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1. SELECTION PROCESS RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
• Target approaches to meet varying conditions 

Each implementing partner adopted a different approach to selecting vulnerable IDP and host 
community beneficiaries, according to the implementing partner’s capacities, strength of local 
networks, environmental constraints and conditions, and interpretation of funder requirements.  In 
the regionally diverse, unpredictably shifting environment of Iraq, clearly no single approach is 
appropriate in every circumstance. With the additional time constraints of this project IOM’s 
adoption of flexible standards for selection was the most suitable.  Generally, flexible approaches 
are more practical in this environment than fixed, rigid requirements.    
 

• Clarify project requirements, tools, and definitions  
While flexible approaches are necessary, there is a need for improved clarity regarding program 
expectations.  There was confusion on the part of implementing partners regarding vulnerability 
assessment requirements.  In at least one instance an implementing partner interpreted suggestions 
or examples of selection tools given by IOM as rigid requirements, shaping the entire course of that 
implementing partner’s project.  Given the potential for misinterpretation, attention to clarity in all 
communications between funder and implementing partners is essential.  Ideally all project-related 
tools and materials could be transferred in a package at the start of the project, with the function, 
procedures, and rules associated with each document clearly spelled out.  Any required forms would 
ideally be accompanied by training of the trainers by IOM for each implementing partner. 

 
On the same theme, IOM must define all key terms used in the project.  Midway through the 
project, for instance, the basic concept of “host community family” was unclear to some 
implementing partners.  These are in fact ambiguous concepts, open to interpretation.  IOM should 
define these terms for the project purposes. 
 

• Set host community family inclusion limits 
IOM should clarify just how much flexibility is acceptable regarding host community family inclusion.  
As IOM’s focus must be on IDPs for aid distributions in Iraq, an ideal would be to target IDPs only.  
However, the problem of host community animosity is a concern cited as a main reason to target 
the host community also.  Unfortunately, by distributing aid to a fraction of a needy population, 
inevitably there will be resentment and anger among those excluded IDPs and host community 
families.  There is no magic number of host community families to include that will eliminate 
community tensions.  Conflict also can be associated with conduct of the implementing partner, 
quality of items distributed, and methods of beneficiary notification and distribution.  

 
In terms of selection dynamics, it appears that including host community families can be an 
important bargaining chip for the implementing partners to use with local authorities.  By satisfying 
a local authority’s request to benefit poor members of their constituency implementing partners can 
strengthen their position and add an element of security to their operations, not a matter to be 
taken lightly in Iraq.  IOM could simplify the process for implementing partners by giving them an 
absolute maximum permissible host community percentage—for  example, 20 percent of total 
beneficiaries in any small target area—and give them leeway to operate within that figure according 
to the situational necessities.   
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• Approach with caution any broader application of the comprehensive IDP vulnerability survey 
method 
A technically and logistically demanding vulnerability assessment approach, as adopted by Qandil, 
while excellently carried out in their case, is not appropriate for most implementing partners.  
Depending on the operational environment and implementing partner capacity, the potential for 
this to become more of an obstacle than a strength is high.  There is, moreover, an illusion of 
accuracy in such surveys, as the error rate regarding levels of vulnerability will inevitably be high 
since it requires more time than is available to adequately explain what is meant by  such concepts 
as “total family income” or even “number of family members living together” to interviewees.  
Therefore, overall, ISG does not recommend focusing limited resources on this style of vulnerability 
assessment effort.   
 
On the other hand, depending on funding availability, incorporating such a survey into a broader 
nationwide IDP assessment system updated quarterly at a minimum and managed by one very 
capable implementing partner could be highly useful.  If executed properly, such a system could 
provide the initial list of IDPs in any given surveyed area, and these figures could be cross checked 
through local authorities, speeding the selection process for the distribution implementing partners.   
 

• Clarify expectations for vulnerability cross checks 
For most implementing partners it makes most sense to use a combination of information provided 
by local authorities (and MoDM, if operational and cooperative) and other NGOs.  Most 
implementing partners conducted some number of generally quick, casual and poorly documented 
“vulnerability cross-checks.”  It is not clear what the purpose is of checking a small sample of a given 
preselected pool of IDPs and host community family members.   If IOM deems the sample 
vulnerability cross-checks an important component of the selection process, IOM should consider 
supplying very simple vulnerability verification forms that address the most basic indicators, and set 
rules for minimum information to be gathered.  The goal would be to eliminate those families who 
clearly do not meet basic vulnerability standards.  If due to security or other conditions the 
implementing partners can record no data from these visits, the cross-checks should be abandoned 
as a poor use of implementing partner resources.   

