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PIERI                               
UROR COUNTY 
JONGLEI STATE 

 
Post-Distribution Monitoring Report  

Activity 
 
Post Distribution Monitoring of NFI distribution carried out in Uror County, Jonglei 
state   

Location 
 
Pieri  
 

Duration 
 
 21st -24th April 2016  
 

Itinerary 
Juba-Yuai-Pieri-Yuai-Juba 
 

Monitoring 
team / 
Counterparts 

PAH Monitoring Team Partners and support staff 

 
Itraru Simon  
M&E Officer  
+211955706930 

simon.itraru@pah.org.pl  
 
Taban Charles 
Assistant M&E Officer  
+211955721563 

taban.charles@pah.org.pl   

 
 Locally hired enumerators 
Bol Chimet Dap 
James Gatjang Kangach 
James Makuei Ruei  
Kuol Thon Majok 
Maker James Darwech  
Simon Luat Makuach  
Wany Thijok Rut 
Yoal David Deng   

 
Logistics 

 
There were no direct flights to Pieri, the monitoring team used UNHAS flight to Yuai 
and hired a car to go from Yuai to Pieri then back. Locations of intervention were not 
accessible by car, and therefore Monitoring team together with locally hired 
enumerators accessed the locations of intervention on foot. The team was 
accommodated in tukuls in Tearfund compound. No telephone network exists in Pieri 
the team used satellite phones for communication.    

Security 
 
Generally security was calm in Pieri during the monitoring visit.   
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1. Background: intervention overview 

 
Situation before intervention: 
The IDPs are said to have come from conflict affected areas like Pajut, Pigi, Malakal and other parts of South 
Sudan which has been happening since May 2015. The IDPs are scattered across the areas of Pieri due to limited 
availability of food, water and some basic needs.  
  
During assessment carried out on 21-24/01/2016, PAH assessment team found out that people lack most basic 
needs such as ES/NFI, food, education, enough water and medical services. The influx of both returnees and 
IDPs in Pieri has caused shortage both of food and most basic needs as they shared with the host community. 
 
The aim of the intervention carried out from 17.02.2016 until 29.03.2016, was: to provide life saving support 
through distribution of Non Food Items (NFIs). This is specifically to help the IDPs and host community through 
provision of NFIs.    
 
Distribution activities carried out and results/indicators achieved  
2,803 households were targeted and following items were distributed: 

- 2900 kangas 
- 5650 sleeping mats 
- 5650 blankets 
- 2280 kitchen sets  (half set to each household) 
- 5650 Mosquito nets 
- 2465 Afripads  

 2. Methodology 

 
The aim set for the PDM was: to assess the changes brought by the distributed items as regards to 
appropriateness, coverage, effectiveness and usage of WASH NFIs.  
 
Indicators assessed included:  

- % of targeted households reporting satisfaction from the NFIs distributed regarding appropriateness, 
quality, registration and distribution processes.   

 
Timing: the PDM field visit for data collection was scheduled two weeks after the intervention. The duration of 
the monitoring (excluding travel from Juba to Pieri and back) was 4 days, including one day for training of 
locally hired enumerators.  
 
Monitoring team was composed of two PAH M&E staff and 9 locally hired enumerators/interpreters. PAH M&E 
staff ensured: preparation for field visit by reviewing and printing of all necessary documents, training of 
enumerators and supervising them during data collection, data processing and analysis. Local hired enumerators 
were responsible for household survey data collection that involved interpretation of questions into local 
language. One of the enumerators helped in translating during FGDs and KIIs conducted by PAH M&E staff 
members. 
 
In preparation for the monitoring, following tasks were undertaken by the monitoring team: 
 

1) Desk study, including review of PAH Assessment Report of 21-24. 01. 2016 and PAH Distribution Report 
of 8. 04. 2016.  

2) Selection of PDM tools that would be most suitable for achieving the aim of the monitoring visit; 
3) Technical preparation based on selected tools: printing survey forms and other documents that were 

required during the monitoring exercise; 
4) One day training for enumerators in Pieri on the interpretation of survey questions, as well as household 

survey methodology and standard rules and procedures.   
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Monitoring activities 
Methods and tools used for PDM included:     
Household survey:  this was carried out using NFI cluster PDM Household Questionnaire which includes verbal 

questions and visual observation of the usage of distributed items. It also contains questions that assess the 

appropriateness as well as beneficiary’s satisfaction with amount and quality of items distributed, registration 

and distribution processes.  

