. Whereas 2% reported not to have received information, 2% did not 
respond to the question.  
 

b) Aware of the selection criteria 
88% of the key respondents report to have been informed of the 
selection criteria which they reported to include but not limited to most 
vulnerable returnees whose houses were destroyed, people with 
disabilities, pregnant and lactating mothers, elderly/female/child headed 
households and households hosting homeless returnees. 12% however 
reported not to have been aware of the selection criteria but were 

85%

73%

72%

37%

Community leaders

Community meetings

Mega phone

Family…

Communication channels used

No
12%
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informed of their selection by the community leaders. 
 
 

c) Participation in the response 
The community should be at the centre of any intervention 
geared towards improving and benefitting them. The findings 
revealed that 82% of the key respondents reported to have 
participated in one way or the other during the whole 
response cycle. For example; 74% reported to have 
participated in attending community meetings, 50% 
participated in cutting and loading of poles, 22% participated 
in verifying the registered households, 20% spoke to/with the 
project staff during the complaint, feedback and response 

mechanism; while 11% reported to have employed as casual labourers (enumerators or local labourers) 
during the verification, distribution and construction of selected shelters. 
 
10. Communication with the Communities 

a) How do you wish to receive information?  
 
when asked the appropriate way of passing on 
information to the community, majority of the key 
respondents (66%) mentioned that community leaders 
still play a vital role in ensuring they receive 
information while 34% suggested that the 
NGO/humanitarian staff are always efficient and know 
very well they information to pass and the audience. 
Information collected from various FGDs also 
suggested other platforms that included market places 
as suggested mainly by women and the youth, places 

of worship, schools and using a mega phone. 
 

b) Use of a Complaint Feedback and Response Mechanism (CFRM) 
A CFRM has time over and gain proved to be an 
effective platform to identify gaps as well as providing 
feedback on project implementation. It was found out 
that 78% of the key respondents reported to have 
been informed of the various CFRM in place (NGO 
complaint desk, community leaders, RRC office) while 
22% reported contrary. For example, out of the 60% 
that reported to have either complained or provided 
feedback, 43% reported to have done so through 
community leaders, 50% went directly to the NGO 

staff (complaint desk) established in Nagero Centre while 7% complained through the RRC office – 
Nagero. When asked about progress on their complaints, 53% said that their complaints were solved 
(71% satisfied with the resolution), 27% still await, 10% were referred to other services/partners, 7% did 
not get any response but still waiting (mainly those who were not registered) and only 3% said no 
response and have lost hope. 
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11. Appropriate usage and impact of shelter assistance 
 

Prior to distribution, majority (68%) 
reported to had been sleeping in open 
spaces, 28% slept under trees; an 
equal percentage (2%) lived either 
with friends/relatives or in public 
premises, and confessed that they 
slept in very bad conditions. 
 
However, after distribution, all the 
interviewed respondents said that 

they sleep in their new or improved shelters made out of the distributed items. When asked about what 
they used for shelter improvement/construction before the conflict, they shared that they were using 
grass and bamboo for roofing but with the invasion of the cattle keepers (Ambororos) who continuously 
burn the dry grass to allow regrowth of new pasture for their cattle, they now ponder about new roofing 
innovations but yet to find a workable solution. For the ropes, respondents reported to had been using 
local materials which were also burnt during the invasion and appreciated the quality distributed to 
them. 
 

In summary, the PDM team compared 
the shelter situations before and after 
the humanitarian intervention. The 
findings revealed that the current 
shelter challenges mainly included the 
urgent need for more shelter 
assistance (30% of the respondents) 
due to overcrowding, 44% still 
complained of temperature especially 
during day time, 36% reported 
weather related issues due to lack of 
blankets and only 6% reported lack of 

privacy as their main challenge. 
 
12. Environmental Conservation 

  
It is very important to conserve 
the environment during any 
humanitarian intervention (UN 
Sustainable Development Goal 
13).  Findings of this PDM revealed 
that majority of the beneficiaries 
(54%) due to lack of sleeping mats 
use the packaging materials as 
sleeping mats as well as old 
shelter items. 22% and 16% throw 
packaging materials and old or 
damaged items in the 
environment; an equal 2% throw 
in the river; 22% and 36% burn 
packaging and old/damaged items 
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respectively while only 4% reported to burry old or damaged items. 
 
