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	Winterization Task Force Meeting 

	
	Syrian Refugee Response in Jordan



	Meeting Location
	UNHCR Khalda office – EMOPs Room
	Meeting Date
	06.04.2015

	Chair Person
	Volker Schimmel –UNHCR,
Roger Dean- NRC 
	Meeting Time
	09:00-12:30

	Minutes Prepared by
	Claire Stephens

	Purpose of Meeting
	Basic Needs WG Meeting 

	Next meeting
	TBC




1.) Summary of action points
	Number of action point or discussion
	Action point 
	Focal Point / Organization

	1.
	The latest version of the triangulation data is to be sent around, sense made of the overall numbers and discrepancies handled. 
	Volker Schimmel –UNHCR

	2.
	Updates on presentations should be completed and resent for upload to the portal.
	Everyone 

	3.
	A first draft report on Winterization is to be drawn up and circulated for organisations to read and offer feedback at a follow-up meeting. 
	Volker Schimmel –UNHCR, Roger Dean - NRC

	4.
	 Zaid Awamreh is to draft some of PU-AMI’s findings into a short paragraph for the report, focusing on the relationship between cash and in-kind assistance. Mohammad Awamreh from CARE is to help him work on that with his suggestions/findings.

	Zaid Awamreh – PU-AMI
Mohammad Awamreh - CARE 

	5.
	Further issues are to be considered and discussed: 
How do we conceptualise Winterization?
 What constitutes Winterization and how can this be meaningfully transferred into operations and programs? 
What about the two-tier system, tiers in general? Would it not be better to use a capita/individual based formula, rather than a grouping formula? 
What is a good way of compromising between the many registration systems?
	Everyone









2.) Attachments and References
	Documents
	Location
	Contact Person

	Presentations on PDM Findings and Lessons Learnt 
	To be uploaded to portal
	Claire Stephens
stephecl@UNHCR.org





Note - Lessons Learnt are highlighted in red
Suggestions for the next scheme or for report content are highlighted in green
Questions posed are highlighted in blue 
3.) Minutes

	Item
	Discussion

	Presentations on PDM Findings and Lessons Learnt 
	NRC – started unconditional grant distribution in early November. Criteria = households containing children under 5 or elderly people over 60. Distribution was based on household not families; therefore NRC appeared to have a lower contribution amount compared to other organisations. The assistance was still useful even if it appeared lower, as other agencies with complementary packages worked around this. Nonetheless, this inconsistency between the Shelter and Basic Needs working groups around what household means needs to be reviewed. The design phase did not clarify this definition, meaning lessons must be learnt from this. 
SUGGESTIONS - Link up as strongly as possible with the Shelter WG. The model requires clarity about what household means – is it a group of families living in shelter? Here it was taken as such, but in hindsight perhaps it shouldn’t be. Share the model – help people understand how the distinction is being made.
PDM – conducted in January and took around 1 week to complete.
Methodology = total 741 properties/cases. PDM done on 110 cases through phone calls made by teams with questions regarding: the system; how easy the program was; clarity; and ease of use. 
QUESTIONS - Did the PDM look at other negative coping mechanisms e.g. taking children out of school? Don’t think so – generally around how money spent and ease of the procedure; was assistance received easily. Any problem cases with pre-paid cards? Generally a few, but often around beneficiaries entering wrong passwords too many times. Misusing cards at the machine. Who in the household was making spending decisions? Head of House mostly (around 90%) or the time. This was the same for both male and female HoHs. Did you do blanket distribution if the household had children under 5 or elderly people? Blanket distribution took place for either. To be able to distribute to a large amount of people, the criterion for qualification had to be refined. Around 90% of cases qualified for this help - 741/850. Around 90% cases had already been eligible for Winterization assistance as it was already built into an existing shelter project. 240JOD distributed, was this basically for the fuel/where was the 240 JOD spent? Yes, spent on fuel most generally. Priority for heating and winter items. Small amount used for things not needed for winter. What was the average number of members of the household? Gen 7-8 individuals across all of the cases. Given the Standard was not yet finalized, how did you figure out 240JOD for an average of 5 not 7-8? Was there any discussion to adjust the amount in order to account for larger families or was it not possible due to timing? Not sure exactly but the guidance on household was taken for face value. Generally looked at the whole household and not the individual families. The assumption around the package is that it will provide enough to heat up one room, but if we talk about 2 housing units making up one household, is it not challenging to ask families to combine this – to find a ‘common area’ or choose ‘one area’ to heat? A property may have, say, 4 housing units, but there is always a communal living area within the property. When money was distributed, it was explained that the money was for the whole household and not to be considered for one family only. We encouraged beneficiaries to share everything, including heating and blankets. But there is that common area that allows for the sharing of such aspects? Yes, of course. Does NRC make an effort to try and put compatible people together? Yes. We always take care in this when housing people. Was it tracked that the common areas were being used for heating? No not really, but when families are put together we try to make sure they are compatible so that sharing is not an issue. 