Respondents were selected randomly from among the beneficiary households with main focus on IDPs, although 
host communities also benefited from the NFI distribution. Due to logistical problems and distance of some 
locations, only three nearby locations of intervention were visited for HH data collection; these three locations 
were selected basing on the distance and accessibility.   
 
The sample size was calculated basing on the statistical figures According to the super simple sample estimation 

described in the PAH Post-distribution/Post-intervention Monitoring Guidelines, for the number of beneficiaries 

“between 1000 and 10000, the sample amounts to 100-200 (100 is minimum, 200 is optimal and acceptable 

quality, if feasible a sample of 300 would give very good statistical accuracy with the margin of error of 6%). For 

a population between 10000 and 20000 the sample should amount to between 200 and 300.” In this case, aim is 

to reach sample size 250.  

The table below shows actually number of the beneficiary HHs served and respective sample size per location: 

HH survey date Location/ Village Actual number Of beneficiary HHs 
served  

Actual number  Of HHs 
interviewed 

22. 04. 2016 Kueldol 336(2050) 50 

22/23. 04. 2016 Kuelnyanor 390(3438) 72 

23/24. 04. 2016  Jundit 516(3871) 109 

 Total  231 

 
Quality control of enumerator’s performance was carried out by the M&E Officers at the end of each day: as 
they report back with their questionnaires, thorough checking was done.   
 
Key Informant Interviews (KII): were conducted with people who were involved during the activities carried out 
by PAH. This included PAH project team, the SSRRA and Local Authorities/chiefs.   
 
Focus Group Discussions (FGD): were carried out with the intention to have diverse opinion from different 
individuals in a group which clearly brings out facts from the group as it allows in-depth debating among the 
participants. Focus groups were organized with the help of local leaders who were informed a day earlier by the 
monitoring team to mobilize women groups of about 8-12 participants in all the three different locations of the 
survey. All together 5 focus group discussions were carried out; 2 in Kueldhol, 2 in Kuelnyanor and 1 in Jundit.    

 
Observation: The presences and usage of the distributed items were checked while moving across the areas of 
intervention.    
 
Limitations/challenges  

- Low level of skills and experiences among enumerators. In few occasions, data collected by enumerators 
raised doubts as to whether they had understood questions or administered them in appropriate way. 

- High community expectations which was seen as a threat in providing accurate information. 
 
Documenting and analysing data:  
Notes were taken during all FGDs and KIIs by the PAH Monitoring Team member and survey questionnaires were 
filled by enumerators. Data collected during the household survey were entered into MS Excel database, to be 
cleaned and processed for further analysis. PDM questionnaires and FGD transcripts containing collected 
information are available in PAH South Sudan files. 
 
Use of monitoring results:  
Management and project staff of the PAH Mission in South Sudan are the primary user of the information 
acquired during the PDM and presented in this Report. Based on conclusions and recommendations described in 
the last section of this Report, Action Plan is drafted for the use of PAH South Sudan mission.  
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3. Monitoring findings 

 
This section describes profile of the interviewed households and presents findings regarding relevance of 
provided assistance as compared to the needs identified during the assessment phase, household satisfaction 
with distributed items as well as registration and distribution process.  

 

3.1.Profile of interviewed households 

 
(1) Trend of household size: household size has slightly risen up at the time of post distribution monitoring 

compared to the time of registration. Household survey result showed that household size mainly ranged 
between 5 to 12 with average household size of 8.5 during registration while size ranged from 5 to 14 with 
average size of 9.2 during PDM 
 
Both RRA and the chief of Kuelnyanor said there are still more influx of IDPs who settled in the areas of 
Milkiel, Nyaluaka and Toch near Kuelnyanor and Jundit who arrived after PAH intervention. 

 

 
 

 
(2) Household vulnerability level: household data indicates that interviewed households have vulnerable 

groups; most mentioned having presence of children under 5 years and pregnant/lactating women. 
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(3) Household head: 197 (85%) out of 231 respondents were adult male headed households.  

 

   
 

 

3.2. Use of and satisfaction with distributed items 

 
(4)  Household data indicates that most  households still have and use their items received.  

