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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The evaluation was conducted by IOM Iraq’s Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and Learning (MEAL) unit 

following the completion of the project in September 2018 at the request of the IOM Iraq Preparedness and 

Response Unit (PRU), specifically the Shelter Team. 

 

The objective of the evaluation was to measure the level of satisfaction on shelter interventions in Anbar 

governorate. Similarly, it documents lessons-learned for future interventions, primarily, for the USAID/OFDA 

2018/19 project cycle. 

 

The shelter activity was implemented under the OFDA/USAID project in 2017/18. The overall shelter objective 

in this project was to improve the living conditions of Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs), returnees and Host-

communities (HCs) through the rehabilitation and upgrade of critical shelters in informal sites.  

 

The evaluation was conducted through a survey (face-to-face interviews and phone interviews for hard to reach 

areas) as well as Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) at the sub-district level in Amryat Al Fallujah, Ana and Qaem 

of Anbar governorate.   

 

The evaluation criteria focus on some aspects of shelter programme such as the quality of service on critical 

shelter repair/upgrade, the relevance/appropriateness and effectiveness of the intervention, consultation and 

beneficiary selection process as well as coordination and information provision.  

 

The selection of the sites in Anbar for this evaluation was based on the Shelter’s team recommendation.  

 

A statistically relevant sample for the survey was drawn at 332 respondents as a representative sample of the 

population of IOM shelter’s beneficiaries in Anbar (2,453) based on data received from the shelter team.   

 

The survey was administered transparently in line with IOM monitoring and evaluation policies, data protection 

principles, and humanitarian principles of do no harm. Respondents participated on a voluntary basis where safety, 

gender, local values and dignity were taken into consideration. 

 

The finding shows 89 percent of the respondents affirmed either "IOM shelter support had improved their overall 

shelter living conditions and that of their family" or they were “satisfied with IOM shelter assistance because of 

the protracted displacement.” The overall findings fall between 70-100 percent. More than half of the 

respondents, as well as the KIs, suggested a need for shelter assistance through cash. Moreover, almost half of 

the respondents reported their dissatisfaction with the information provided, indicating, most of them were not 

informed about the content of shelter upgrade/repair that would be received before the start of work. All 

respondents acknowledged having not paid anyone to receive the service. 

 

The evaluation report is presented sequentially with an introduction, objective, methodology, followed by results, 

conclusions and recommendations. Appendixes have been attached.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

With the scale of forced migration in the country, the conditions remain severe for most Iraqi Internally Displaced 

Persons (IDPs), returnees and Host-communities (HCs). In 2017, the Humanitarian Country Team (HCT) 

estimated that 11 million Iraqis (almost 30 percent of the total population) require some form of humanitarian 

assistance. The Internally Displaced Persons continue to be the most vulnerable segment of the community as 

they lack sufficient access to basic needs with especially considering Iraq’s harsh winter and summer weather 

conditions, reaching beneath 0°C in the coldest months and up to 50°C in the peak of summer season. Of the more 

than three million IDPs affected by the conflict in Iraq (as of 2017), over 734,000 were living in camps and an 

additional 457,000 living in collective shelters such as religious buildings, schools, unfinished or abandoned 

buildings, and other informal settlements. The IDPs living outside of camps are considered extremely vulnerable 

due to lack of camp management or other representation. Access to adequate shelter remains one of the most 

pressing issues for both IDPs and returnees, and there are significant protection concerns in these environments 

associated with poor shelter conditions for women and girls, including Gender-Based Violence (GBV). 1  This 

evaluation measures the satisfaction level related to the rehabilitation and upgrade of critical shelters in informal 

sites housing IDPs in Anbar governorate. Similarly, it documents lessons-learned for future interventions, 

primarily, for the USAID/OFDA 2018/19 project cycle. 
 

1.1.Summary of IOM Iraq shelter response in Anbar:  

IOM’s integrated emergency response aimed to address the needs of the displaced persons, assist the most 

vulnerable individuals in areas affected by displacement and conflict in Iraq, to improve their living conditions, 

protection and resilience. IOM’s shelter response in this project includes the rehabilitation and upgrade of critical 

shelters in informal sites housing IDPs. The below table (Table 1) shows the summary of Households (HHs) 

beneficiaries reached by location and shelter’s type. 
 

