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IOM SOUTH SUDAN 
POST-DISTRIBUTION MONITORING OF S-NFI AND WASH MATERIALS
LAINYA, CENTRAL EQUATORIA STATE (11 - 13 November 2017)

ACTIVITY

DURATION

MONITORING TEAM

LOCATION

PDM OBJECTIVES

Post-Distribution Monitoring (PDM) was 
conducted on 11-13 November, nearly one 
month after distribution of S-NFI and WASH 
items in Lainya and Wonduruba conducted 
on 13-16 October and 9-10 November 2017. 
Targeted population are the most vulnerable 
(elderly, pregnant women, lactating women, 
female-headed families, people with special 
needs (disability)) amongst Returnees from 
Uganda and Kenya refugee camps, and affected 
population that recently came back from the 
bush.  Although WASH and S-NFI items were 
distributed in both Lainya and Wonduruba 
payam, this PDM will only concentrate on five 
S-NFI items distributed in Lainya Payam and 
three of five Bomas namely Lainya Center, 
Logwili, and Loka. Due to internal challenges, 
cooking set was not included in the items 
monitored. Beneficiaries of the SNFI items in 
the three bomas montiored totaled 2,689 HH 
(16,846 individuals).

Saturday to Monday, 11 - 13 November 2017
Submission of PDM report: 10 December 2017

The objective of this PDM is to evaluate overall appropriateness, 
effectiveness and coverage of S-NFI response from assessment 
to post-distribution using the metrics below and which 
are compliant to PDM indicators stipulated in the S-NFI 
cluster guidelines. Although data gathered covers all metrics 
enumerated, this report will only address main points of 
concern after analysis of data. For further information on 
metrics and data not found in this report, please refer to IOM 
M&R officer: Rikka Tupaz rtupaz@iom.int

i. Replication of distributed items
ii. Timeliness
iii. Quantity control
iv. Quality control
v. Retention of items
vi. Appropriateness of items
vii. Effectiveness of items in addressing needs
viii. Assessment and registration control (methods, quality, 
coverage, fairness, participation of beneficiaries)
ix. Dissemination of information (methods, quality, timeliness, 
participation of beneficiaries)
x. Distribution (methods, quality, site, accessibility)
xi. Protection
xii. Accountability
xiii. Impact

Boma: Logwili, Lainya, Loka
Payam: Lainya
County: Lainya
State: Central Equatoria

ADAM Aluma S-NFI assistant (Team leader) 
aladam@iom.int
AYIRA John Land Surveyor (WASH) 
ajohn@iom.int 
SANINVE Justin DTM Enumerator 
saninvejustine@gmail.com
six locally recruited enumerators
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1 pc. Blanket 
1 pc. Sleeping Mat 
1 pc. Mosquito Net 
1 pc. Plas�c Sheet
1 bundle of Rope



For additional information, please contact: Rikka Tupaz, Monitoring and Reporting Officer rtupaz@iom.int Page 2/17

IOM SOUTH SUDAN 
POST-DISTRIBUTION MONITORING OF S-NFI AND WASH MATERIALS
LAINYA, CENTRAL EQUATORIA STATE (11 - 13 November 2017)

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
WHAT: Post-distribution monitoring (PDM) of S-NFI  materials 
distributed on 13-16 October 2017 namely 1 pc. blanket, 1 pc. 
sleeping mat, 1 pc. mosquito, , 1 pc. Plastic Sheet, 3 buns rope (1/2 
cooking set is not monitored in this report).

WHEN: 11-13 November 2017 (nearly 1 month after distribution).

WHERE: Lainya Center, Logwili and Loka Boma in Central Equatoria 
State.

WHO: ADAM Aluma S-NFI assistant (Team leader) aladam@iom.int
AYIRA John Land Surveyor (WASH) ajohn@iom.int 
SANINVE Justin DTM Enumerator saninvejustine@gmail.com

WHY: To evaluate overall appropriateness, effectiveness and 
coverage of S-NFI and WASH response from assessment to post-
distribution. 

HOW: Household Data Collection (89 households), 3 Key Informant 
Interviews, 5 Focus Group Discussions, 1 Lainya center (women & men 
separately), 1 Loka (women & men),1 Logwili (women& and men). 

TIMELINE OF INTERVENTION (8.5 Months)

IRNA
23-25 February 2017 

in Lainya and Wonduruba

VERIFICATION OF NEEDS
29 March - 4 April 2017 in Lainya by

IOM, ZOA, ARDO, Islamic Relief
Report Date: 7 April 2017

DISTRIBUTION
25-28 April 2017 & 1 May 2017 in 

Lainya by IOM, ARDO, ZOA
Report Date: 15 May 2017

VERIFICATION OF NO. OF BENEFICIARIES
19-25 August 2017

in Lanya and Wonduruba by IOM, LCED, ALA, Plan International
Report Date: 30 August 2017

DISTRIBUTION
13-16 October & 9-10 November 2017 in Lanya and 

Wonduruba by IOM & LCED
Report Date: 29 November 2017

1.) Identification of needs
Both men and women needed kanga and solar lamps.
2.)Identification of needs                                                                                                                                      
Although 100% of respondents mentioned that they are in 
possession of all the items and are using them, during FGD, some  
items are reported to be stored namely plastic sheet. Respondents 
explained they are best used during rainy season. This means that 
items delivered may not have matched their needs since items 
provided are not being used.
3.) Beneficiaries targeting                                                                                                                              
Tension in community  caused by people who were not registered 
and did not receive the S-NFIs.
4.) Information dissemination, accountability and transparency
The community leaders in the FGD and KII sessions complained of 
not being involved during the registration and distribution process.
5.) Communication with Community on prioritization of most 
vulnerable population. Some participants during FGD were not 
aware why elderly and pregnant women were selected from crowd 
and put in front of qeueu. In additon, 43% of HH respondents said 