 
An approach that could avoid these challenges follows: 
 

• Target all IDPs in limited vulnerable areas 
Generally the number of IDPs in acute need in the project areas was higher, in some cases drastically 
higher, than those who could be targeted. Implementing partners could simplify and speed their 
efforts by targeting all IDPs in any limited area selected.  This location targeting was an approach 
adopted to varying degrees by the implementing partners, but most clearly in Kerbala, that 
increases efficiency greatly and has the added benefit of enabling targeting distributions in areas 
very near the IDPs rather than requiring IDPs to travel from distant areas.  This does away with the 
problematic, even illusory, process of rapidly distinguishing between somewhat vulnerable and 
extremely vulnerable individual families.   

 
•  Increase advocacy efforts at local and national government levels 

Local implementing partners generally know best how to deal with local authorities, whose 
structures and dynamics vary radically among governorates and regions.  However, in some cases 
various governmental entities obstruct implementing partner activities.  IOM should be prepared to 
quickly intervene at the ministry level, if appropriate and feasible, to apply pressure to provincial 
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authorities.  IOM should state clearly to implementing partners that intervening may be an option, 
and implementing partners should understand to request this assistance early on when problems 
arise. 

 
• Review the practice of making selection changes on distribution day 

The occasional practice at distribution activities by some implementing partners of rejecting some 
IDPs or selecting replacements for those IDPs who did not arrive should be reviewed.  ISG 
determined that doing so often complicates distribution activities.  The list of selected beneficiaries 
should not be changed after notification until the end of the distribution day.  A short list of back-up 
beneficiaries for each site should be kept for this purpose.  The only case in which items should 
possibly be distributed to beneficiaries from those not selected but waiting at a distribution activity 
is in the cases where it is not possible to relocate items to the implementing partner warehouse at 
the end of a distribution activity. 

 
Another variation of this, the random selection of IDPs from a larger group of candidates, as may 
have been carried out in one area, should be prohibited, as this is bound to exacerbate an already 
chaotic and tense situation.   

 
• Set clear standards for implementing partner operations through local partners 

Some highly volatile or closed environments, such as Mosul, may require international or non-local 
NGOs to operate through locally well known partners.  This creates magnified management and 
accountability challenges.  Efforts should be made by IOM to establish a network of reliable local 
implementing partners who can operate in these most challenging environments and who can be 
held directly accountable for their work.  If implementing partners must rely on local partners, IOM 
should establish clear standards of management, oversight, and reporting. 

 
• Ensure IOM field staff oversight of implementing partner activity 

The intermittent presence and guidance of skilled IOM field staff is important in all stages of the 
project.  Due to the difficulties of travel and communication, and in some cases extreme security 
obstacles, the monitoring and guidance of activities in some areas is rather low, other than by 
implementing partner self-reporting.  If IOM plans to conduct distribution activities in the future in 
highly volatile regions it would be best to ensure that trusted IOM staff work regularly with 
implementing partners in these regions to ensure that self-reporting remains accurate and practices 
accord with requirements.   

 
 
 
2. DISTRIBUTION PROCESS RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Based on the distribution processes detailed in the Distribution Report, and their strengths and 
weaknesses, ISG recommends the following, several of which complement the selection process 
recommendations: 
 
• Consider targeting highly vulnerable IDPs in less restrictive environments 

In some cases it is necessary for implementing partners to operate in an extremely low profile 
manner through local partners.  While the donor can maximize operational transparency by setting 
clear reporting and management requirements that must apply to any work conducted by a local 
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partner of an implementing partner, the donor should at the same time consider its limits in terms 
of implementing partner and operational opacity.  In an environment like Iraq where the need and 
number of extremely vulnerable IDPs is far exceeding the aid distributed, there may be an option of 
targeting vulnerable families in less insecure regions where monitoring and verification activities are 
less difficult.  

 
• Consider a targeted notification approach to lower the distribution profile 

Crowding of distribution activities by families who had not been selected but were hoping to receive 
items was a common problem.  Generally the more highly publicized the distribution event, the 
more acute the challenge.  A potential solution is to target the notification to individual selected 
families.  While not possible to keep the distribution activity secret, informing only the families 
selected and informing them explicitly that no one but selected families will receive items can 
reduce crowds significantly and reduce somewhat the difficulties associated with unruly crowds. 