 

 
 
When respondents were asked about the reasons for missing some of the items received, as illustrated in 
the table below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Reason for items not present 
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Items  Sold it  Exchanged it  
Got damaged 
while using it  

Gave it 
away 

It got 
lost  

It was 
stolen 

Did not 
receive  

Blanket 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sleeping mat 1 2 7 0 0 0 0 

Kanga 1 1 6 9 0 1 0 

Cooking set 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 

Afripad 0                  0  10 1 0 0 0 

Mosquito net 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 
 
 
(5) Household level of satisfaction with the quantity of the items received:  household survey showed that 

high level of dissatisfaction with the amounts of items received.  
 
Women in all the focus group discussion expressed dissatisfaction with the number of items distributed 
confirming that numbers of items were not enough for the whole family.  
On the other hand, the commissioner and the RRA said the distributed items were enough and covered all 
the registered beneficiaries except cooking sets which few registered households did not receive.   
 
Intervention team however narrated that those items were got from cluster pipeline and pipeline has 
funding gap which had implication on amount of items released. The team further explained that it is 
difficult to standardize quantity in mixed communities (both IDPs and host community) in order not to 
harm the coping mechanism amongst the communities and for the case of Pieri; community leaders 
influenced the community members who were registered in the villages already to come and occupy the 
primary school to create new group of IDPs which exaggerated the total number at the end.   
 

 
 
 
(6) Quality of the items distributed: Notably items were of good quality as regarded by most of the 

household respondents.   
 
The women in focus groups confirmed that all the distributed items were of good quality and the items 
are helping them except items like cooking sets are very small in size.  
During KIIs, both the commissioner and RRA all confirmed that the quality of distributed items were all 
good.   
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When asked why they consider items to be of good or bad quality, the respondents mentioned different 
reasons for different items. For example, blankets are considered good because they are soft, thick and 
durable, sleeping mats are good because they are smooth, durable and big, cooking sets have handles, 
cover and are stainless, kanga are soft and long, Afripads are soft, durable and reusable and Mosquito nets 
are insecticide treated and durable. On the other hand, some people said blankets are of poor quality 
because they are of bad colour, rough and are small in size, sleeping mats are bad because they tear 
easily and are small (thin) in size, kanga are bad for the reasons that they tear easily and are of bad 
colour, cooking sets are small in size, Afripads are hard to wash and can get dirty easily and mosquito nets 
are rough.  

 
(7) Use of items received: household observations showed that most people used their items for the intended 

purpose. Although some items were stored and very few were using it for unintended purposes.  
 
During focus group discussions, women confirmed that they are making good use of the items they 
received; in particular those who received Afripads said they feel comfortable in using them but the 
challenge is that they have no soap for washing them.    
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(8) Other NFI needs: household responses indicated that soap, bucket, plastic sheet and jerri-can were the 
most urgently desired items during the time of distribution but were not included in the NFI kit that was 
given out.  
 
In all focus group discussions, women mentioned soap, bucket, plastic sheet and jerri-can as other 
urgently needed items. Similarly during KIIs, chiefs, RRA and the commissioner all confirmed that the 
community still lack and urgently needs NFIs like soaps, buckets, plastic sheets and jerri-cans.   
 
When inquired from the intervention team, they confirmed that through Rapid Response 
Mission/mechanism (RRM), UNICEF and IAS (International Aids Service) were recommended to handle 
WASH NFIs that was why PAH had to distribute shelter and dignity NFIs only to avoid overlapping. 
 

 
 

 
(9)  When asked whether households’ accessed items that were urgently needed and were not included in the 

kit, majority 195 (84%) out of 302 responses said they did not get the items.  
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(10) Appropriateness of the items to the needs: Household survey revealed that distributed items met the 
needs of the beneficiaries: 201 (90%) households out of 224 who responded about satisfaction admitted 
the items they received met their needs and 23 (10) said items they received did not meet their needs.  
 
Women during focus group discussions in all the three locations of Jundit, Kuelnyanor and Kueldol said 
items distributed met their needs although items such soap, buckets, jerri-can and plastic which were not 
included in the kit.  
 

 
 
 

(11) Helpfulness of the distributed items: most (97%) of the household respondents confirmed that distributed 
items helped their household during the month following distribution and 3% of the respondents felt items 
received did not help.  
 
In all the focus group discussions with women in Jundit, Kuelnyanor and Kueldhol, they affirmed that the 
items were helpful and they have now realized some changes compared to situation before when they 
have completely nothing to sleep on, prevent mosquito bites, cook and prevent themselves from coldness.     