Table 1: Households reached by Shelter response in Anbar governorate 

No. Type Sub-district Location # of HHs 

1 

 

Critical shelter 

 

Amryat Al 

Fallujah 

 

Albojar 51 

Albosalih 240 

Almowleha 283 

Albetra  106 

Alboqadeb 255 

Al-Hamedeen & Tal-Ghatas & Albo-

Horry 
285 

Albo Sleman 190 

Albo Jwad 140 

2 Damaged houses 
Ana Ana Center 250 

Qaem Qaem Center 450 

3 
Damaged houses - Kurdistan 

Human Rights Watch (KHRW)2 
Rawa, Qaem Center 203 

Total HHs reached by Shelter response in Anbar governorate 2,453 

                                                           
1 About IOM Iraq Mission Services http://iomiraq.net/about-iom  
2 IOM Shelter’s IP 

http://iomiraq.net/about-iom
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2. OBJECTIVE  

The objective of the evaluation was to measure the satisfaction level related to the rehabilitation and upgrade of 

critical shelters in informal sites housing IDPs in Anbar governorate. By doing so, it documents vital lessons-

learned and best practices for future interventions, primarily, for the USAID/OFDA 2018/19 project cycle.  

3. METHODOLOGY 

The evaluation survey was executed by eight staff of the IOM MEAL team (M=5 and F=3). It was implemented 

through the ODK3 Software on gadgets. The process was guided by “IOM data protection principles”4 as 

illustrated in the “data protection manual”5 which necessitates data protection and security, data collection and 

processing, data ownership, data accuracy and reliabilities, compliance, transparency, and ethical considerations. 

A non-experimental method of research was used. Interviews were accomplished through “in-person or face-to-

face interviews” and “phone interviews” (for hard to reach areas) with the sampled HHs through a structured 

qualitative questionnaire. Sixty-seven percent of the HHs interviews were completed through face-to-face 

meetings, whereas, 37 percent accomplished through phone interviews. All HHs were randomly selected from 

the project beneficiary list. Besides, Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) with community leaders (mukhtars) was 

held. 

The collected data were stored on KOBO6. Data cleaning was managed to lessen the “margin of error.” Pivot 

analysis and cross-tabulations were implemented to present descriptive or correlational statistical significant 

values as it stands, that is, describing hypothesis about a causal relationship between two variables, namely, 

independent and dependent variables (beneficiary’s satisfaction versus service) without manipulation of an 

independent variable, control of variables through random assignment, or both.  

Respondents were asked various questions related to shelter’s assistance, consultation and beneficiary selection 

process, quality of service delivered, the relevance, effectiveness, and timeliness of the assistance, and 

beneficiary's overall satisfaction with IOM’s shelter support in line with the objective “to improve the living 

conditions of IDPs, returnees and HCs through the rehabilitation and upgrade of critical shelters in informal 

sites”. The questionnaire that was used was aligned to the IASC Shelter Cluster tool, it can be found in the 

appendix section.  

3.1.Sample size 

A statically relevant sample of 332 HHs was selected from the total 2,450 HHs beneficiaries7 per the survey 

system.8 A confidence level of 95 percent and confidence of interval of five were used. Households were 

                                                           
3 Open Data Kit (ODK) is the standard for mobile data collection. The Open Data Kit produces free and open-source software for 

collecting, managing, and using data in resource-constrained environments. https://opendatakit.org/software/  
4 https://intranetportal/Pages/ControlNo.aspx?controlNo=IN/00138  
5 https://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/iomdataprotection_web.pdf  

6 KoBo Toolbox is a free open-source tool for mobile data collection, available to all. It allows you to collect data in the field using 

mobile devices such as mobile phones or tablets, as well as with paper or computers. http://www.kobotoolbox.org/  and 

https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/en/applications/kobotoolbox  
7 The breakdown of the 2450 recipients is Critical Shelters with 1550 HHs, 700 HHs under Repair of War Damaged Houses and 200 

HHs repaired by Implementing Partner – Kurdistan Human Rights Watch. 
8 Reference to the survey system on sample size calculations: https://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm 

https://opendatakit.org/software/
https://intranetportal/Pages/ControlNo.aspx?controlNo=IN/00138
https://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/iomdataprotection_web.pdf
http://www.kobotoolbox.org/
https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/en/applications/kobotoolbox
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randomly selected from the project’s beneficiary list to ensure equal participation and fair representation. Within 

the sampled HHs, an interview was administered with the head of household in line with the beneficiary list. 