 
• Specify distribution time limits 

Where a low profile is required, specify in the notification a cut-off time in the day after which 
activities will be closed. 

 
• Strive for drive-in warehouses 

While perhaps not possible everywhere, ideally every central warehouse should be able to 
accommodate truck drive-in and overnight parking to facilitate loading and preparation for 
distribution events.  Warehousing that has such capacity also helps to increase security levels. 
 

• Avoid division between of procurement, storage, and distribution tasks 
To minimize logistical complications in an already extremely challenging operational environment, 
ensure that the procurement, warehouse storage of items, and transport of items is handled by the 
same implementing partner responsible for the distribution of those items, when possible. 

 
• Consider reducing bulky basket items to increase transport efficiency 

Especially in high risk areas that require rapid movement and a low profile, reducing operational 
footprint by condensing the aid package is beneficial, as in Qandil’s and ICS’ elimination of 
mattresses to enable them to use fewer truckloads per shipment. 

 
• Ensure shelter from the elements at distribution sites 

If possible, ensure a sheltered waiting area at distribution sites during peak summer distributions.  
While not an absolute necessity, there is a real increased health risk for those waiting for extended 
periods in the extreme heat. 

 
• Reduce number of targeted beneficiaries per day to lower profile and give more distribution site 

options 
In general a lower profile activity would be preferable in a high risk environment.  Lowering the 
number of beneficiaries targeted per day is one simple way to reduce the public profile of the 
activity.  This has the added benefit of giving an implementing partner more options regarding 
distribution sites.  Instead of only being able to use the few large buildings or spaces in an area that 
could accommodate large crowds, a range of smaller sites could function adequately for smaller 
groups.  This would entail a larger number of smaller distributions. 
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• Locate distributions in the immediate vicinity of targeted IDPs 
Targeting limited small areas of dense vulnerable IDP settlement, as discussed in the selection 
process section, would reduce the transport burden on vulnerable families.  For scattered IDPs, 
consider options for targeted distributions directly from trucks, as was carried out by at least two 
implementing partners in a small number of cases. 

 
• Arrange items in complete piles for pickup at large sites 

Where distribution site space permits, pre-stacking all package items together reduces the chaos 
and confusion associated with pickup and removal of items from distribution sites and eases 
accounting.  Avoid separating package components. 

 
• Arrange for implementing partner staff to bring items to beneficiaries at small sites 

Where space does not permit pre-stacking of complete packages for pickup, implementing partners 
should consider using laborers to bring complete sets of items to beneficiaries after ID check instead 
of having beneficiaries picking up components of the package from separate piles.  This can reduce 
confusion and congestion. 

 
• Control crowding inside distribution site through perimeter check 

At any large distribution activity the implementing partner and security staff should set up a 
perimeter barrier and method of quick ID or name check to limit access to the site.  This is especially 
important in cases where crowds form outside the site. 

 
• Streamline the ID check process 

Notification should inform selectees what IDs to bring, and any one of these IDs should suffice to 
permit beneficiaries to pick up their items.  Reconsider the practice of stamping IDs as unnecessary 
and in some cases a possible security risk.  Good record keeping on the part of the implementing 
partner should be enough to prevent duplication.  Eliminate the requirement of keeping 
photocopies of IDs.  This seems excessive, time consuming in cases where implementing partners 
photocopies at distribution activities, and another possible security risk to the beneficiaries.   

 
• Transfer unclaimed items for subsequent distributions activities  

Implementing partners must plan for dealing with leftover shares of no-show beneficiaries.  Two 
viable options include returning the items to the central warehouse for reallocation or leaving the 
shares at the site if distribution will continue on a subsequent day.  Reallocating the shares to newly 
selected beneficiaries on the same day should be avoided as it tends to increase the level of 
disorder.   

 
• Clarify IP documentation requirements  

IOM must state all documentation requirements clearly from the beginning of the project.  All 
associated reporting or tracking tools should be kept as simple as possible and technically basic to 
minimize complications. 

 
• Explain cost amendment options and methods of application 

IOM should delineate the options that implementing partners have regarding applying for cost 
amendments to cover unforeseen costs during the project cycle, and explain what costs are 
generally admissible. 
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• Consider maintaining extra shares for unforeseen situations, to be allocated at project conclusion 
Maintaining a cushion of extra shares would enable IPs to respond to extraordinary immediate 
regional needs that arise during the project period. 