MAJOR CONCERNS (Refer to pp 10-13 for ways forward) 

that most vulnerable population were not given priority.
6.) Modality of response                                                                                                                   
Respondents are asking when the next aid distribution will take 
place.
7.) Delay of the response
70% of the HH respondents consider distribution as either 
delayed or too late to meet their needs.
8.) Complaint feedback mechanism
There was no complaint desk in all the distribution cen-
ters confirmed from FGD and KII sessions. 62% of the HH 
respondents also said there was no complaint mecha-nism/
desk.
9.) Protection                                                                                                                                        
11 individuals reported that they encountered danger while 
receiveing assistance. When further asked to explain, nine said 
they experienced lack of respect and consideration and two 
experienced physical or verbal assault.
10.) Quantity of items                                                                                                                                            
Complaints about inadequate number of items per household.

FOR WHOM (Target): 

Boma Households
Total 10283
Total Female 5095
Total Male 5188
Total 2513
Total Female 1302
Total Male 1211
Total 4050
Total Female 2023
Total Male 2027

Total 2689 16846
Loka 684

1606

Individuals 

Lainya center 

Logwili 399

VERIFICATION OF NEEDS
2-3 May 2017 in Wonduruba by

IOM, ZOA, ARDO, 
Report Date: 17 May 2017

IRNA
2-3 April 2017 
in Wonduruba

DISTRIBUTION
14-15 July 2017 in Wonduruba by IOM

Report Date: 18 July 2017
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IOM SOUTH SUDAN 
POST-DISTRIBUTION MONITORING OF S-NFI AND WASH MATERIALS
LAINYA, CENTRAL EQUATORIA STATE (11 - 13 November 2017)

2. METHODOLOGY
1. Desk Review: This included review of:
i.) IRNA conducted on 23-25 February 2017 in Lainya 
and Wonduruba
ii.) Verification of needs conducted in Lainya on 29 
March - 4 April 2017 by IOM, ZOA, ARDO, and Islamic 
Relief (Report submitted on 7 April 2017)
iii.) Distribution conducted in Lainya on 25-28 April 
2017 and 1 May 2017 by IOM, ARDO, and ZOA (Report 
submitted on 15 May 2017)
iv.) Verification of number of beneficiaries conducted 
in Lainya and Wonduruba on 19-25 August 2017 by  
IOM,LCED and Plan International (Report submitted 
on 30 August 2017)
v.) Distribution conducted in Lainya and Wonduruba 
on 13-16 October 2017 and 9-10 November 2017 by 
IOM and LCED (Report submitted on 29 November 
2017)

2. Revision of PDM tools: Revision of PDM tools 
according to indicators and guidelines of donors and 
South Sudan S-NFI Cluster. Questions were tailored to 
S-NFIs distributed.

3. Preparation of equipment: Household questions 
were uploaded to six mobile phones and into Kobo 
Collect App - an application used to facilitate data 
collection, viewing and analysis. 

5. Mobilizing and training enumerators: One day 
training conducted for enumerators on overall objective 
and rationale of PDM; household survey methodology 
and standard rules, procedures and conduct; usage 
and pre-testing of mobile phones and Kobo Collection 
App; understanding and familiarization of household 
questions and rationale of indicators. 

MONITORING ACTIVITIES 

1. Household survey: A mobile phone–based PDM 
household questionnaire was used to carry out 
household data collection and which included visual 
observation and recording (photos) of the usage and 

state of distributed items. The complete set of questions 
are found in Annex A with metrics covering the whole 
process of S-NFI intervention from assessment to post-
distribution. From 2,548 households, sample size of 84 
households (93% confidence level, 10% margin of error) 
was calculated using the sample size calculator referred 
to in the South Sudan S-NFI Cluster Guidelines: http://
www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html.Data collection 
lasted three days in addition to the one day training. 89 
samples were successfully collected and uploaded to 
Kobo Collect server increasing confidence level to 94% 
with 10% margin of error.

2.  Three Key Informant Interview (KII) were carried out 
with community leaders in all three locations.
 
3. Five Focus Group Discussions (FGD) were conducted: 
two in Lainya women and men two in Lowigili Men and 
women, one in Loka (women and men together).

4. Observations were carried out by monitoring team 
through household beneficiary visits. 

5. Quality Control of enumerators’ performance and 
work was monitored by monitoring team. The team 
ensured that data collectors understood questions and 
that the right information was being collected.

CHALLENGES
There were no major challenges during the PDM.

CAPACITY BUILDING

Six enumerators were hired within the community 
for household data collection through the Kobo-App 
installed in the phones. At the end of each data collection, 
enumerators were debriefed on the data collected by 
checking errors, discussing challenges they encountered 
and how to handle beneficiaries’  complaints and 
enquiries. At the end of data collection, the enumerators 
learned the type of questions addressed to monitor 
different procedures of the S-NFI response cyle, how 
to conduct house to house data collection with mobile 
phones, how to interface with interviewee, and how to 
handle complaints and other questions.
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IOM SOUTH SUDAN 
POST-DISTRIBUTION MONITORING OF S-NFI AND WASH MATERIALS
LAINYA, CENTRAL EQUATORIA STATE (11 - 13 November 2017)

3. PDM FINDINGS

TIMELINESS

PARTICIPATION AND EMPOWERMENT

Did you feel you received the items in time to respond to your needs?

Did the assessment identify 
your needs?

Were you informed about 
the contents of the kit you 
recieved?