3.2.Ethical considerations 

Female MEAL staff were deployed to interview female respondents to ensure cultural and religious standards are 

observed. All respondents gave their consent to participate after being informed of the nature and length of the 

survey. The interviews were conducted in a safe and dignified manner in line with the humanitarian principles of 

“do no harm”9 and “IOM data protection policy.”10 

3.3.Demographic composition 

Respondents were more of a rural-urban setting. Eighty-six percent (284 HHs) were male, and 14 percent (48 

HHs) as female. Furthermore, 67 percent (222 HHs) were between the age group 25-60 years, with the remaining 

33 percent either below 25 or above 65 years old. Ninety-five percent of the respondents were HHs, (86 percent 

as male-headed HHs and 14 percent female-headed HHs). Sixty-nine percent (229 HHs) have the average family 

size of six individuals with the remaining 31 percent either below five or above six individuals per family. 

As per the project beneficiary list, and the selected sampled; respondents comprised 70 percent as IDPs, 27 percent 

returnees, and three percent HCs. The types of shelter settlement in which the beneficiaries were living at the time 

of this survey included unfinished buildings (35%), finished buildings (28%), tents (24%), rented houses (4%), 

caravans (4%), habitual residence (3%), and 2% abandoned buildings, religious buildings and others. 

3.4.Limitations  

a) The evaluation is based on interviews with beneficiaries on satisfaction with shelter intervention. The 

assessment does not provide scientific measurement regarding how the shelter upgrade or repairs were done 

with regards to quality assurance/ technical control/inspection or site preparation audit and technical 

standards. Also, it does not provide a measure against the compliance verification, codes and standards’ 

compliance verification, materials suppliers’ certification and quality control of materials. The judgement is 

based on a set of questions posed to the beneficiaries on how they perceive the work related to quality, 

satisfaction, timeliness, selection criteria, and others — questionnaire in the appendix section. 

b) The MEAL team did not verify the service received against the vulnerability assessment to provide a 

substantial understanding of what were assessed before the intervention versus what was delivered and 

received by the respondents. Thus, the two components were not linked together. 

c)  The MEAL team were not able to interview Mukhtars from the locations of Albosalih, Almowleha, 

Alboqadeb, Al-Hamedeen, Tal-Ghatas, and Albo-Horry neighbourhoods due to security, distance and absence 

limitations, thus, the opinions of mukhtars from Qaem, Ana, and Rawa on the rehabilitation of damaged 

houses by IOM partner KHRW could not be sought.   

d) The findings were not presented by gender as it only expresses the percentage of respondents by sex and does 

not inform whether women were more or less inclined than men to present their respective opinions.  

3.5.Geographical coverage 

The evaluation was conducted in Anbar governorate. The MEAL team conducted house-to-house interviews with 

households in Al Fallujah district where shelter activities were implemented. The surveyed villages or 

                                                           
9 Do No Harm  http://www.conflictsensitivity.org/do-no-harm-local-capacities-for-peace-project/  
10 Data Protection https://www.iom.int/data-protection  

http://www.conflictsensitivity.org/do-no-harm-local-capacities-for-peace-project/
https://www.iom.int/data-protection
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neighbourhoods were Albetra, Albo Jwad, Albo Sleman, Albo-Horry, Albojar, Alboqadeb, Albosalih, Al-

Hamedeen, Almowleha and Tal-Ghatas.  Details on the locations are presented in the below map.  

Figure 1: Al-Anbar governorate - Locations of shelter evaluation. 

 
 

Figure 2: Project cycle for shelter intervention 

 
Adopted from UNHCR Shelter Needs Assessment 11 

                                                           
11  UNHCR: Shelter Needs Assessment https://emergency.unhcr.org/entry/111002/shelter-needs-assessment 

https://emergency.unhcr.org/entry/111002/shelter-needs-assessment
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4. RESULTS 

 

4.1.Shelter repair/upgrade activity received 

IOM’s shelter assistance is generally provided to individual households and entails the repair or construction of 

existing dwellings. Respondents were asked about what types of shelter repairs or upgrades they received? Table 

2 includes different services delivered by IOM and/or received by respondents. It is worth mentioning that within 

one household multiple services were delivered. 