 
 
 
3. BASKET ITEMS RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
• Staple food items to remain unchanged 

 
Requests to replace the following items with other more useful or urgently needed items were few, 
combined with a rather high number of requests to increase them, indicating that these basic items 
should at least be maintained at their levels, or, if anything, increased: 

• Flour:  Some implementing partners and local authorities noted, and a number of IDPs 
confirm that they sold the flour received either to fund the transport of their other 
received items or to exchange it for a lower quality and keep the change.   

• Rice: This staple, along with flour, is the most frequently requested to be increased in 
quantity.  If anything, adding more rice and decreasing the flour as a tradeoff is an 
option. 

• Sugar: The number of requests to increase sugar was more consistent across the 
governorates surveyed than for the other staples. 

• Vegetable oil 
• Tomato paste 
• Blankets 
• Washing powder 

 
• Items that should be reviewed 

 
o Salt:  This is a very low value item.  Nearly all IDPs listed this as something to remove to 

replace with a more urgently needed item. 
o Comb:  Likewise a very low value item that most IDPs do not need. 
o Toilet paper:  In the Iraqi cultural practice this is not commonly used.  The majority of 

interviewees agreed to replace this with a more urgently needed item. 
o Spoons (large and small): These are very inexpensive implements that IDP families can 

afford themselves, if needed.   
 

The items below fit at least one of the following criteria for exclusion:  low value, short lifespan, 
not commonly used by most IDPs, or non-essential.  Many, but not necessarily an overwhelming 
majority of IDPs surveyed, asserted that these items should be removed and replaced with more 
useful items: 
 
• Toothpaste and toothbrush:  These were commonly cited by IDPs as of low importance to 

them.  Likewise, these are inexpensive and short lifespan items. 
• Disposable razor:  These are quickly used and inexpensive if needed. 
• Plastic sheet:  Many IDPs noted that they had no use for this plastic sheet.  This can be 

excluded, and a more useful heavier duty tarpaulin could be included for only those IDPs 
who are housed in makeshift camps. 



Annex 1 
 

 

• Steel cups:  These are relatively inexpensive and easy for IDPs to procure themselves and 
can be removed from the kitchen items in the basket. 

 
• Items to replace with slightly different items 

o Replace lentils and kidney beans with garbanzo beans (but remove beans altogether if not 
accompanied by pressure cooker):  Consider replacing lentils and kidney beans with 
garbanzo beans as a more widely used bean in Iraq and having more diverse uses.  However, 
a major problem with any dry legumes is that they require a great deal of fuel to cook 
adequately.  Many IDPs cannot afford this expense.   

 
• Items to save energy, and to enable use of hard-to-cook items 

o Replace cooking pot with pressure cooker:  Replace the standard cooking pot with a large, 
simple but durable pressure cooker.  While no doubt more expensive, this is a commonly 
used item, will be very useful to families trying to save on fuel, and can be used as a 
standard cooking pot also.  Unless a pressure cooker is included in the aid package, dry 
beans should be removed, especially in the current environment of rising fuel prices.   

 
• Items to replace with more durable versions 

o Water bucket:  The plastic water bucket procured by most IPs is not sturdy enough for the 
demands placed on it.  A strong metal bucket would be best, or a very heavy plastic bucket.  
Among IDPs there were a number of complaints that the plastic buckets were too light to be 
useful and broke easily.  Some of the buckets also broke during transport to distribution 
sites. 

 
• Items to replace with larger, stronger versions 

o Kitchenware and home hardware:  there were many requests for larger cooking pots, 
teapots, dishes, and plates.  Because members of a large family will use these items 
constantly, they should be practical and tough.  The items procured by IPs, while decent 
quality for the price range, tended to be small and in the thin range of kitchenware.  
Likewise, heavily used items such as the kerosene lamp must be of a durable variety. 

 
• Items that could be removed to improve operational efficiency 

o Mattresses:  While desired and useful, these consume a relatively large amount of space in 
transport from warehouses to distribution sites.  Qandil and ICS agreed to remove these 
from their distributions to enable them to ship more shares per truckload.  In a highly 
insecure, or time- or funding-constrained operation, removing these from the basket of 
items and replacing with blankets, that are more compact and have more diverse uses, is a 
highly reasonable option. 