35
%

9%

53
%

3%
0%

10%

20%
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50%

60%

66
%

34
%

No Yes

52%
18%

30%
Delayed

Too late

Yes, timely

81% of HH respondents said they were visited by assessment team. FGD and KII 
participants confirmed that assessment team paid them a visit through support 
of the RRC coordinator. When asked if assessment identified their needs, 62% 
responded that their needs were fully (9%) or mostly (53%) met.  During the 
FGD, majority of the participants confirmed that the assessment identified the 
needs of the population. However, during FGD, women stated that some of 
their needs were not identified particularly menstrual hygiene Kit. It is to be 
noted that one IRNA took place on 23-25 February 2017 and one verification of 
needs on 29 March to 4 April 2017. The verification that was conducted on 19-
25 August was not an assessment or verification of the type of needs. The aim 
was to verify 1.) the number of new caseload; 2.) and who were the affected 
population who already received S-NFI during first distribution conducted 
on 25-28 April and 1 May 2017, to avoid duplication for the second round 
of distribution. Items distributed during second distribution (13-16 October 
and 9-10 November 2017) were identical to items distributed during the first 
distribution (25-28 April and 1 May 2017) to avoid potential tension resulting 
from difference in received items between former and new recipients of S-NFI. 
This is the main reason why the type of needs were not verified. Needs may 
have changed since last verficiation of needs and this may account for why 
targeted population’s needs were not fully addressed. 

34% of respondents said 
they were not informed of 
contents of kit. 

70% of the total HH respondents said 
that the distribution was delayed 
because it was conducted six months 
after the crisis. Only 30% agrees that 
the response was timely and FGD 
participants said they wished the 
distribution was conducted one month 
after the on-set of the conflict. In the 

KII, community leaders agree that the distribution was timely considering the 
insecurity factors in Lainya and Wonduruba. Major challenges that delayed 
assistance are to be noted. First, the Joint Border Verification and Monitoring 
Mechanism (JVMM) for August was expired and renewal was pending. Next, 
despite being ready to be deployed for distirubtion on 18 September, the 
mission was eventually cancelled due to collapse of bridge on the road from 
Juba to Lainya which detered access to Lainya for a time. 

N.B. All percentages are based on the responses of 89 household surveys
FGD and KII refer to PDM conducted on 11-13 November 2017
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IOM SOUTH SUDAN 
POST-DISTRIBUTION MONITORING OF S-NFI AND WASH MATERIALS
LAINYA, CENTRAL EQUATORIA STATE (11 - 13 November 2017)

EQUITY

Was targeting of beneficiaries 
made fairly and reached most 
vulnerable populations?

Were you aware of the criteria 
for the assistance (target 
group)?

13%

25%

62%

0%
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40%
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70%

no partially yes

58%

42%

No Yes

13% of respondents said that targeting was not made 
fairly. Data triangulation shows that Lowgili was the 
boma that had the highest percentage of respondents 
(18%)who responded ‘no’, followed by Lainya (15%), 
and then Loka (9%). When asked whether they 
were aware of the cirteria for the target group, the 
majority (58%) said ‘No’. Upon data triangulation and 
further inspection per boma, Lainya reported 73% of 
respondents said they were not aware of targeting 
criteria, followed by Logwili (45%) and Loka (41%). 
During FGD, there was tension in the community  
caused by people who were not registered and did 
not receive the s-NFIs.

Two issues need to be considered: Failure of local 
authorities’ duty to identify targeted caseload within 
the community; and 42% of overall interviewees 
unaware of targeting criteria.  Although a clear 
criteria was defined for targeted population - as 
stated in distribution report: ‘the distribution was 
mainly targeting recent people that came back from 

73%

45%
41%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%
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Percentage per Boma of those who 
responded they were not aware of 
target criteria

the bush, and returnees from Uganda and Kenya 
refugee camps, who were most vulnerable groups. 
These groups mainly composed of pregnant women, 
lactating women, female-headed families, people 
with special needs (disability, elderly), who did not 
receive any kind of assistance’ , actual identifciation 
of targeted population was not ensured due to local 
authorities failure to identfiy new caseload from 
former recipients of S-NFI. This can easily result to 
uninteded distribution of items to non-targeted 
individuals and cause tension between affected 
populations. It is also noted in verification report 
that: “new IDPs on other hand said that they missed 
out on first registration for the fear of insecurity and 
walking distance as some of the IDPs were hiding far 
in the bush”. IDPs who are hiding and are not easily 
accessible due to insecurity may have contributed 
to mis-communication of target criteria and other 
relevant information. 
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IOM SOUTH SUDAN 
POST-DISTRIBUTION MONITORING OF S-NFI AND WASH MATERIALS
LAINYA, CENTRAL EQUATORIA STATE (11 - 13 November 2017)

RETENTION OF ITEMS
Do you still have these items?
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2%

40%

27%

11%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

QUALITY OF DISTRIBUTION PROCESS

Was distribution well 
organized?

Were there any problems 
during distribution?

67%

33%

No Yes

67% of respondents considered the 
organization of distrtibution as either 
excellent or good. The FGD and KII 
participants stated that the distribution 
was fast, well organized and timely. 
33% said there were problems during 
distribution and upon further investigation, 
16 respondents said they have experienced 
unfair treatment from staff, five said it was 
chaotic and only one reported looting. 
When asked for how long they had to wait 
in the qeueu to receive items, the majority 
(42%) reported less that two hours, 
followed by (39%) two to six hours and 
(18%) seven hours to one day. 

Although 100% respondents mentioned that they are in possession of all the items and are using them, during 
FGD, some items are reported to be stored. When asked why, respondents said items like the plastic sheet are 
best used during rainy season. Respondents in both KII and FGD also explained that some of the items were sold 
to fill gaps like buying salt. This was reported in two locations: Loka and Lainya center which is not the case in 
Logwili.  When asked which of the items were mostly sold they mention mosquito net and cooking pot.