 

Table 2: Shelter repair/upgrade activity 

Responses 

(HHs) 

# % 

Rehabilitation/upgrade/replacement of floor 79 10% 

Electrical: repair, replacement, and upgrade of electrical points (switch, wiring, light fixtures) 108 13% 

Repair/rehabilitation of walls, partition, and painting 150 18% 

Repair/rehabilitation of water network plumbing system. Install water tank (min. 1m3)  37 4% 

Installation of the water pump with heater tank 8 1% 

Rehabilitation/repair of waste-water sanitation system and replace septic tank 12 1% 

Rehabilitation/replacement of doors or windows 142 17% 

Rehabilitation/upgrade/replacement of roofing 164 20% 

Rehabilitation/replacement toilet (WC) and bathroom with Gender Partitioning 56 7% 

Others 72 9% 

 

Reference to Table 2 above, findings suggest that 89 percent of HHs confirmed having received shelter repairs or 

upgrades service “safely and functional following the repair/upgrade services.” Nevertheless, only 11 percent 

stated the repairs or upgrades were “not safe nor functional” following the installation or maintenance. These 

include the walls, partitions, paintings, roofing, and electrical points (switch, wiring, light fixtures, and so on.) 

4.2.Quality of shelter repair/upgrade 

As an emergency shelter response typically provides only a minimum level of material assistance, the affected 

families are thus left with no alternative means of increasing the extent or quality of the enclosed space provided. 

The form of construction and the materials used should enable individual households to incrementally adapt or 

upgrade the shelter or aspects of the design to meet their longer-term needs and to undertake repairs using locally 

available tools and materials.12  

                                                           
12 Chapter 4: Minimum Standards in Shelter, Settlement and Non-Food Items 

https://www.ifrc.org/PageFiles/95884/D.01.02.a.%20SPHERE%20Chap.%204-%20shelter%20and%20NFIs_%20English.pdf 

https://www.ifrc.org/PageFiles/95884/D.01.02.a.%20SPHERE%20Chap.%204-%20shelter%20and%20NFIs_%20English.pdf
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In order to evaluate the quality of shelter repair/upgrade, 

respondents were asked; “how was the quality of shelter 

repair/upgrade done by IOM?” The question on quality was 

based on the perception of beneficiaries towards the upgrade and 

repair activities. Three options were provided, “poor, average and 

good.”  Results showed 86 percent reported the quality was good 

in contrast to eight percent as average and six percent as poor.  

 

4.3.Relevance/appropriateness of the intervention 

The criterion of relevance/appropriateness is one of the OECD/DAC evaluation criteria that measures the extent 

to which interventions meet population needs as well as country priorities and are consistent with donor policies.13   

 

To assess the standard of relevance/appropriateness on how the 

shelter repair/upgrade was conducted based on the “population 

needs,” respondents were asked; “how relevant/appropriate was 

the shelter intervention to your needs? In other ways, does the 

programme addresses the identified needs?” Findings showed that 

87 percent of the respondents indicated the intervention was 

relevant to their needs, meaning, it has addressed those specified 

needs before the response. 

 

In order to provide comprehensive data on how the intervention was relevant/appropriate, several variables were 

added that contribute to the response being relevant/appropriate. It includes the consultation and beneficiary 

selection processes, as well as coordination and information provision. These variables either “assess or address 

the identified needs,” fitting into the principle of the AAP. The below sections provide in-depth information. 

 

4.3.1. Consultation process  

Consultation is a fundamental principle of accountability as it 

enables affected people to meaningfully participate in decision-

making about what the project would achieve and how this should 

be conducted. The basis of the success of planning, 

implementation and evaluation of programmes is the consultation 

with affected populations. Moreover, consultation enhances the 

success of programmes by allowing people to directly influence 

programmatic decisions that affect the outcomes for their lives 

(OECD, ibid). 

Respondents were asked, “are you satisfied with the IOM consultation process to assess your needs?” It was 

evident that 92 percent specified that they were satisfied with the IOM consultation process, from the needs 

assessment to the intervention. 

