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Executive Summary 

This report presented findings of post distribution monitoring (PDM) for Cash response under the 

project entitled Integrated WASH and Multipurpose Cash Support to IDPs and host Communities 

in Oromia and Somali Regions. The PDM survey conducted in five woredas, Filtu, Dekasufutu 

and Karsadula woredas of Liban zone of Somali regional state and Dillo and Wachile woreda of 

Borena zone of Oromia regional state. The project is a one-year project from 27 July 2020 to 26 

July 2021 and funded by USAID-BHA.  The survey design employed was beneficiary based cross-

sectional study and quantitative data collection method used to collect data from beneficiary 

households. Digital data collection supported with kobo tool box employed to collect quantitative 

data from randomly selected beneficiary households. The sample size for this PDM calculated 

using 95% confidence interval, 7% margin of error and 50% of precision. A total of 340 beneficiary 

households (172 from Liban and 168 from Borena) were interviewed for this PDM where the 

majority 72.9% (55.4% Borena,90.1% Liban) of respondents were female while the rest 27.1% 

(44.6% Borena, 9.9% Liban) were male. 

 Findings of the PDM revealed that the cash response was relevant to the need of the target 

beneficiary which helped the beneficiary to meet their immediate need. All (100%) respondents 

reported the cash response was relevant to target community need and 99.7% (Borena 100%, Liban 

99.4%) of respondents reported the support helped them to meet their urgent/immediate need. The 

majority, 96.2% (Borena 100%, Liban 92.4%) of respondents reported the support was sufficient 

to meet their immediate need. Similarly, the majority (97.6%) of respondents reported the cash 

support done timely.  

More than half, 52.6% (Borena73.2%, Liban 32.6%) of respondents reported that they were 

selected because their household seriously affected by the conflict and they are internally displaced 

people (IDP) followed by 38.6% (17.8% Borena,58.7% Liban) those who reported their household 

was poorest of the poor households who are food insecure. The rest 5% (Borena 3%, Liban 7%) 

and 2.6% (Borena 3.6%, Liban 1.7%) reported their household selected because their household 

was women headed and people with disability, respectively.  From Borena, 2.4% fo respondents 

indicated they were selected because they are elderly. 

Respondents were also asked who selected them to benefit from the cash support and 95% (98.8% 

Borena, 91.3% Liban) reported the selection done by village/IDP Committee whereas the rest 5% 

reported government staff/people. The majority respondents, 91.2% (Borena 99.4%, Liban and 

83.1%) were aware of the beneficiary selection process. Those who reported that they were aware 

of the selection process were asked to rate the beneficiary selection process and all rated the 

process positive, 76.9% (Borena 79.6%, Liban 73.8%) rated the process as excellent and 22.5% 

(Borena 20.4%, Liban 24.8%) rated the process as very good.  

As findings depicted, the information sharing on amount of cash, date time and place of 

distribution communicated well to the beneficiary ahead of distribution date. The majority, 93.8% 

(Borena 100%, Liban 87.8%) of respondents reported they were received information on the 

amount of cash/entitlement ahead of distribution date, near to all, 98.4% (100%Borena, 90.1 
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Liban) reported they received information on date, time and place of distribution ahead of 

distribution date. They were asked whether the amount of cash they received was per entitlement, 

and near to all 98.4% (Borena 100%, Liban 96.2%) of respondents reported the cash received was 

per entitlement communicated to them ahead of distribution date. 

All respondents (except one beneficiary respondents with disability who mentioned the 

distribution site far from his home) reported no difficulties to find distribution site and not faced 

any safety and security issues.  

As findings of this survey portrayed, all (100%) from Borena and 90.7% from Liban reported that 

they were satisfied with the amount of cash they received while 9.3% from Liban reported 

unsatisfied with the amount of cash they received. All (100%) respondents from both locations 

reported that they satisfied with the relevance of cash support and targeting and registration process 

by indicating either very satisfied or satisfied. Regarding timeliness of the response,73.2% (84.5% 

from Borena and 62.2% from Liban) indicated very satisfied while the rest 25.9%(14.9% Borena 

and 36.6% Liban) and 0.9% (0.6% from Borena and 1.2% from Liban) indicated satisfied and 

unsatisfied, respectively. 