QUALITY OF DISTRIBUTION PROCESS

Quality of items perceived as 
“Good”

Quality of items perceived as 
“Not Good”

80
%

92
%

81
%

90
%

95
%

70%

75%

80%

85%

90%

95%

100%

3%

1%

6%

4%

1%

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

7% All items were rated 80% and above for 
‘good’ quality. Only less than 10% of 
respondents considered items as ‘not 
good’ sleeping mat ranked 6% (highest) 
followed by plastic sheet (4%). In the 
focus group discussion, respondents 
complained about small dimension of 
sleeping mat and women in Loka and 
Logwili complained about the cooking 
pot turning black from inside and the 
plates being too shallow. 
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IOM SOUTH SUDAN 
POST-DISTRIBUTION MONITORING OF S-NFI AND WASH MATERIALS
LAINYA, CENTRAL EQUATORIA STATE (11 - 13 November 2017)

QUANTITY OF ITEMS What is your household size?
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During FGD, participants in the three bomas said that 
ration sizes of S-NFIs distributed  was not enough 
to serve the needs of their family due to family size. 
Numbers in X axis of column chart refers to number of 
family members within a household. This means that 
the 1 pc. blanket and 1 pc. mosquito, as well as 1 pc. 
sleeping mat - which can only accommodate one adult 
- may be inadequate for a household of five or more. 
Given that the majority of respondents (75%) said that 
their families are comprised of five or more members, 
the quantity and dimension of items provided are 
inadequate to address needs of the majority. 

EFFECTIVENESS IN ADDRESSING NEEDS

Reasons for partially or not meeting needs

Did materials you recieve meet your needs?
What other items were most urgently needed (from 
IOM NFI list) but not received?
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80%
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80% of respondents said their needs were addressed. 
During FGD participants responded that they were 
now able to protect their children and themselves 
from malaria with the use of mosquito net and that 
the blankets kept them warm. When asked why their 
needs were not met or only partially, 15 respondents 
explained that items were not enough. During the FGD 
and KII, the participants agreed that all the materials 
received met their needs, however, they repeated the 
same sentiment about the quantity of the materials. 
When asked what other items would have been helpfu, 
HH survey shows solar lamps (59%). During FGD, 
majority responded solar lamps and kanga which were 
mentioned by both men and women. 
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IOM SOUTH SUDAN 
POST-DISTRIBUTION MONITORING OF S-NFI AND WASH MATERIALS
LAINYA, CENTRAL EQUATORIA STATE (11 - 13 November 2017)

PROTECTION

Have you encountered any danger while receiving/accessing the 
assistance?

Were vulnerable populations given priority during the distribution?

87%

13%

No Yes

43%

57%

No Yes

Only 2% of the 89 HH, said they didn’t feel safe receiving materials fearing cases 
of theft. 98% reported being safe receiving the assistance. The FGD participants 
said people felt safe receiving the items. During KII, the community leaders 
said there was no security threat during the distribution. 13% equivalent 
to 11 individuals reported that they encountered danger while receiveing 
assistance. When further asked to explain, nine said they experienced lack 
of respect and consideration and two experienced physical or verbal assault.

Almost half of respondents (43%) said they did not see if the most vulnerable 
population were considered or given priority during the distribution. However, 
during FGD, most of the participants said disabled persons, pregnant women,  
and unaccompanied minors were said to be given priority in all the distribution 
centers, except for Lainya. Upon triangulation of data, 52% of respondents in 
Lainya said most vulnerable were not given priority, 46% in Logwili and 14% 
in Loka.  Also during FGD, some respondents,  who witnessed the elderly and 
the pregnant women being handpicked from the line and sent in front, were 
unaware of the prioritization procedure. This lack of awareness may have 
contributed to the 43% rating (almost half) that most vulnerable population 
was not given priority. 

SATISFACTION AND IMPACT

What changes have you experienced since reception of items?36
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According to respondents the major changes experienced right 
after receiving the items are primarily protection from mosquitos 
and more comforable sleep. These findings were confirmed during 
FGD and it was also noted that there was improvement in shelter 
as a result of the plastic sheet and more importantly the usage of 
mosquito as rope was reduced when they were provided with rope.
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IOM SOUTH SUDAN 
POST-DISTRIBUTION MONITORING OF S-NFI AND WASH MATERIALS
LAINYA, CENTRAL EQUATORIA STATE (11 - 13 November 2017)

ACCOUNTABILITY

Were you aware of any complaint mechanism/
desk?

62%

38%

No Yes

62% of respondents said there was no complaint desk. During FGD, participants in the three boma  confirmed 
the absence of complaint desk. Data triangulation shows that 77% of respondents in Logwili said there were 
no complaint desks, 60% in Lainya and 59% in Loka. Of the 38% (34 respondents) who confirmed presence of 
complaint desk, 23 respondents addressed their complaints to community leaders and 11 to IOM staff directly. 
When asked if a complaint desk would be helpful, 99% respondent ‘yes and reasoned that it will enable them 
to address issues of missing tokens, missing items, other complaints and to enquire for information if needed. 
When asked if they think it is safe to submimt complaint, 99% responded yes. When asked if respondents have 
further questions, most of them asked for solar lamps and clothes, refered to inadequate quantity in comparison 
to household size, and questions as to schedule of next distribution. 

How did this intervention change your relation with your 
family?

4%
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Although 94% said the intervention has improved their 
relationship with the community, 5% of the HH respondent 
thinks their relationship has either remained the same or 
even deteriorated. Most of the FGD participants attributed 
the deterioration to the population who did not receive 
the items and are unsatisfied. 