                                                           
13 OECD. (2009, July). Retrieved October 25, 2018, from https://www.oecd.org/development/evaluation/dcdndep/47069197.pdf 

Poor (20) 6%)
Average (28) 8%

Good (284) 86%

Figure 3: Responses on quality of the shelter 
repair/upgrade.

No (44) 13%

Yes (288) 87%

Figure 4: Responses on 
relevance/appropriateness of the 

intervention.

No (28) 8%

Yes (304) 92%

Figure 5: Responses on IOM consultation 
process.
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4.3.2. Beneficiary selection process  

In normal circumstances, the IOM shelter’s team conducts a 

vulnerability assessment to determine the type and nature of needs. 

Correspondingly, beneficiaries were selected through sets of 

criteria defining their individual household needs for the services. 

Nevertheless, to measure the nexus surrounding this assumption 

and how beneficiaries perceived it, respondents were asked; “were 

you satisfied with the beneficiary selection process?” Results 

found that 96 percent confirmed favourable opinion with the 

selection process. 

 

4.3.3. Coordination and information sharing  

4.3.3.1.Coordination:  

Coordination with the affected population enhances service delivery and promote ownership. It is an essential 

element for the success of humanitarian work. These include 

meetings with the community on how the intervention would be 

implemented, taking the opinion of the beneficiaries. 

To measure how coordination was done, respondents were asked; 

“was there proper coordination from IOM before the start of the 

work?” The finding suggests 94 percent affirmed the existence of 

coordination in the form of meetings with the communities as well 

as beneficiaries before and during activity implementation. 

 

4.3.3.2.Information Provision  

Information provision is an essential component of the AAP. It is to ensure consistent two-way communication 

to guarantee a transparent process. In such case, it is by 

informing the affected population on the outcome of the 

vulnerability assessment and what each beneficiary would get 

regarding shelter upgrade or repair services as per the 

assessed needs.  In order to assess this, respondents were 

asked; “were you informed about the content of your shelter 

upgrade/repair before work started?” The results have shown 

that 55 percent reported they were informed, whereas, 45 

percent stated they were not told about what they would 

receive.   

 

Dissatisfied 
(12) 4%

Satisfied (320) 96%

Figure 6: Responses on beneficiary selection 
criteria.

No (20) 6%

Yes (312) 
94%

Figure 7: Responses on  IOM's Coordination 
Process 

No (148) 
45%

Yes (184) 
55%

Figure 8: Responses on "were you told what 
components you would recieve?"
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4.4.The effectiveness of the intervention 

The criterion of effectiveness measures the timeliness in which 

the activities were implemented. It looks beyond into whether 

the services been delivered at the right time. It is essential to 

understand this from the beneficiary's perspective. Thus, 

respondents were asked, “have the services been delivered at 

the right time according to the primary target group?” The 

survey found that 88 percent reported having been satisfied with 

the timeliness of the assistance in contrast to the 12 percent with 

a different opinion.  

 

4.5.The feeling of safety and protection 

It is worth mentioning that, having a damaged house or shelter in a critical condition only exposes family members 

and becomes a protection concern--a feeling of being vulnerable to some intruders and wild animals. Similarly, 

this was a concern to some female-headed HHs. The assumption was that shelter upgrade or repair would enhance 

privacy and safety.  

 

In order to examine the progress made, respondents were asked, 

“has the shelter upgrade/repair improved the overall feeling of 

safety and protection?” The evidence is that 83 percent affirmed 

the upgrade/repair improved the overall feeling of safety and 

protection, with 9 percent suggesting a divergent opinion, and 8 

percent remaining neutral.  

 

4.6.Preference between receiving in-kind shelter upgrade or Cash 

With humanitarian aid directed toward increasingly protracted crises, cash could serve as a mechanism for scaling 

up humanitarian and development funding and activities that, when appropriate, can help reduce costs and 

complexity. Cash sheds light on the strengths and challenges of the humanitarian system and can be a compelling 

entry point for systemic change.14  

 

To comprehend beneficiary’s preference between receiving in-

kind shelter upgrade and cash as part of shelter’s intervention 

and objectively provide a coherent opinion on what best is 

preferred, respondents were asked, “what is your preference 

between receiving shelter Upgrade or cash? The results showed 

56 percent favoured cash in contrast to 44 percent that maintains 

shelter upgrade/repair as the best modality. It should be noted 

that respondents answered this question unaware of the cash 

amount that would be factored per household visa-vie the levels 

of shelter repair/upgrade. Otherwise would have changed the results had they known the costing. 