 
• Items to consider including if funds and operational requirements permit 

o Cooler boxes:  Some IPs included large drinks coolers (thermoses) in the aid package.  These 
are not necessities, though desirable.  Arguably more useful, and frequently requested by 
IDPs, are box coolers that could preserve fresh food with ice.  In general these are bulky to 
ship and of questionable urgency, though they undoubtedly contribute to quality of life if ice 
is available and affordable for vulnerable IDPs. 

 
• Items that should be researched for potential inclusion 
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o Cooking gas related items:  It would be useful to gather information regarding useage of 
cooking gas versus kerosene among vulnerable IDPs in Iraq, including relative cost, price 
stability, and availability.  Many IDPs surveyed requested cooking gas cylinders, gas cylinder 
parts such as regulators, and simple cooking gas burners.  If IDPs commonly use cooking gas 
and it is relatively affordable, the hardware for its use could be a valuable aid package 
component.  

o Simple first aid kit:  A large number of IDPs surveyed requested basic medical supplies such 
as bandages and medical cotton.  The requests for medicines and specific medical 
equipment cannot be accommodated in this type of distribution activity, but implementing 
partners could easily procure and assemble extremely basic injury-treatment supplies 
appropriate for large families.  Consultation with medical aid professionals would be 
appropriate to determine the possible components of such a kit. 

 
• Items for further consideration, with reservations 

o Canned food:  Numerous IDPs requested canned goods, especially fish and meat.  While 
there may be religious restrictions on this and preclude inclusion in an aid package, this 
issue warrants further examination, especially regarding relatively inexpensive, nutritious 
varieties.  

o Powdered milk:  Milk, broadly demanded, would be nutritionally beneficial, but the health 
risk associated with the use of unboiled water is a factor that must be weighed and may 
prevent inclusion. 

o Children’s clothing:  Clothing, and especially children’s clothes, were widely requested.  
Providing these poses problems of type and size, but standard types and medium sizes could 
cover a wide range of body sizes for young children.  

o Baby diapers: Many IDPs interviewed requested adding diapers to the distribution 
packages. Inclusion of simple cloth reuseable diapers could be useful, along with any 
fasteners that Iraqis may commonly use for diapering.  This would be irrelevant to the 
families without babies, though, unless a variety of cloth diaper could be procured that 
could double as a small towel. 

o Sanitary pads:  A relatively high portion of IDPs interviewed asserted that their families did 
not need or use these.  It could be that reusable cloth options are commonly employed, in 
which case cloths for this purpose could be included instead.  The disposable sanitary pads 
are a short lifespan items and on principle should be removed. 
 

• Food to consider removing if budgets are restrictive: 
o Tea: While nutritionally non-essential, tea is important to many IDPs’ morale and sense of 

normalcy.  In terms of emergency priority, though, it is low.  
  
• Finally, adjust for regional and seasonal variation 
When planning distributions IOM should strive to understand, in cooperation with their implementing 
partner, any unique regional situations that necessitate shifting basket contents.  Generally NGOs with 
deep local involvement have good awareness of such conditions.  Seasonally, in wintertime there will be 
a greater need for warmth-related items such as blankets, sweaters or other clothes.  Within a 
standardized aid package IOM should preserve some flexibility, as they did during this round of 
distribution activities, to accommodate pressing regional or seasonal needs.   
 



1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
FOOD BASKET 
ITEMS
Vegetable oil -6 2 0 12 7 17 4 4 4 15 11 13
Tomato Paste 1 6 11 25 19 24 18 6 4 23 6 13
Sugar 42 3 0 2 25 2 0 2 4 -83 0 29
Tea 3 6 13 106 104 22 7 0 1 13 -60 20
Kidney Beans 4 -4 2 -13 6 6 7 1 0 29 7 14
Salt 50 0 40 160 150 155 -6 11 11 17 8 25
Lentils 6 -1 0 5 7 10 9 3 -26 63 3 9
Rice 20 -10 0 20 0 16 7 1 0 143 35 89
Flour 3 17 0 14 8 11 5 1 2 43 14 71
HYGIENE KIT 
ITEMS