1%

99%

No Yes

Do you think it is safe to submit a complaint if 
you are not satisfied?
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NO. MAJOR CONCERNS (Major 
concncerns enumerated are those 
that result from analysis and/or 
were raised during FGD/KII)

MONITORING TEAM'S RESPONSE 
(Explana�on below were provided by 
monitoring team in response to issues 
raised by par�cipants during FGD/KII 
par�cipants 

COMMENTS AND WAYS FORWARD

PROCESS
1 Iden�fica�on of needs

Both men and women needed 
kanga and solar lamps.

The team explained to the community 
that NFI are distributed based on 
assessment and verifica�on 
recommenda�on hence distributed 
items was exactly what they  asked for 
during the assessment. The S-NFI 
response team does not provide items 
without clear recommenda�on from 
both affected people and the 
assessment team.

Need for solar lamp is confirmed both in HH survey and FGD while kanga was mainly raised in FGD. Upon discussion with response team, the solar lamps 
are currently not in stock. Pipeline team are also exploring new solar solu�ons to replace former solar lamps which were deemed inadequate in quality. 
Pipeline is currently procuring 10,000 new user friendly solar lamps to be piloted. As for kanga, the need for this items was low (6%) in comparison to 
solar lamp (59%) according to findings in  HH sruvey. The need for kanga is to be further inves�gated.  Furthermore, kangas were not distributed in the 
previous distribu�ons.  Items distributed for this interven�on was intended to resemble the items distributed in past interven�ons in April 2017, to avoid 
crea�ng problems with difference in the assistance given to the same community. Needs may have evolved between verifica�on of needs conducted on 
29 March to 4 April and the needs of popula�on who received items during distribu�on on 25-28 April and 1 May 2017. However, Response team 
priori�zed avoiding tension between former and new beneficiaries and therefore decided to provide the same items. 

2 Iden�fica�on of needs                                 
Although 100% of respondents 
men�oned that they are in 
possession of all the items and are 
using them, during FGD, some  
items are reported to be stored 
namely plas�c sheet. Respondents 
explained they are best used 
during rainy season. This means 
that items delivered may not have 
matched their needs since items 
provided are not being used. 

It is also recommended to enquire during FGD the number of individuals who are storing plas�c sheet for the rainy season to assess if this was an isolated 
case or a trend amongst beneficiaries. Items distributed may not adequately match the needs of the popula�on for the following reasons: 
1.) Old caseload (recipients of first distribu�on in Lainya 25-28 April and 1 May 2017) and new caseload (recipients of second distribu�on in Lainya 13-16 
October and 9-10 November 2017) live in the same community. Items distributed for the second distribu�on was intended to resemble the items 
distributed during first distribu�on, to avoid crea�ng problems had there been a difference in the assistance given to old and new caseload. 
2.) Some IDPs also occupied shelters of host communi�es who were not there and who may have gone to Uganda to Kenya. This means that they are not 
necessarily in need of plas�c sheet since they are currently residing in a temporary shelter. In addi�on, if the respondents storing the plas�c sheet are 
from Logwili, some of the IDPs from that boma observed during verifica�on were occupying vacant houses of the host community that went to the camps 
in Uganda. Hence they are reluctant to use the plas�c sheet since that is not their permanent home and would rather use it once they return to their 
original village/home.
3.) This can be a�ributed to the fact that the community leaders failed completely to dis�nguish between the IDPs that received items in the past and the 
new IDPs which were the target during the registra�on and this may have lead to some untargeted beneficiaries receiving the items by mistakes. They 
may not have a need for these items and are storing or selling them in the market as a result. If the need are not present immediately and they store the 
plas�c sheet in view of the imminent rainy season, response team can consider this prepara�on and an�cipa�on as fair. However, receiving items prior to 
rainy season creates the risk of the recipients selling the items for other needs.
4.) Since April, the roads are far more accessible and popula�ons may have been able to find means to acquire S-NFI materials and may not have needed 
plas�c sheet.
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3 Beneficiaries targe�ng                                                
Tension in community  caused by 
people who were not registered 
and did not receive the S-NFIs

The team told the RRC and the 
community that NFI is provided based on 
assessed and verified need as opposed 
to food to which everybody is en�tled.  
Hence during verifica�on, tokens are 
issued to people who are  present and 
the most vulnerable e.g. the sick 
,pregnant, who cannot come to the 
registra�on point during registra�on.

Although more than half (62%) of respondents stated that targe�ng was made fairly, discussion during FGD and findings during HH 
survey show beneficiaries' lack  of awareness of targe�ng criteria . Upon discussion with response team, targe�ng criteria was 
clearly explained to RRC. It is to be noted that RRC and Community leaders failed to iden�fy targeted popula�on within their 
community. It is also likely that RRC and local authori�es advocate for the needs of their own popula�on and purposely agree to 
their communi�es' complaints and request for more aid to unregistered popula�on.  It was also reported to response team that 
soldiers dressed as civilians posed as targeted popula�on. This presents a difficult situa�on for community leaders who may be at 
risk if they start iden�fying soldiers  who are not supposed be part of targeted group.                   

4 Informa�on dissemina�on, 
accountability and transparency: 
The community leaders in the FGD 
and KII sessions complained of not 
being involved during the 
registra�on and distribu�on 
process

Monitoring team acknowledged the 
issue sta�ng that it is a requirement for 
all cluster partners to engage all leaders 
before implemen�ng any ac�vity at all 
stages, and that this will be discussed 
with response team. 