Resilience and coping mechanism 
Lastly, it is very important to plan for exit at the beginning of the project for the community to continue 
without humanitarian intervention. This can only be done once the community is fully involved in the 
project implementation as well identifying and building on the community strength. The findings of this 
PDM revealed that LCED engaged the community by identifying and forming relief distribution 
committees that played a key role in mobilizing the community to participate in various project activities 
including cutting of poles and supporting each other during construction of temporary shelters. This 
means that other humanitarian partners intending to support this community will find established 
structures to work with. More so, by working closely with the local authorities throughout the response 
cycle, the community understands and owns the project activities and continue to provide feedback to 
different stakeholders.  
 
Information collected from various FGDs revealed that many beneficiaries are now laying bricks to 
construct improved and more shelters for themselves to avoid congestion and lack of privacy. Others 
reported to have resumed with tilling their land though with lack of farming inputs in preparation for 
the rainy season, bee keeping, hunting wild animals and fishing for survival. 
 

 

Conclusions & Recommendations 
- Provide major findings, concerns and recommendations. 
- Elaborate on findings of the two S-NFI HRP 2018 Indicators 
 

1) Displaced population served with shelter and/or NFI assistance where resilience is 
mainstreamed 

2) % of displaced population served with shelter and/or NFI assistance where resilience is 
mainstreamed that report an improvement of their coping mechanisms 

Conclusion and Recommendations 
In conclusion, the PDM findings show positive results on all the aspects explored that include but not 
limited to the general response process (assessment, verification and distribution) in  relation to the 
timeliness, quality, effectiveness of the intervention in addressing the urgent shelter needs; 
communication with communities; protection issues; housing, land and property; accountability to 
affected population; resilience and coping mechanisms; appropriate usage of items; immediate impacts 
of the intervention and environmental conservation. Even though positive HH results have been pointed 
out, triangulation of data shows certain concerns to be taken into consideration for further 
improvement and is further explained below with proposed ways forward.  

 
 All respondents reported that the provision of emergency shelter assistance was not only timely 

but appropriate in responding to their main urgent shelter need. However, reported urgent 
need for kitchen sets, sleeping mats, blankets and jerry cans. This is therefore an urgent call to 
humanitarian partners to prioritise Shelter and WASH NFIs in response to this call. 

 On duplication, all respondents interviewed reported to have ONLY received emergency shelter 
assistance from LCED in March this year. However, it was also found out that World Vision was 
registering returnees in the same location and hence a high risk of duplication or double 
counting. This PDM recommends humanitarian partners to improve on the coordination 
mechanisms by consulting with each other and understand who is, where and with what; to 
avoid overlapping. 

 On protection, 82% reported not to have experienced any form of security threat going to, 
coming from and at the distribution centers. 96% also reported to have felt safe with the items 
received and these can be attributed to the location of the distribution centres in consultation 
with the target population as well as proper timing for the distribution. 98% of the respondents 
reported to have been treated fairly and with respect by project staff and community leaders 



Shelter Cluster South Sudan 
ShelterCluster.org 

Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter  

Republic of South Sudan www.sheltercluster.org  15 

not only during distribution but throughout the whole response process. 86% also reported to 
have seen special categories of people given priority during distribution including transportation 
of distributed items as well as construction of the temporary shelters. 

 All respondents reported to be satisfied with the quality of the shelter materials received. 
 On access to information, 85% reported to have received information through their community 

leaders, 73% through attending community meetings, 72% through a hired mega phone while 
37% through either a family member or neighbour. However, it was also suggested that other 
platforms like market centres, places of worship and schools can be other avenues in 
transmitting information in areas with poor communication network. 

 88% of the key respondents reported to have been informed of the selection criteria however 
mentioned that a lot of people are still returning and in need of emergency shelter. The PDM 
recommends a registration of new returnees by the RRC office to establish the actual numbers 
for verification and targeting by future humanitarian partners. 

 On participation, 82% of the key respondents reported to have participated in one way or the 
other during the whole response cycle (attending community meetings, cutting and loading of 
poles, verifying the registered households and some employed as casual labourers). This is 
should be emphasized and encouraged as one of the best practices for project sustainability and 
ownership. 