Washing Powder -2 11 33 15 0 6 5 5 5 30 12 52
Toothpaste 50 10 -5 -47 5 3 -5 0 0 27 17 33
Tooth Brush -17 0 25 25 50 35 -4 0 0 60 25 50
Toilet Paper 13 -19 -7 7 18 11 7 3 7 17 25 50
Sanitary Pads 14 1 -1 3 4 6 23 5 0 38 4 60
Disposable 
Razor 3 -8 0 13 20 8 116 6 3 125 25 125
Soap Bar -10 55 0 17 8 4 -4 52 9 82 14 36
Shampoo 2 14 16 9 5 4 12 4 2 19 9 42
Comb 17 0 -7 0 -8 17 38 0 0 455 11 233
Packing 75 0 0
KITCHEN SET 
ITEMS
Small spoon 7 36 0 11 11 22 0 2 0 -50 325 325
Big spoon 3 -5 0 0 4 7 -14 7 3 1025 525 775
Steel glass 11 15 7 5 5 21 39 11 11 36 14 23
Cooking pot 1 0 0 1 6 41 31 2 2 47 10 65
Tea pot 4 6 3 15 8 23 32 4 6 67 43 14
Steel Dish 13 0 3 13 29 13 14 7 5 127 103 142

OTHER ITEMS

Mattress 4 -4 -2 12 0 -4
Jerry can 3 0 -2 2 5 11 11 5 5 67 17 93
blanket 23 2 9
Sheet 5 8 -2 -86 4 3 0 0 0
Plastic sheet -58 -51 -58 5 3 3 367 317 433
water bucket 0 -2 3 3 5 3 4 6 6 47 29 58
torchlight 
(rechargeable) -2 9 -13
towel 33 -11 2
kerosene stove 33 -17 17 33 42 38 2 1 1 14 29 43
kerosene lamp 0 0 37
thermoses 0 2 2 30 13 39
T-shirt 3 2 15

Key:
Indicates market price quote is lower than IP unit price.
Inidicates market price quote is equal to IP unit price.

Annex 2:  Market unit price % difference compared to implementing partner unit price paid
Babylon - Todya Kerbala - Al Amal Wassit - ISHO Erbil - Qandil



Total Survey Respondents:
Babylon 109
Wassit 101
Kerbala 88
Total 298

Items Babylon Wassit Kerbala Total
FOOD BASKET 
ITEMS
Salt 85 91 67 243
Lentils 66 53 37 156
Tea 19 74 0 93
Kidney Beans 16 18 51 85
Vegetable oil 3 35 3 41
Rice 38 1 2 41
Flour 33 3 1 37
Sugar 5 13 0 18
Tomato Paste 0 16 2 18
HYGIENE KIT 
ITEMS
Comb 60 102 62 224
Toilet Paper 64 46 64 174
Toothpaste 24 98 22 144
Tooth Brush 44 52 12 108
Disposable Razor 39 0 33 72
Sanitary Pads 23 18 26 67
Shampoo 5 3 34 42
Soap Bar 6 7 2 15
Washing Powder 0 5 2 7
Packing 0 3 0 3
KITCHEN SET 
ITEMS
Small spoon 42 74 36 152
Big spoon 72 45 27 144
Steel glass 57 68 0 125
Tea pot 55 9 3 67
Steel Dish 33 23 6 62
Cooking pot 2 2 2 6
OTHER ITEMS
water bucket 46 101 18 165
Plastic sheet 79 0 75 154
Jerry can 47 101 0 148
Sheet 8 101 3 112
torchlight 
(rechargeable) 58 0 0 58
towel 16 2 0 18
Mattress 2 0 2 4
kerosene stove 3 0 0 3
blanket 1 1 1 3
kerosene lamp 0 0 0 0
thermoses 0 0 0 0
T-shirt 0

ANNEX 4:  IDP Survey Basket Relevancy Summary Data

Respondents:  Babylon(90); Wassit(101); Kerbala(88). Total 
(279).

Beneficiary interviewee responses to the survey question:  
Which least useful items would you remove from the received 
items, to replace with more useful items? 



Item Babylon Wassit kerbala total
FOOD
rice 1 99 21 121
flour 0 87 0 87
canned food 64 0 1 65
pasta 63 0 0 63
tomato paste 1 56 0 57
cheese 55 0 0 55
milk 1 0 53 54
Baby formula 0 0 49 49
eggs 0 0 48 48
beans (garbanzo?) 26 0 3 29
kidney beans 0 24 0 24
sugar 0 22 1 23
meat 0 0 22 22
vegetable oil 3 11 4 18
canned meat 8 0 6 14
frozen food 9 0 0 9
frozen fish 8 0 0 8
frozen meat 7 0 0 7
tea 0 6 0 6
chicken 0 0 4 4
peas 4 0 0 4
hummus 0 0 4 4
frozen chicken 3 0 0 3
canned vegetables 2 0 0 2
cigarettes 0 0 2 2
fruit 2 0 0 2
baby biscuits 1 0 0 1
biscuits 1 0 0 1
canned beans 1 0 0 1
canned fish 1 0 0 1
Dairy products 1 0 0 1
frozen vegetables 1 0 0 1
lentils 1 0 0 1
potato 1 0 0 1
salt 1 0 0 1
spices 0 0 1 1

RESPONDENTS:  Babylon(91); Wassit(101); Kerbala(88); Total 
(280).