Feedback and complaint mechanism was in place for this distribution where majority,72.4% 

(Borena 67.3%, Liban 77.3%) of respondents reported there was feedback and complaints 

mechanism in place. Those who reported aware of feedback and mechanism, were asked type of 

channels available, and the majority-58.8% (Borena 75%, Liban 43%) of respondents indicated 

complaint help desk/ appeal committees followed by 26.2% (Liban 15.5%, Borena 36.6%) 

reported community leader, and 13.2% and 1.8% of respondents reported telephone number and 

project staff respectively. Respondents’ satisfaction on accountability mechanism was found 

rewarding where all respondents indicated positive satisfaction where 80.9% rated their level of 

satisfaction as very satisfied and the rest 19.1% rated it as satisfied. 

1. Introduction 

This report presented findings of post distribution monitoring (PDM) for unconditional cash 

response in Liban and Borena zone under the project entitled Integrated WASH and Multipurpose 

Cash Support to IDPs and host Communities in Oromia and Somali Regions. CARE Ethiopia has 

been implementing this project in five woredas, Filtu, Dekasufutu and Karsadula woreds of Liban 

zone of Somali regional state and Dillo and Wachile woredas of Borena zone of Oromia regional 

state. The project is a one-year project from 27 July 2020 to 26 July 2021 and funded by USAID-

BHA.  

Cash support to IDPs and host communities in the project location is one of the project components 

where CARE planned to provide cash support to 2500HHs. Accordingly, CARE provided cash 

support to 2500HHs (1000HHs at Borena zone of Oromia region and 1500HHs at Liban zone of 
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Somali region)1. This PDM was targeted those households who received the cash support based 

on the orginal plan and achievement, but CARE reached additional households with cash support 

after PDM data collection done (see footnote). 

Project Objective: 

The main objective of the integrated response is to improve health and wellbeing of conflict 

affected population by increasing access to safe water, improving hygiene and sanitation 

awareness and practices and through gender-sensitive multipurpose cash transfer. 

2. PDM Objectives 

The main objective of this post distribution monitoring (PDM) survey was to assess beneficiaries’ 

perception and satisfaction on amount of cash they received, and relevance and timelines of the 

response. 

Specific objectives: 

 To assess beneficiary participation on the process of targeting and verification 

 To understand beneficiary perception and level of satisfaction on amount of Cash they 

received. 

 To assess perception of beneficiaries on timelines and relevance of our response 

 To assess accountability system during this response focusing on information sharing and 

feedback and complaint mechanism 

3. Methodology and Sampling 

Survey Design: the survey design used for this PDM was beneficiary based cross-sectional study 

and quantitative data collection method was used to collect data from beneficiary households. 

Survey Population: The survey population for this assessment was project beneficiaries in the 

project location. 

Sampling Frame: beneficiary list who provided with Cash used as a sampling frame to select 

respondent households.  

Sampling Procedure and Sample Size 

The sampling procedure used for this survey was purposive and random sampling approach. At 

first stage of sampling, the geographical location (woredas) where the Cash support done were 

purposively selected, accordingly Filtu, Dekasufutu and Karsadula woredas from Liban zone Dillo 

                                                           
1 CARE has reached 570 additional households with cash support at Liban zone exploiting exchange rate and other 
budget leftover gains (after PDM data collected based on original plan and achievement), thus the total beneficiary 
reached at time of PDM report analysis and write up was 3070HHs (2070 Liban and 1,000 Borena). There may also 
be a possibility to reach additional households at Borena following approval of non-cost extension. 
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and Wachile woredas from Borena zone were selected for this PDM survey. Cash beneficiary 

distribution list was used as sampling frame to select respondent HHs. 