                                                           
14 Cash Transfers in Humanitarian Contexts, International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The World Bank, 2016. 

http://www.cashlearning.org/downloads/humanitariancashtransfersfinalcopyedited.pdf  

No (6) 12%

Yes (42) 88%

Figure 9: Responses on the timeliness of 
assistance

Neutral (27) 8%

No (31) 9%

Yes (274) 83%

Figure 10: Responses on percention of safety 
and protection

Cash (186) 56%
Shelter (146) 44%

Figure 11: Responses on preference between 
receiving shelter upgrade or cash

http://www.cashlearning.org/downloads/humanitariancashtransfersfinalcopyedited.pdf
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4.7.Preferred cash modality  

Cash transfers hold the potential to provide beneficiaries with choice, strengthen local markets, engage the private 

sector (e.g., banking and financial services), and empower people and communities.15 A follow-up question was 

made to the 56 percent of respondents (186) that opted for cash (per figure.11) regarding "what financial systems 

do they use or preferred to receive or transfer cash on their 

day to day life?” As per figure 12, responses on the preferred 

modality of cash ranged from zain cash (43%), banks (27%), 

cash in hand (16%), hawala (13%) to qi-cards (1%). It should 

be noted that these are the current modes being used by 

beneficiaries at personal levels; however, some may not 

necessarily be consistent with the cash transfer being used by 

actors in the country. Further research on the financial 

infrastructure and markets would be appropriate.   

 

4.8.Transparency and accountability 

To measure whether staff or contractors were engaged in any activity that is unethical to the practice of 

humanitarian principles in order to receive service, respondents were asked; “whether they had to pay or ask 

someone as a favour to be included on the beneficiary list or receive the service.” All respondents acknowledged 

having not paid anyone to receive service. 

 

4.9.Overall shelter living condition 

The overall shelter objective was to improve the living conditions of IDPs, returnees and HCs through the 

rehabilitation and upgrade of critical shelters in informal sites. 

A one-time intervention may or may not necessarily 

communicate “an improved living condition” since changing 

the living condition would require several socio-economic 

variables to be met. Similarly, it is worth mentioning that as 

emergency shelter response typically provides only a 

minimum level of material assistance, the affected families are 

thus left with no alternative means of increasing the extent or 

quality of the enclosed space provided.16  

Notwithstanding, the living condition in this context was lessened to “shelter response”, thus, respondents were 

asked, “has IOM shelter support improved the overall shelter living conditions of you/your family?” Results 

showed 89 percent affirmed the statement.  

  

                                                           
15 Cash Transfers in Humanitarian Contexts, International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The World Bank, 2016. 

http://www.cashlearning.org/downloads/humanitariancashtransfersfinalcopyedited.pdf 
16 Chapter 4: Minimum Standards in Shelter, Settlement and Non-Food Items 

https://www.ifrc.org/PageFiles/95884/D.01.02.a.%20SPHERE%20Chap.%204-%20shelter%20and%20NFIs_%20English.pdf 

Yes (295) 89%

No (37) 11%

Figure 13: Overall shelter living conditions

Banks (50) 
27%

Hawala (25) 13%

Cash in hand
(30) 16%

QI-Cards
(1) 1%

Zain cash (80) 43%

Figure 12: Responses on preference to financial 
systems to receive or transfer cash

http://www.cashlearning.org/downloads/humanitariancashtransfersfinalcopyedited.pdf
https://www.ifrc.org/PageFiles/95884/D.01.02.a.%20SPHERE%20Chap.%204-%20shelter%20and%20NFIs_%20English.pdf
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4.10. Overall Satisfaction 

Respondents were asked; “overall, how satisfied are you/ your family with the shelter assistance?” Eighty-nine 

percent were satisfied with IOM shelter assistance, whereas 11 percent were dissatisfied. The reasons for the 

dissatisfaction were associated with:  

 

a) Thirteen respondents (M=9, F=4) said the works were 

incomplete. The Vulnerability assessment should inform this; 

thus, the claim was unverified. 

b) Fourteen respondents (M=12, F=2) said they need additional or 

more shelter works from what has been done. 

c) Six respondents (M) said the materials (plywood) are of poor 

quality. 

d) Five respondents (M=4, F=1) said the quality of works were 

poor (weak). 