 

 
 
 
 
 

3.3. Registration and distribution process 

 
(12) Source of information: household survey indicated that majority of the beneficiaries got the information 

about registration and distribution from chief and community leaders.  
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Women said in focus group discussion that they got the information about registration and distribution 
from RRA through their chiefs. However during KII, the chief of Kuelnyanor complaint that there was poor 
communication between the chiefs and the local authorities from the payam level that was why many 
people did not get the information for registration and distribution.   
   

 
 

 

(13) Waiting time: Out of 222 people who responded to waiting time on household survey forms, 111 
respondents (50%) admitted that they spent 2-6 hours in the queue to receive their items.  
 
The intervention team said that beneficiaries never honoured the distribution dates set for different 
villages, they kept coming to the distribution site even when it was not their turn that was why some said 
they overnight-came back the following day in fear that they could miss the items yet it was brought 
according to the number of registered beneficiaries. 

 

 
 

(14) Registration process: household survey results showed that the registration process was carried out well 
as, out of 244 respondents who gave opinion on registration process; 190 (85%) respondents rated 
registration process very good.   
The majority of respondents rated the registration process very good because information about the 
registration was passed before it was done and the process was carried out door to door and registration 
was inclusive (no body was left out).  However few respondents who rated the registration process to be 
poor gave reason that some people were favoured.   
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Intervention team narrated that if some beneficiaries felt others were favoured, it could be the game of 
the local leaders who guided the registrars/enumerators.  
 
Women in focus group discussion said the registration was good, information was given to them prior to 
the registration exercise; the women however noted that some households were not registered because 
they were not around when the registration was carried out.  

 

 
 

(15) Distribution process was rated high as indicated by the household survey result. Out of 221 respondents 
who responded to the question on assessing distribution process, 166 (76%) were satisfied with distribution 
process as they confirmed that it was good.  
 
Most of the respondents rated the distribution process as good because they felt that it was well organized 
since information about distribution was passed to them earlier and items distributed were appropriate to 
their needs.   
On the other hand, congestion and long waiting hours, some people being favoured and the distribution 
was carried out in the hot sun were reasons given by some respondents who rated the distribution poorly.   
 
Women in focus group discussions confirmed that distribution process was very good since people were not 
taking long at distribution point.  
In addition the chief of Jundit and RRA confirmed that the distribution process was very good, people 
were in line waiting for their turn and the distribution point was well organized as PAH team work hand in 
hand with the local authorities to ensure its success.    
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4. Conclusions and recommendations 

 

 Conclusions Lessons learned / recommendations 

4.1. Appropriateness 

1. The NFI items distributed were the desired items by the beneficiaries 
as the highest proportion of the beneficiaries confirmed being 
satisfied with the items as well as their quality although those were 
not the only items they needed (see findings 10, 6 and 8) 

 

2. Taking in to account that items are mostly used for  their intended 
purpose and beneficiaries confirmed that items helped them during 
the month after the distribution; it was evidentially relevant to carry 
out this distribution (see Findings 7 and 11).   

 

3. Nevertheless, most beneficiaries expressed that the number of 
distributed items were insufficient for the whole family members. 
(See Finding 5). 

Standards for NFIs should be stressed to the pipeline even though 
resource/fund base has reduced. 

4.2. Coverage 

4. Taking into account that the intervention aimed at serving both IDPs 
and host communities with NFI whom were regarded as equally 
vulnerable due to lack of access to basic NFI needs and there were no 
significant complains about people missing items during distribution; 
M&E concludes that the intervention fully reached the population in 
need (see background information in Section 1).  

 

4.3. Effectiveness 

5. The intervention was well conducted as confirmed by the 
beneficiaries and the local authorities in regards to registration and 
distribution processes (see Findings 14 and 15). 

 

6. Even though the rest of the processes went on well, protection aspect 
was limited as beneficiaries complained about distribution being 
conducted under hot sun (see finding 15) 

Where possible, siting of distribution center should be under the shade.   
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Report prepared by: Itraru Simon, M&E Officer  
With contribution from: Martin Mawadri; M&E Coordinator (review and comments), Kpiosa Charles Rudolf, 
M&E Officer and Taban Charles George, M&E Officer (data entry, summary as well as FGD and KII 
summaries).   

   
Date of submission: draft 11. 05. 2016, final version 18.05.2016 

 
 

 
  