Sample Size Determination: The sample size for this PDM calculated based on:  

 Confidence Interval (CI)- 95%   

 Margin of Error - 7%  

 Prevalence of indicators - 50%  

 Beneficiary Reached with Cash response-1500HH Liban and 1000HH Borena. 

 

Based on this sampling procedure, a total of 340 beneficiary households (172HHs from Liban 

zone and 168HHs from Borena zone) were interviewed for this PDM. The total sample distributed 

to each woreda based on proportion to size approach (# of beneficiaries reached in each woreda).  

 

Data Collection, Entry and Analysis: 

Questionnaire focusing on Cash response was designed and built into kobo toolbox. Digital data 

collection supported with Kobo toolbox used to collect quantitative data from randomly selected 

beneficiary households. Data collection done by external and internal data collectors. A one-day 

training organized for data collectors and supervisors focusing on the concept of each questions, 

on how to state questions in local language, ethical consideration in the process of data collection 

and COVID-19 infection risk prevention. The field data collection conducted from July 6-16.2021.  

Raw data exported from kobo toolbox into excel and data cleaning done ahead of data analysis. 

The cleaned data exported into SPSS and analysis done for each variables using SPSS version 26. 

4. Findings and Discussion 

4.1. Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 

Under this Post Distribution Monitoring (PDM) survey, a total of 340 (172 from Liban and 168 

from Borena) beneficiary households were interviewed. The majority,72.9% (55.4% 

Borena,90.1% Liban) of respondents were female while the rest 27.1% (44.6% Borena, 9.9% 

Liban) were male. Near to two-third (63.2%) of respondents (76.2% from Borena and 50.6% from 

Liban) were head of household whereas the rest of respondents were other family member (spouse, 

son and daughter). The minimum and maximum age of respondents was 18 and 90 respectively 

with average age of 41.7.  Female-male proportion of family members of respondent households 

Zone             Woredas # of HHs reached  with Cash support                  Sample Size 
Liban Filtu 689 77 

Dekasuftu 496 58 

Karsadulla 315 37 

Total 1500 172HHs 

Borena Dillo 500 84 

Wachile 500 84 

Total 1000 168HHs 
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found 52.4% female and 47.6% male with 6.2 average family size whereas under five children 

constitute 23.3% of family size (table 1).  

Table 1: Sex, Age of respondents and family member proportion 

Respondents were Borena Liban Total 

Female 55.4% 90.1% 72.9% 

Male 44.6% 9.9% 27.1% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Head of HH 76.2% 50.6% 63.2% 

Other member of the HH (Spouse, son, daughter) 23.8% 50.4% 36.8% 

Age of Respondents 

Minimum Age 20 18 18 

Maximum Age 80 90 90 

Average Age 43.4 40.2 41.7 

HH Members 

Female 50.9% 53.6% 52.4% 

Male 49.1% 46.4% 47.6% 

<5 Children 23.9% 22.7% 23.3% 

Average family size 5.9 6.3 6.2 

 

Table 2 below presented vulnerable family member respondent households reported. Two-

third ,67.1% (61.3% Borena, 72.7% Liban) reported under five children as vulnerable family 

member followed by households who reported pregnant and lactating women with 40.9% (28% 

Borena, 53.5% Liban). Elderly people and people with disability reported as family member by 

34.1% and 19.1% of respondent households respectively.  

Table 2:Vulnerable Family Members 

Vulnerable Family Member (Multiple 

Response Allowed) 

Borena Liban Total 

Under 5 years children  61.3% 72.7% 67.1% 

Elderly people  25.% 42.4% 34.1% 

People with disability  18.5% 19.8% 19.1% 

Pregnant and lactating women 28.% 53.5% 40.9% 

 

4.2. Beneficiary Selection 

The respondent beneficiaries were asked why their household was selected to receive Cash support 

and who done the selection. More than half, 52.6% (Borena73.2%, Liban 32.6%) of respondents 

reported that they were selected because their household seriously affected by the conflict and they 

are internally displaced people (IDP) followed by 38.6% (17.8% Borena,58.7% Liban) those who 

reported their household was poorest of the poor households who are food insecure. The rest 5% 