 On complaint, feedback and response mechanism, 78% of the key respondents reported to have 
been informed of the various CFRM in place (NGO complaint desk, community leaders, RRC 
office) and this is very important to ensure CFRM is not only in place but rather relevant and 
appropriate to use by those it targets. 

 On immediate impacts, all the respondents reported to currently sleeping in their new shelters 
constructed using the distributed materials. However, issues of congestion, limited privacy and 
the coldness in the night are yet to be addressed. 

 Lastly, not all is lost with this conflict affected population. It was encouraging to note that the 
community are also trying to improve on their situation. For example, they reported to be 
making bricks for more shelters for the big family size, tilling their land in preparation for the 
expected rains, bee keeping, fishing and hunting wild animals for survival. 

 

Shelter – NFI HRP 2018 Indicators & Cluster Donor Indicator 

% of displaced population served with shelter and/or NFI reporting that assistance is delivered in a 
safe, accessible and participatory manner (Target: 80%) (SNFI HRP INDICATOR)1 

               
92
% 

% of displaced population served with shelter and/or NFI reporting that assistance has contributing 
to responding to their main urgent needs (Target: 80%) (SNFI HRP INDICATOR) 

               
88
% 

% of target population living in safe and dignified shelters in secure settlements (Target: 75%) (ECHO 
CLUSTER INDICATOR) 2 
Average % of the following indicators:                                 

 - population considering that their basic shelter needs are met timely                                   
 - population considering their settlement to be secure 
 

 

96
%
% 

                                                           
1 Average of three questions (SAFE:  Did you feel safe while going to receive assistance, waiting for distribution and coming back to your 
home after receiving assistance? ; ACCESSIBLE: Was anyone who was qualified excluded from the assistance? ; PARTICIPATORY: Did the 

assessment team correctly identify your S-NFI most urgent needs? 

 
2 Average of three questions (Did you feel you received the items in time to respond to your needs? (96%); Would you say that the shelter 

material you received is helping you and your family feel safer?; Have you faced any land/property dispute or evictions since SNFIs were 

provided? 
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Anecdotes, Case studies, Photos 
-Please share any interesting or illustrative stories of people’s experiences, responses, and needs; and 
photos 
 

SUCCESS STORY 1 :Inclusive targeting and participation for PWDs 
John (not his real names) a household head 
of seven members lost his sight 10 years 
back. Currently aged 46 years relies on his 7 
year old to aide his movements. The June –
August 2018 conflict left him displaced and 
his home totally destroyed just like any other 
Nagero residents and together with his 
family ran for their safety. During an 
interview with him, he cannot hide his 
appreciation for LCED’s approach especially 
prioritising people like him for humanitarian 

intervention including emphasis on their participation in leadership roles. He says, he was selected 
among the few households and the project constructed a shelter that he now freely and safely lives in 
together with his family unlike before when he lived under trees. He was also selected to be part of the 
Relief Distribution Committee and his role was to listen to the community’s complaints and provide 
feedback to NGO staff. He also says that much as he still needs more assistance in terms of shelter NFIs, 
he is now safer and settled and looks at a brighter future ahead! 
 
 
SUCCESS STORY 2; Community Engagement 

‘Putting the community at the centre during 
humanitarian interventions encourages 
participation, ownership and sustainability’. This is a 
living testimony for Nagero local authorities during a 
focus group discussion held in April 2019 (photo). 
They shared that LCED staff consulted with them 
right from the start of the project and were involved 
in verifying and registering households for 
assistance, monitoring of project activities, 
providing information on safety and access of the 
selected distribution centres as well as ensuring 
there is order and calmness during distributions. 
The RRC Nagero said, ‘we supported wherever 

possible and we continue to provide any related information about the project because we were fully 
involved and know exactly what and how it happened’. It is very important for humanitarian partners to 
also utilize the local authorities as avenues for collecting feedback about their response as well as 
addressing some complaints raised if they are engaged. 
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Some of the photos taken during PDM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Enumerator  during household interviews                   Key respondent pose next to his new shelter 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
                                 
 
 
 
 
 

 
FDG with Key informants in Nagero Central                     All adolescent female focus group discussion -Rengu 
       

                         

 

 

 