 

4.11. Key Informants Interview 

The MEAL team interviewed four Key Informants (KIs) to obtain a diverse opinion on satisfaction regarding 

shelter interventions. The four KIs (male) were area representatives (mukhtars) from the neighborhoods of 

Albosulaiman, Albojar, Albojawad, and Albetra in Amryat Al Fallujah district of Anbar. The selection was 

conducted randomly among those who were available and willing to participate. The discussion lasted for two 

hours.  

Below are some comments from the four KIs: 

o When asked about beneficiaries’ awareness regarding what has been received, all four KIs confirmed that 

recipients received shelter assistance based on their condition and needs. However, KI 1 explained that “some 

families consist of 11 members or more. As per the shelter cluster criteria of six members per family, they 

are eligible to only one room. Maybe IOM can include them for further assistance or restructure its approach 

in the future”. 

o On the quality of the items and overall construction work, all four KIs said the quality of items used by IOM 

for shelter assistance matches the high-quality items that are sold in the local market. KIs 1,2,3 said there 

were not any problems experienced with the contractor, workers or IOM staff; however, KI 4 noted that “I 

had experienced some problems with the contractor's behavior as being rude.” However, such claims are 

difficult to verify.  

o On the construction completion status, all four KIs reported that the work had been completed in their area 

except minor finishing, for instance, windows, doors, paintings, and others. 

o When asked about satisfaction with the beneficiary selection process, all four KIs said that vulnerable 

beneficiaries were selected accordingly. Moreover, KI 2 added that “a need to assist people who are living 

in critical shelter structures (metal/iron sheet) rather than focusing on families that are living in tents.” KI 

3 said, "IOM should consider including people who are in temporary houses as they would be homeless soon 

when owners of those houses have returned." 

o Key informants were asked if any beneficiary has complained about missing items from the assistance. All 

said they have not heard of any issue, connoting all service packages were in place.   

Dissatisfied (38) 11%

Satisfied (294) 
89%

Figure 14: Overall satisfaction
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o KI 2 said, "sometimes beneficiaries do not understand the nature of the work provided by IOM; nevertheless, 

it is a perfect idea to come to the field and ask for our opinion, and we would like to thank IOM for that.” He 

added further, “I would like to ask IOM if some of the assistance could be done through cash to help more 

people." 

o KI 3 said, "I know a family of 11 members with a one PDS card17 that gets one share of assistance; this is 

not efficient. It would be good if IOM could reconsider this in future and plan for families with larger 

members." 

o On the overall satisfaction, all KIs said "we are delighted with IOM shelter assistance", they said further, 

"IOM is the only organization that reached our neighborhoods, and we would like you to do more work here 

because the people are in need." KI 4 added, "IOM should include other areas in Anbar close to the wells 

area that has IDPs from Jorf al Sakhar.” 

 

4.12. Summary of the Findings 

Based on the statistical findings and FGD presented above, the shelter intervention suggests having performed 

well on quality of shelter repair/ upgrade; beneficiaries were satisfied with the selection, consultation process as 

well as coordination of work. Similarly, the intervention appeared relevant to the needs. Moreover, more than 

half of the respondents, as well as the KIs, recommended a need for shelter assistance through cash. Besides, 

almost half of the respondents reported their discontent with the information provided, an indication that most of 

them were not informed about the content of shelter upgrade/repair that would be received before the start of 

work. It is something to be enhanced. 

5. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

The objective of the evaluation was to measure the satisfaction levels related to rehabilitation and upgrade of 

critical shelters in informal sites housing IDPs, returnees and HCs in Anbar governorate. It was meant to document 

vital lessons-learned and best practices for future interventions and supports IOM’s obligations on the AAP, and 

transparency and accountability to donors and government authorities. The findings affirmed that IOM’s shelter 

support had improved the overall shelter living conditions of the selected beneficiaries. Albeit, results suggest the 

performance levels of IOM’s shelter response fall between 70-100 percent. Most of the respondents were satisfied 

with the work and confirmed that “IOM shelter support had improved their overall shelter living conditions and 

that of their family" as a result of the protracted displacement. Similarly, the KIs were satisfied that “IOM is the 

only organization that reached their neighborhoods, and they would like IOM to do more work in Anbar 

governorate because the people are in need.”  