(Borena 3%, Liban 7%) and 2.6% (Borena 3.6%, Liban 1.7%) reported their household selected 
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because their household was women headed and people with disability, respectively.  From Borena, 

2.4% fo respondents indicated they were selected because they are elderly. Respondents were also 

asked who selected them to benefit from the cash support and 95% (98.8% Borena, 91.3% Liban) 

reported the selection done by village/IDP Committee whereas the rest 5% reported government 

staff/people (table 3). 

 
Table 3: Why HH Selected to benefit from NFI and ESNFI and who done the selection 

Vulnerable Family Member Borena Liban Total 

Households seriously affected by the conflict/ 

lost assets and displaced (IDP) 

73.2% 32.6% 52.6% 

People with disability, pregnant/lactating 

mothers and elderly people 

3.6% 1.7% 2.6% 

Households headed by women (women headed 

households), 

3.0% 7.0% 5.0% 

Poorest of the poor households who are food 

insecure 

17.8% 58.7% 38.6% 

Elderly people 2.4% 0% 1.2% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Who selected the HH 

Village/ IDP committee 98.8% 91.3% 95.0% 

Government people/ staffs 1.2% 0.6% 5.0% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

 

As presented under table 4 below, findings from this PDM confirmed, the majority respondents, 

91.2% (Borena 99.4%, Liban and 83.1%) were aware of the beneficiary selection process. Those 

who reported that they were aware of the selection process were asked to rate the beneficiary 

selection process and all rated the process positive, 76.9% (Borena 79.6%, Liban 73.8%) rated the 

process as excellent, 22.5% (Borena 20.4%, Liban 24.8%) rated the process as very good.  

Table 4: Respondents knew selection Criteria and how rated the selection process 

Know about beneficiary selection 

process 

Borena Liban Total 

Yes 99.4% 83.1% 91.2% 

No 0.6% 16.3% 8.5% 

Do  not know 0% 0.6% 0.3% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

How Respondent rated selection process     

Excellent 79.6% 73.8% 76.9% 

Very good 20.4% 24.8% 22.5% 

Good 0% 0.7% 0.3% 

Poor 0% 0.7% 0.3% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
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4.3. Information Sharing 

Information sharing practice for this specific PDM assessed and the findings presented under table 

5 below. As findings depicted, the information sharing on amount of cash, date time and place of 

distribution communicated well to the beneficiary ahead of distribution date. The majority, 93.8% 

(Borena 100%, Liban 87.8%) of respondents reported they were received information on type of 

on amount of cash ahead of distribution date, near to all, 98.4% (100%Borena, 90.1 Liban) reported 

they received information on date, time and place of distribution ahead of distribution date. They 

were asked whether the amount of cash they received was per entitlement, and near to all 98.4% 

(Borena 100%, Liban 96.2%) of respondents reported the cash received was per entitlement 

communicated to them ahead of distribution date. Respondents were reported that information on 

entitlement, date, place and time of distribution site was communicated to them through 

kebele/village leaders (93.8%), distribution committee (2.8%), community help desk (1.8%) and 

project staff (1.6%). 

Table 5: Information sharing on entitlement and date, time and place of distribution 

Received information on amount of cash 

ahead of distribution 

Borena Liban Total 

Yes 100% 87.8% 93.8% 

No 0.0% 12.2% 6.2% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

The Cash received was per the entitlement   

Yes 100% 96.7% 98.4% 

No 0.0% 3.3% 1.6% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Information on date, time and place of distribution communicated ahead of the distribution 

Yes 99.4% 90.1% 94.7% 

No 0.6% 9.3% 5.0% 

Do not know 0% 0.6% 0.3% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

By whom information Communicated  

Kebele leaders/ village committee 93.4% 94.2% 93.8% 

Distribution committee 1.8% 3.9% 2.8% 

Project Staff 2.4% 0.6% 1.6% 

Community help desk 2.4% 1.3% 1.8% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
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4.4. Distribution 