What are the more useful or more urgently-needed items 
that you would want to replace the less useful items?  



HYGIENE
cotton (medical) 77 0 28 105
washing powder 2 84 2 88
shampoo 0 81 0 81
soap bar 0 69 0 69
medicine 34 0 28 62
disposable razor 0 61 0 61
bandages 59 59
sterilizer (cleaner 
or medical?) 24 0 3 27
diapers 23 0 2 25
dettol (cleaner) 17 0 2 19
needles 15 0 3 18
blood pressure 
drugs 0 0 13 13

headache medince 0 0 13 13
blood sugar drugs 0 0 12 12
sanitary pads 3 7 1 11
blood pressure 
measuring device 0 0 5 5
chloride 0 0 4 4
first aid kit 0 0 4 4
washing liquid 0 4 4
bleach 0 0 3 3
blood surgar 
measuring device 0 0 3 3
clarifier 0 0 2 2
comb 0 2 2
tooth brush 2 0 0 2
tooth paste 2 0 0 2
antiseptic 0 0 1 1
child vitamins 0 0 1 1
plastic basin 0 0 1 1
thermometer 0 1 1
tissues 1 0 0 1

0 0 0 0



KITCHEN
cooking pot 27 90 14 131
pans 63 0 7 70
knives 55 0 4 59
tea pot 0 51 2 53

bread keeper 
(plastic container?) 34 0 9 43
steel dishes 0 36 0 36
big dishes 25 0 8 33
ceramic plates 0 0 32 32
stove 8 22 1 31
tea cups 0 0 21 21
big spoons 16 0 16
big pots 1 0 13 14
oven 8 0 2 10
steel cup 0 10 0 10
gas cylinder 0 0 8 8
rice filter 0 0 7 7
refrigerator 7 7
gas stove 0 0 6 6
big tea pot 0 0 5 5
basket for dishes 0 0 3 3
dishes 3 0 3
glasses 1 0 2 3
table 1 0 2 3
water jugs 0 0 3 3
boiler 2 0 0 2
gas cylinder 
regulator 0 0 2 2
big glasses 0 0 1 1
coffee set 0 0 1 1
cooker 0 0 1 1
cupboard 1 1
food basket 0 0 1 1
heater 0 0 1 1
mug 1 0 1
plastic sheet for 
food 0 0 1 1
tray 0 0 1 1

0 0 0 0
OTHER
cooler box 0 0 59 59
fan 3 0 55 58
generator 2 0 37 39
blankets 35 0 3 38
thermoses 1 13 13 27
clothes 24 24
stationery 11 11
water bucket 0 9 1 10
kerosene stove 0 4 2 6
jerry cans 0 4 1 5
kerosene lamp 0 1 3 4
shoes 4 4
school bags 4 4
clothes-child 3 3
towels 2 2
plastic sheet   2 2
air conditioner 1 0 0 1
bag 1 1
clothes-baby 1 1
mattress 1 1
TV 1 1



Items Babylon Wassit Kerbala Total
FOOD BASKET 
ITEMS
Flour 8 93 22 123
Rice 7 91 21 119
Sugar 22 19 53 94
Vegetable oil 66 23 1 90
Tomato Paste 45 11 56
Tea 13 1 33 47
Kidney Beans 23 1 24
All items 4 4
Salt 1 1
Lentils 0
HYGIENE KIT 
ITEMS
Washing Powder 30 9 39
Shampoo 16 1 17
Soap Bar 6 7 13
Toothpaste 1 1 2
Comb/(brush) 1 1
Disposable Razor 1 1
Toilet Paper 0
Tooth Brush 0
Sanitary Pads 0
Packing 0
KITCHEN SET 
ITEMS
Cooking pot 1 1 2 4
Tea pot 2 2
Steel Dish 1 1 2
Steel glass 0
Small spoon 0
Big spoon 0
OTHER ITEMS
blanket 43 9 52
Mattress 28 2 30
kerosene stove 3 25 28
Jerry can 1 16 17
Sheet 16 16
kerosene lamp 11 11
water bucket 1 9 10
towel 10 10
thermoses 2 2
torchlight 1 1
Plastic sheet 0
T-shirt 0

For which items would you want increased quantity?
Respondents: Babylon(107); Wassit (95); Kerbala(88); Total 
(290).