Based on the findings, the MEAL team suggests the following recommendations: 

1) Although the overall intervention indicates satisfactory, however, almost half of the respondents were 

dissatisfied with the information they received, signifying, most of them were not informed about the content 

of shelter upgrade/repair they would receive before the start of the work. Also, it was indicated by one KI that 

“sometimes beneficiaries do not understand the nature of the work provided by IOM”, connoting a need for 

                                                           
17 Iraq Public Distribution System (PDS—Ration Cards) 
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information sharing. To enhance this, communication with beneficiaries is vital as part of the AAP on 

information provision which proposes “as humanitarian actors, we need to share information as it is essential 

for the community to understand who is providing the assistance and why. By knowing more about what their 

entitlements are, we can reduce unwanted practices. It can also improve our credibility within the community 

as they know more about us and why we are there.18 Beneficiaries should know what they would receive, 

preferably after the vulnerability assessment and before the start of work, being shelter upgrade or repair. This 

facilitates transparency and provides clarity.   

 

2) The claims related to “incomplete service” and “quality related to constructor’s work or materials” are some 

of the discontent reasons indicated by some respondents. In order to improve this, robust site visits and quality 

control mechanisms are some of the best methods that would lessen or verify such claims. Similarly, a need 

for coordination with the MEAL for future site monitoring, especially during implementations to document 

progress and lessons learned that would address claims related to work, quality, or materials. 

 

3) Some respondents were demanding additional shelter upgrade/repair apart from what they had received. In 

order to improve this, vulnerability assessment should inform what service would be received by beneficiaries. 

Besides, beneficiaries need to know the type and nature of services to be delivered. By doing so, it would 

justify the need for additional or expanded service as well as minimize the demands or claims. 

 

4) Based on the KIIs, it was noted that some IDPs who were living in temporary houses would be homeless in 

the new future when the owners have returned or demanded their houses. IOM to consider such needs for 

shelter assistance or rental subsidies. Furthermore, the current focus is on families living in tents, a tremendous 

need to assist IDPs who are living in critical shelters (iron sheets). 

 

5) To consider some of the shelter assistance through cash as favoured by 56 percent of the respondents as well 

as by the KIs. 

 

6) Some families consist of 11 members or more. As per the shelter cluster criteria of six members per family, 

they are eligible to only one room. IOM shelter programme should consider larger families for additional 

assistance or engage the shelter cluster for flexibility.  

 

7) Shelter vulnerability assessment is recorded per beneficiary, that is, one file per recipient. This made it hard 

to review all data based on the number of beneficiaries served. It would be convenient if the vulnerability 

assessment document is recorded on one excel sheet file to facilitate validation. This would further enhance 

verification of service delivered against what was assessed. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

18 Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) commitments and guidance on information provision to affected populations  
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APPENDIXES 

Questionnaires  

 

English questionnaire  

https://iomint-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/aliabbas_iom_int/EenwQlby-

fNGi3afQJ3p6bYBZao7h1aNmXQTYHyjXiE4DA?e=WBgWhb  

Arabic questionnaire: 

https://iomint-

my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/aliabbas_iom_int/EZTDnjYgaaZGliiL5kT7WDYBW1aPIBVkVM1rd0OjBb

bJCg?e=C6v2Sb  

https://iomint-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/aliabbas_iom_int/EenwQlby-fNGi3afQJ3p6bYBZao7h1aNmXQTYHyjXiE4DA?e=WBgWhb
https://iomint-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/aliabbas_iom_int/EenwQlby-fNGi3afQJ3p6bYBZao7h1aNmXQTYHyjXiE4DA?e=WBgWhb
https://iomint-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/aliabbas_iom_int/EZTDnjYgaaZGliiL5kT7WDYBW1aPIBVkVM1rd0OjBbbJCg?e=C6v2Sb
https://iomint-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/aliabbas_iom_int/EZTDnjYgaaZGliiL5kT7WDYBW1aPIBVkVM1rd0OjBbbJCg?e=C6v2Sb
https://iomint-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/aliabbas_iom_int/EZTDnjYgaaZGliiL5kT7WDYBW1aPIBVkVM1rd0OjBbbJCg?e=C6v2Sb