All (100%) of respondents reported that they have received Cash support. They were asked to tell 

amount of cash received and all indicated they received 6600.00(Six thousand six hundred) 

Ethiopian Birr per household. All (100%)respondents 

were reported that the cash response was relevant to 

their need while 97.6% (98.2% Birena, 97.1% Liban) 

reported the response was timely. Almost all (99.7%) 

of respondents reported the cash support helped them 

to meet their immediate need. Respondents were also 

asked whether the amount of cash provided was 

sufficient or not, the majority,96.2% (100% Borena and 92.4% liban) indicated the cash amount 

they received was sufficient while 7.6% from Labina reported the cash amount was not sufficient 

to meet their basic need. Those who reported the cash amount supported was not sufficient were 

asked the amount they think sufficient to meet their household immediate basic needs and the 

majority, 53.8% reported at least 10,00EthBirr, whereas 30.8% and 15.4% indicated 9000EthBirr 

and 8000EthBirr respectively. The findings of this PDM also revealed that the cash response not 

created tension within household except one (0.6%) respondent from Borena who indicated the 

cash received created tension on how to spend money (table 6).  

Table 6: Relevance and  timeliness of the cash support 

Cash Support made on time Borena Liban Total 

Yes 98.2% 97.1% 97.6% 

No 1.8% 2.9% 2.4% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

The Cash support was relevant     

Yes 100% 100% 100% 

The Cash Support helped to meet HH immediate need 

Yes 100.0% 99.4% 99.7% 

No 0.0% 0.6% 0.3% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Do you agree the cash amount supported was sufficient to meet your immediate need 

Yes 100% 92.4% 96.2% 

No 0% 7.6% 3.8% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

IF not sufficient, how much amount do you think sufficient to meet your immediate need 

8,000Birr NA 15.4% NA 

9,000Birr NA 30.8% NA 

At least 10,000Birr NA 53.8% NA 

Total  100%  

Cash Distribution/control over the cash caused any tension within your household 

No 99.4% 100.0% 99.7% 

Yes 0.6% 0% 0.3% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

What was the dis agreement/tension    

On how to spend the money received 100% NA NA 

 

Liban, 
6600

Borena, 
6600

Amount of Cash Received-EthBirr 
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Respondents were asked whether the support addressed the neediest/most vulnerable people and 

near to all (98.8%) reported the support reached the most vulnerable/needy people. Any difficulties 

to find cash distribution sites, safety and security issues 

in their way to and back from distribution sites, distance 

travelled to get to distribution site and time waited at 

distribution site presented under table 8 below. All 

(except one beneficiary respondents with disability who 

mentioned the distribution site far from his home) 

respondents reported no difficulties to find distribution 

site and not faced any safety and security issues. 

Respondents were also asked whether they feel mistreated by CARE staff during distribution and 

all respondents from Liban and 98.5% respondents from Borena reported no mistreatment while 

2.4% from Borenal reported they did feel mistreated by CARE staff. Distance travelled to access 

distribution site and time waited at distribution site also assessed. The majority, 96.4% (95.2% % 

from Borena and 97.7% from Liban) reported they travelled less than five kilometers. Regarding 

waited time at distribution site until they receive the cash, 45% (33.9% Borena, 55.6% Liban) of 

respondents reported they waited for less than 30 minutes while 39.1%( 50% Borena,28.5% Liban) 

reported they waited for 30 minutes to1 hour until they receive the cash. 