Upon discussion with response team, RRC and community leaders are and were systema�cally part of registra�on and distribu�on. 
Although It is recommended to find ways to communicate not only with RRC, but with the lowest community level, closest to the 
affected popula�on such as the headsmen, it is important to note that response team is heavily reliant on RRC for movements in 
targeted areas. Monitoring and response team should con�nute to deliberate on ways forward and can address this issue to Cluster 
for further and broader discussion. Other partners may have ideas on ways forward. 

5 Communica�on with Community 
on priori�za�on of most 
vulnerable popula�on                                                                  
Some par�cipants during FGD 
were not aware why elderly and 
pregnant women were selected 
from crowd and put in front of 
qeueu. In additon, 43% of HH 
respondents said that most 
vulnerable popula�on were not 
given priority.

Upon discussion with response team, most vulnerable popula�on were given priority. Response team underlined that doing this can 
be challenging due to limited staff. It has also been noted by response team that Community Leaders who are tasked to iden�fy and 
priori�ze most vulnerable popula�on can some�mes be remiss of their du�es due to absence of financial remunera�on. Response 
team and monitoring team recommend:   
1. A more coordinated effort with the protec�on cluster/partners and if staff from protec�on cluster can join interven�ons to take on 
the responsibility of iden�fying and giving most vulnerable popula�on priority.
2. Hire a casual laborer, solely dedicated to this task, a�er which other tasks can be given upon comple�on of his assignment. 
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6 Modality of response                                             
Respondents are asking when the 
next aid distribu�on will take 
place

Given that this is the second interven�on in the area, and the popula�on con�nue to request for more aid, it is important to ques�on 
the impact of interven�on on  coping mechanism of popula�on as well as the extent to which it is crea�ng dependence on 
humanitarian aid.  Monitoring team agrees with steps undertaken by response team of taking this issue to cluster who in turn 
suggested to inves�gate other kinds of approach, a�er having dealt with two in-kind interven�ons in the area of Lainya in the last 
eight months. Other modali�es, such as CBI, can be explored in place of in-kind.

7 Delay of the response
70% of the HH respondents 
consider distribu�on as either 
delayed or too late to meet their 
needs.

Monitoring team explained that delay in 
response was due to many obstacles i.e. 
bad roads making Lainya inaccessible 

The delay in the response was due to access and security situa�on. The area was not accessible to the partners unless cleared by 
government authori�es. The road condi�on has worsened during the wet season making it impassable for humanitarian cargo. 
Despite being ready to be deployed for dis�rub�on on 18 September, the mission was eventually cancelled due to collapse of bridge 
on the road from Juba to Lainya and which detered access to Lainya for a �me. It is advised that monitoring team communicate with 
response team prior to PDM and be familiar with major issues to an�cipate ques�ons and complaints of respondents during 
FGD/KII. Monitoring team could have addressed this issue more specifically and stated the following reasons for delay: 1.)  At that 
�me JVMM was pending approval. It is mandatory and iis obtained upon OCHA nego�a�on 2.) and the collapse of the bridge from 
Juba to Lainya, making Lainya inaccessible.

8 Complaint feedback mechanism
There was no complaint desk in all 
the distribu�on centers confirmed 
from FGD and KII sessions. 62% of 
the HH respondents also said 
there was no complaint 
mechanism/desk.

Upon discussion with response team, a complaint desk was not put in place due to:                                                                                                                         
1. Lack of staff: Number of staff was not enough to set up a complaint desk.
2. Lack of �me: Due to insecurity in Lainya, security clearance to certain areas were granted on a strict schedule. Response team 
had to priori�ze conduc�ng and comple�ng distribu�on within a given and limited �me frame.
Although there was no complaint desk, major issues were raised with community leaders, which in turn were addressed to and 
resolved by IOM team. Upon enquiry of major issues raised, response team said complaints came from popula�on who did not 
receive items to which they answered that registra�on process is done once according to verified needs and can not be opened 
therea�er. In view of this, monitoring team recommends an increase in staff with a dedicated personnel for complaint desk if we are 
to ensure presence of feedback mechanisms.

9 Protec�on                                                                           
11 individuals reported that they 
encountered danger while 
receiveing assistance. When 
further asked to explain, nine said 
they experienced lack of respect 
and considera�on and two 
experienced physical or verbal 
assault.

Follow up ques�on iden�fying the perpetrators of the protec�on issues commi�ed should be included in HH ques�onnaire for future 
PDMs. Upon discussion with response team, there were no protec�on issues observed. Response team however explained that 
beneficiaries may be targeted on the way back home, hence response team closed distribu�on at 4 p.m. to ensure that beneficiaries 
ample �me and in broad day light to go back to their respec�ve homes. 
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ITEMS
10 Quan�ty of items                                                

Complaints about inadequate 
number of items per household

The team told both  RRC and the 
community that the demand/needs 
outnumber the resources and that S-NFI 
items are to be distributed and shared 
across the country. 

Upon discussion with response team, it is to be noted that:
1)  2,689 HHs is a too big caseload in order to increase quan�ty of items per HH. It is also to be 
considered that the overall target of the whole interven�on is 3,800 HHs in the five loca�ons in 
Lainya and two in Wonduruba. We chose to distribute only one  item because due to this huge 
caseload.
2)  People are s�ll on move, not sure they will remain
3)  Situa�on is s�ll not safe, big distribu�on can be a pull factor and expose to major insecurity
4)  Returnees among the target: in-kind assistance for returnees is not durable
5)  Light kit has been chosen because people are hiding in the bush and need to carry items for 
long distance
6)  This was the 2nd in-kind interven�on in the area, Cluster invited partners to explore 
alterna�ve assistance, as CBI. It is advised that monitoring team an�cipate this issue -which 
systema�cally arises in PDMs - by discussing with distribu�on team the nature of the 
interven�on. It is also adviced that distribu�on team manage expecta�ons of beneficiaries by 
providing an explana�on prior to distribu�on that items are limited, needs far outnumber the S-
NFI items that IOM can provide, and other places across the country are also in need of these 
items.
Upon discussion with response team and according to PDM reports, this complaint is 
systema�cally made by beneficiaries. It is recommended by both response and monitoring team 
to find other modali�es of response that does not leave the affected popula�on heavily reliant 
on aid. 
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ANNEXE A: TOOLS