Items Babylon Wassit Kerbala Total

FOOD BASKET 
ITEMS
Salt 5 15 29 49
Lentils 15 7 4 26
Kidney Beans 0 2 20 22
Flour 5 0 2 7
Tomato Paste 0 4 2 6
Rice 4 0 2 6
Sugar 1 2 0 3
Tea 0 2 0 2
Vegetable oil 0 0 0 0
HYGIENE KIT 
ITEMS
Comb/(brush) 0 13 36 49
Toilet Paper 0 2 39 41
Disposable Razor 0 23 13 36
Tooth Brush 0 24 7 31
Shampoo 0 6 7 13
Soap Bar 0 9 2 11
Washing Powder 0 8 0 8
Toothpaste 0 6 2 8
Sanitary Pads 0 0 0 0
Packing 0 0 0 0
KITCHEN SET 
ITEMS
Steel glass 0 13 0 13
Small spoon 0 3 0 3
Big spoon 0 3 0 3
Cooking pot 0 0 0 0
Tea pot 0 0 0 0
Steel Dish 0 0 0 0
OTHER ITEMS
Plastic sheet 0 1 36 37
Sheet 0 33 0 33
Jerry can 0 11 0 11
water bucket 0 5 0 5
Mattress 0 0 2 2
kerosene stove 0 0 1 1
kerosene lamp 0 1 0 1
blanket 0 0 0 0
torchlight 0 0 0 0
towel 0 0 0 0
thermoses 0 0 0 0
T-shirt 0 0 0 0

Respondents  Babylon(22); Wassit (75); Kerbala(87); Total 
(184).

For which items would you prefer decreased quantity?  



 Babylon Wassit kerbala total comments
FOOD BASKET 
ITEMS

Kidney Beans 0 0 15 15

Flour 0 0 9 9

many said 
quality was 
better than 
they use--
they resold

Vegetable oil 0 0 2 2
Lentils 0 0 2 2
Salt 0 0 1 1
HYGIENE KIT 
ITEMS
Toilet Paper 0 57 64 121
Shampoo 0 0 24 24
Tooth Brush 0 0 10 10
Comb 0 0 6 6
Sanitary Pads 0 0 2 2
tooth paste 0 0 1 1
Disposable razor 0 0 1 1
KITCHEN SET 
ITEMS
Cooking pot 0 0 2 2
OTHER ITEMS
Plastic sheet 0 0 19 19
water bucket 0 5 1 6
kerosene stove 0 0 2 2

Respondents: Babylon(0); Wassit(57); Kerbala(78); Total (135).  

What items were you not accustomed to using?  



Items Babylon Wassit kerbala total comments

Kidney beans 0 0 4 4

mixed, takes 
too long to 
cook.

flour 0 0 1 1

Items Babylon Wassit kerbala total comments
Sanitary pads 1 1 no need  
water bucket 1 1 broken
toothpaste 1 1 dry

Items Babylon Wassit kerbala Total
flour 0 20 1 21
rice 20 1 21
kidney beans 17 17
sugar 1 1 2
vegetable oil 1 1 2
tomato paste 1 1

Items Babylon Wassit kerbala total
kidney beans 22 22

water bucket 16 16
kerosene lantern 14 14
mattress 9 9
small spoons 4 4
big spoons 3 3
cooking pot 2 2
jerry can 1 1

common comments
long cooking required, mixed size 
beans

If questioned about your needs in the selection process, 
what were your priorities?  

Are there any items that are very poor quality?  

Respondents:  Babylon(0)   Wassit(20) Kerbala (1); total (21).   

Respondents:  Babylon(0); Wassit(0); Kerbala(51).

aluminim poisonous
light

light, broke easily
light, broke easily
poor cover, flattens quickly
light 

RESPONDENTS:  Babylon(1); Wassit(0); Kerbala(2)

RESPONDENTS:  Babylon(0); Wassit(0); Kerbala(5)

Were there any food items that were spoiled when you received them?  

Were there any nonfood items that were unuseable when you received 
them?  
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