Table 7: Difficulties/safety/security, distance time waited at distribution site  

Face difficulty in finding 

Cash distribution site 

Borena Liban Total 

No 100% 98.8% 99.4% 

Yes 0% 1.2% 0.6% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Experienced any safety and security issues on your way to and back from 

distribution site 

 

No 100% 99.4% 99.7% 

Yes 0% 0.6% 0.3% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Did you feel mistreated by CARE staff at distribution site  

No 97.6% 100% 98.5% 

Yes 2.4% 0% 1.5% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Distance travelled to collect ES/NFI   

 Less than 5km 95.2%% 97.7% 96.4% 

 5-10km 1.8% 2.3% 2.1% 

11-15km 0.6% 0% 0.3% 

16-20km 1.2% 0% 0.6% 

More than 20km 1.2% 0% 0.6% 

Total 100% 1000% 100% 

Waited at Distribution Site for     

Less than 30 minutes    33.9% 55.8% 45.0% 

98.8% 98.8% 98.8%

Borena Liban Total

Most Needy people Given 
priority
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30 minutes to 1hour 50.0% 28.5% 39.1% 

More than 1hour 16.1% 15.7% 15.9% 

    Total 100% 100% 100% 

 

Respondents were also asked for what purpose they used the cash provided to them. Near to 

all,95.6% (91.7% Borena and 99.4% Liban) of respondents mentioned that they used the cash to 

purchase food followed by 37.9% of respondents who indicated shoe and cloth and 30.9% 

indicated medical service expenses. One-fifth of respondents were also reported they used portion 

of the money they received to purchase NFI and shelter items (table 8).  

Table 8:The Cash received used for 

Used the Cash provided to (multiple response) Borena Liban Total 

Purchase food for the household 91.7% 99.4% 95.6% 

Purchase NFI items 29.2% 12.2% 20.6% 

Purchase shelter materials 35.7% 5.2% 20.3% 

Purchase shoes and clothes 25.0% 50.6% 37.9% 

Paid it for medical services 16.1% 45.3% 30.9% 

School expenses for children 18.5% 5.2% 11.8% 

Shared with relatives 3.6% 0.6% 2.1% 

 

4.5. Satisfaction on content, quality of the items Received and timeliness  

Satisfaction on the amount of cash supported, relevance and timeliness of the response and 

targeting and registration were among components addressed under this PDM. As findings of this 

survey portrayed, all (100%) from Borena and 90.7% from Liban reported that they were satisfied 

with the amount of cash they received while 9.3% from Liban reported unsatisfied with the amount 

of cash they received. All (100%) respondents from both locations reported that they satisfied with 

the relevance of cash support and targeting and registration process by indicating either very 

satisfied or satisfied. Regarding timeliness of the response,73.2% (84.5% from Borena and 62.2% 

from Liban) indicated very satisfied while the rest 25.9%(14.9% Borena and 36.6% Liban) and 

0.9% (0.6% from Borena and 1.2% from Liban) indicated satisfied and unsatisfied respectively. 

Those who reported dissatisfaction on amount of cash and timeliness were asked the reason and 

indicated the cash received was not sufficient to meet their immediate need, price of goods was 

very expensive and the cash support not done time (table 9).  

Table 9: Satisfaction on type, quality, quantity, timeliness and targeting  

Satisfaction in Borena Liban Total 
Very 

Satisfied 

Satisfie

d 

Unsat

isfied 

Total Very 

Satisfied 

Satisfie

d 

Unsatisfied Total Very 

Satisfied 

Satisfied Unsat

isfied 

Total 

Amount of Cash 

supported 

92.9% 7.1% 0% 100% 58.1% 32.6

% 

9.3% 100% 75.3% 20.0% 4.7

% 

100% 



                 

Page 16 of 18 
 

Relevance of the 

cash support 

87.5% 12.5% 0% 100% 68.0%  32.0

%  

0% 100%

  

77.6%

  

22.4%

  

0%  100

% 

Targeting and 

Registration 

97.0% 3.0% 0% 100% 70.9% 29.1

% 

0% 100% 83.8% 16.2% 0% 100% 

Timeliness of the 

support 

84.5% 14.9% 0.6

% 

100% 62.2% 36.6

% 

1.2% 100% 73.2% 25.9% 0.9

% 

100% 

Reason for  NOT satisfied (n=16 for unsatisfied on cash 

amount and n=3 for those who not satisfied on timelines 

Multiple response allowed) 