HOUSEHOLD QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Profile of interviewed household
i. State
ii. County
iii. Sex of respondent
iv. Household size
v. How are you affected by the conflict that 
happened since July 2016 in Central Equatoria
vi. If other is selected, please specify 

2. Replication of distributed items
ci. Did you receive NFI from IOM distribution 
during March 2017?
ii. Did you also receive shelter materials and/
or NFI in any other distribution within the last 
month after IOM distribution?
iii. If yes, what were the items received?  

3. Timeliness
i. Did you feel you received the items in time to 
respond to your needs?

4. Quantity control
i. Did you receive all of the following items 
during distribution?
ii. How many blankets did you receive?
iii. How many sleeping mats did you receive?
iv. How many mosquito net did you receive?
v. How many plastic sheet did you receive?
vii. How many buns of rope did you receive?

5. Quality control
i. What was the quality of the blanket?
ii. If the blanket was not in good quality or 
average, please explain.
iii. What was the quality of the mosquito net?
iv. If the mosquito net was not in good quality or 
average, please explain.
v. What was the quality of the sleeping mat?
vi. If the sleeping mat was not in good quality or 

average, please explain.
vii. What was the quality of the plastic sheet?
viii. If the plastic sheet was not in good quality or average, 
please explain.
vii. What was the quality of the rope?
viii. If the rope was not in good quality or average, please 
explain.

6. Retention of items
i. Do you still have these items?
ii. If no, which items do you not have?
iii. Why do you not have the blankets?
iv. If it was sold, what did you buy?
v. If it was exchanged with another good, what did you 
get instead?
vi. If it was damaged, how?
vii. Pictures of damaged items
viii. If other was selected please specify
ix. Why do you not have the mosquito nets?
x. If it was sold, what did you buy?
xi. If it was exchanged with another good, what did you 
get instead?
xii. If it was damaged, how?
xiii. Photos of damaged items
xiv. If other was selected, please specify
xv. Why do you not have the sleeping mat?
xvi. If it was sold, what did you buy?
xvii. If it was exchanged with another good, what did you 
get instead?
xviii. If it was damaged, how?
xix. Photos of damaged items
xx. If other was selected, please specify
xxi. Why do you not have the plastic sheet?
xxii. If it was sold, what did you buy?
xxiii. If it was exchanged with another good, what did you 
get instead?
xxiv. If it was damaged, how?
xxv. Photos of damaged items
xxvi. If other was selected, please specify
xxvii. Why do you not have the rope?
xxviii. If it was sold, what did you buy?
xxix. If it was exchanged with another good, what did you 
get instead?
xxx. If it was damaged, how?
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xxxi. Photos of damaged items
xxxii. If other was selected, please specify

7. Appropriateness of items
i. Was the quality of distributed items appropriate for 
intended use? If no please explain
ii. Please may I observe the items and see what it is being 
used for?
iii. If other selected, please specify
iv. Photos of how items are being used

8. Effectiveness in addressing needs
i. Did materials you receive meet your needs?
ii. If no, why not? Please explain
iii. Is there any other Shelter or NFI items that you urgently 
needed at the time of this distribution that you did not 
receive?
iv. If yes, what other item (s) was/were most urgently 
needed but not received?
v. If other is selected, please specify
vi. How did you access this item (item not received) after 
the distribution?
vii. If other is selected, please specify

9. Assessment and registration control (methods, 
quality, coverage, fairness)
i. Were you visited by the assessment team?
ii. Did the assessment team identify your needs?
iii. Was targeting/selection of beneficiaries made fairly 
and reached most vulnerable population?
iv. Did you receive a token before distribution?
v. Were you or any other member of your family registered 
by the team?
vi. If the answer is ‘No’, how did you receive the items?
vii. How was the registration done?
viii. If other is selected, please specify

10. Dissemination of information (methods, quality, 
timeliness, participation of beneficiaries)
i. How did you hear that the registration was taking place?
ii. If other is selected, please specify
iii. How did you hear that the distribution was taking 
place?
iv. If other is selected, please specify
v. Were you aware of the criteria for the assistance (target 
group)?

vi. Were you informed about the contents of the kit 
that you received?

11. Control of distribution and distribution site 
(methods, quality)
i. Was the distribution site comfortable for you?
ii. If yes, please explain
iii. If no, please explain
iv. Did you need any support to carry items from the 
distribution site to your place after the distribution?
v. If yes, was there anybody helping you?
vi. Were vulnerable populations (disabled persons, 
pregnant women, unaccompanied minors) given 
priority during the distribution?
vii. What were the biggest challenges during the 
distribution?
viii. If other is selected, please specify
ix. Was distribution well organized?
x. Were there any problems during distribution?
xi. If yes, which ones?
xii. If other, please specify
xiii. How long did you have to wait in the queue to 
receive the items? 

12. Protection
i. Have you encountered any danger while receiving/
accessing the assistance?
ii. If yes, what danger have you encountered?
iii. Did you feel safe while receiving the assistance?
iv. How did this intervention change your relation with 
the community?
v. How did this intervention change your relation with 
the family?

13. Accountability
i. Were you aware of any complaint mechanism/desk?
ii. If yes, to whom did you submit your complaint?
iii. Have you ever had a complaint on the assistance 
you received?
iv. If yes, to whom did you submit your complaint?
v. Do you think it is safe to submit a complaint if you 
are not satisfied?
vi. Do you think a complaint desk would be useful?
vii. Please explain
viii. Would you like to ask us any questions?

14. Impact
i. What changes have you experienced since the items 
were distributed to you? (Protection form malaria, 
preparing food for family, shelter constructed).
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FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. Effectiveness
i. Did the items you receive meet your needs? If no, 
please explain.
ii. What items did you urgently need but you did not 
receive, and what have you done about the missing 
items.
iii. Did the items you received help you?If yes, how did 
they help you?

2. Appropriateness
i. Do you still have the NFIs you received? 
ii. If you do not have them, what happened to them?
iii. Were the materials of good quality? Please give 
detailed quality of each of the five items (e.g. easily torn, 
itchy material, too thick)
iv. Were the items enough in quantity? Please explain
v. Are there any items that you received that you did not 
use? If yes, what item and why did you not use it?
vi. What items that you received during the distribution 
are you currently using more?

3. Timeliness
i. Do you feel that the items were received on time or too 
late? Please explain

4. Coverage
i. Were those who were displaced registered? 
ii. Do you think that all people who needed NFI or Shelter 
material after the emergency received it? 
iii. If people were missed out, why were they missed?
iv. Do you think some of the registered people should 
not have received in the distribution? If yes, why did 
they receive if they did not need it?

5. Quality of Intervention (services provided by 
organization)
i. Has the community been visited by assessment team 
and did they assess your needs? 
ii. Did you feel that men/women’s needs were taken into 
consideration? Please explain
iii. Was the community, local authorities and beneficiaries 
involved in the criteria and needs identification for S-NFI 
materials?
iv. Was the community, local authorities, beneficiaries 

and NON-beneficiaries aware about the targeting 
criteria?
v. Do you think the targeting was fair? If not please explain
vi. How was the registration done?
vii. How did you hear that the registration was taking 
place?
viii. How did you hear about the distribution details 
(where to pick your items and on what day)? 
ix. Was the community informed about the content of 
the kits received?
x. Was the distribution site comfortable for you? If NO, 
why not? (Was there shade? Was there water available? 
Was there place to sit?)
xi. What time did distribution start and end and is it 
suitable time?
xii. How long did they wait in the queue to receive your 
items?   
xiii. What were the biggest challenges during distribution 
process?

5. Protection
i. Did you pay something to get registered or did someone 
ask for a favor in return for being registered?
ii. Have you seen changes after receiving the shelter/
NFIs?(specify changes in their relationship with the 
community, family, did jealousy arise? Were there 
thiefs?) – this is a protection question
iii. Did you feel safe using these items?
iv. Did you experience any security issues during 
distribution? Please explain
v. Did the distribution cause any problems within the 
community?
vi. Were vulnerable populations (disabled persons, 
pregnant women, unaccompanied minors) given priority 
during the distribution?   

6. Accountability
i. Was there a complaint desk? 
ii. What were your major complains?
iii. Did you address your complaints to somebody?
iv. Did you get a response and are you satisfied with it?
v. What improvements do you think should be made 
in the following process? (assessment, verification, 
registration, distribution)
• Do you have any further comments and 
suggestions S-NFI related?
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KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. Appropriateness
i. How many days/months after the emergency event 
and relocation did beneficiaries receive their items?
ii. What specific items were distributed? 
iii. Was there any change in the package to be 
distributed based on location or household size, or did 
everyone receive the exact same package of items?
iv. Did the items distributed address the needs of 
people at the time they received them? 
v. Please give detailed quality of each of the five items 
(e.g. easily torn, itchy material, too thick)
vi. Was the number of each item given to each 
household enough or too much?
vii. Were the specific items distributed tailored to the 
specific need? (for example, were the items distributed 
actually the items that were most needed?) 
viii. In your opinion, what improvements (if any) could 
be made to ensure future distributions are more 
appropriate?

2. Effectiveness
i. Were the beneficiaries well informed of beneficiary 
criteria?
ii. Were the beneficiaries well informed about what 
items they were going to receive?
iii. How were targeted beneficiaries told that the 
distribution was taking place? 
iv. How many days in advance of the distribution were 
they told to come to the distribution point?
v. How long did beneficiaries have to wait to receive 
their items after the relocation.
vi. Do you feel the distribution went well – timely, 
peaceful, in the shade , short queues, without 
confusion over who was entitled to what? 
vii. How did the beneficiaries judge the distribution 
(was it well organized or not)?
viii. Did the distribution cause any problems within the 
community?
ix. If yes, what problems were caused?

3. Coverage
i. What was the targeting criteria used to determine 
the beneficiaries? (was it everyone affected by 

the emergency, or only those in need as a result of the 
emergency?)
ii. Who decided what the targeting criteria would be and 
when did they make this decision?
iii. Was the targeting criteria clearly communicated 
to everyone involved, including beneficiaries, non-
beneficiaries and community leaders?
iv. Did community leaders comment or complain why they 
were not informed in advance about the distribution?
v. Were both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries told why 
they were or were not receiving assistance?
vi. If yes, what was the explanation given to each group 
including the criteria used?
vii. Was there a significant number of people missed out? 
Can you give an estimated percentage? (did people who 
needed assistance fail to get it?) 
viii. Was there a significant number of people who received 
but should not have? (did anyone receive who could have 
managed without the items?)
ix. Did the host community also receive? 
x. Was an assessment done to determine if the hosts met 
vulnerability criteria?
xi. Do you think the distribution reached the right people?
xii. Why or why not?

4. Protection
i. Was your security threatened because of the NFI at any 
point of the intervention? 