Borena Liban Total 

The cash amount provided was not enough NA 100% NA 

Price of goods is expensive in the market NA 25.0% NA 

The cash support not done timely 100% 100% 100% 

 

4.6. Feedback and Compliance 

Aimed at assessing whether feedback mechanism in place for this specific distribution, 

respondents were asked whether there was feedback and complaint mechanism in place. The 

majority,72.4% (Borena 67.3%, Liban 77.3%) of respondents reported there was feedback and 

complaints mechanism in place. Those who reported aware of feedback and mechanism, were 

asked type of channels available, and the majority-58.8% (Borena 75%, Liban 43%) of 

respondents indicated complaint help desk/ appeal committees followed by 26.2% (Liban 15.5%, 

Borena 36.6%) reported community leader, and 13.2% and 1.8% of respondents reported 

telephone number and project staff respectively. Respondents were also asked whether they 

submitted feedback/complaints and only 3.5% from Liban reported they submitted 

feedback/complaints and 83.3% confirmed they received response on their complaints. Aimed at 

learning the type of feedback and complaints submitted, those who reported they submitted 

feedback and complaints were asked what type of feedbacks/complaints they submitted and they 

indicated that they submitted complaint on the amount of cash supported. Respondents satisfaction 

on accountability mechanism was found rewarding where all respondents indicated positive 

satisfaction where 80.9% rated their level of satisfaction as very satisfied and the rest 19.1% rated 

it as satisfied. 

Table 10: Feedback and Complaints mechanism 

Feedback and complaints mechanism in 

place 

Borena Liban Total 

Yes 67.3% 77.3% 72.4% 

No 23.8% 18.0% 20.9% 

I do not know 8.9% 4.7% 6.7% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

What type channels available (multiple response allowed) 

Complaint Help desk/ Appeal Committees 75.0% 43.0% 58.8% 

Project staff 0.6% 2.9% 1.8% 

Community leaders 15.5% 36.6% 26.2% 
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Telephone number 8.9% 17.4% 13.2% 

Submitted complaints 

Yes 0% 3.5% 1.8% 

No 100% 96.5% 98.2% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Received feedback/response on submitted complaints 

Yes NA 83.3% NA 

No NA 16.7% NA 

Total  100%  

Satisfaction on Accountability Mechanisms in place  

Very Satisfied 92.9% 69.2% 80.9% 

Satisfied 7.1% 30.8% 19.1% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

 

5. Conclusive Remarks 

The beneficiary selection process was transparent to beneficiaries where the majority (91.2%) of 

respondents of this assessment reported they were well aware of the selection criteria and all 

reported positive rating (excellent, very good and good) on the selection process. It is 

recommended to strengthen the information sharing on targeting to all beneficiaries in similar 

future response. 

From the findings of this PDM, it possibly concluded that the distribution site selection done well 

which was suitable for the beneficiary to access without any safety and security issues where no 

single respondent reported safety and security issue at distribution site on their way to and back 

from distribution site. Similarly, all respondents from both locations reported no difficulties to find 

distribution site. The good practice need to be maintained for similar response in the future.  

Information sharing to beneficiaries was done well ahead of distribution date as well as on 

distribution date. Based on findings of this assessment, more than 95% of respondents reported 

received information on entitlements, date, time and place of distribution ahead of the distribution 

date. This good practice should be strengthened and 100% beneficiary should receive similar 

information.  

The response was found relevant which helped the beneficiary to meet their immediate need. The 

response was also found timely response. Satisfaction on amount of cash, relevance, timelines and 

targeting and registration was found rewarding with all positive response. Recommended to 

maintain this good practice in our future responses. 

As confirmed from the PDM findings, feedback and complaints mechanism was in place and the 

majority of respondents were aware of the system and the type of channels in place. All respondent 

beneficiary households reported very satisfied and satisfied rating on existing accountability 

mechanism. This kind of community based feedback and complaint approach is much appreciated 

and need to be strengthened.  
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