To do: Please add the household diagram into the presentation as a slide and a contact detail in case there is any follow up. 

CARE – Winterization is on of the most important components under the Urban Refugee Protection Program. The program does include giving assistance to refugees of different nationalities, however the main focus here is on Syrians. The Winterization program involved giving cash and NFIs to beneficiaries. Cash = 400 JOD for each household to cover the costs of different basic needs e.g. blankets, heaters. This money is given in the form of prepaid ATM cards or in the case of problems encountered with the cards, in the form of a voucher. NFIs = basic needs items e.g. blankets, mattresses. More than 4300 households received Winterization assistance during 2015. The time period for distribution was October 2014 to end of March 2015. If looking at the PowerPoint, note that the scale for the number of individuals who received assistance is based on all the varying programs CARE ran, not just cash and NFIs. 
PDM – still being worked upon as the program has only just ended. A PDM is being done for each project but they are in the process of combining results for one winterization assessment. 
Methodology = Interviews, questionnaires, home visits. It is acknowledged that the PDM should be done on a time scale – separating the figures from October-December and then from January-March. The percentages currently shown are for October to December; still working on the results for Jan-March. 

QUESTIONS/LESSONS LEARNT/SUGGESTIONS - What would be changed if done again for next year? It is difficult to say exactly as the PDM results are still being worked upon. Maybe increase focus on NFIs as most of the distribution was centred on cash. This year, only 150 cases received NFIs but perhaps more people in ITS need to be covered. What does the NFI component add? Last year’s distribution focused more on giving NFIs to refugees living in ITS and cash to refugees living in urban areas. People in tents need more basic needs items; they need to change them all the time, as they are quickly destroyed because of the weather/land. They also face difficulties with transportation. Giving NFIs to those living in ITS helps to overcome these issues. Did you ask the beneficiaries what they would prefer? Yes. Some people preferred cash but some preferred NFIs. Our goal is to increase NFIs given to beneficiaries living in ITS, not in houses. Those in houses prefer cash because they have a monthly commitment of rent that must be met.

ICMC – A rapid needs assessment was conducted in October and the Winterization process was completed at the end of November, except for the continued distribution of refills. The focus was in the north near to where the organisation’s offices are located. In-kind distribution was provided, e.g. heaters, cylinders and refills. See PowerPoint for benefits of this type of assistance. 

PDM – As of 12th March 2015, two PDMs of Winterization have been conducted. The first was conducted between the 2nd and 12th of January 2015 and the second between the 12th and 16th of February 2015.
Methodology = phone interviews and home visits took place through the governorates of Jerash, Irbid, Ajloun and Mafraq. 93 beneficiaries were conducted in the first PDM and 84 in the second. The beneficiaries in both PDMs were both Syrian and Jordanian. The PDM results showed that only 18% and 19% of respondents in the first and second PDM respectively believed their household could have covered all of the necessary expenses to cope with the winter conditions if assistance had not been received. 

LESSONS LEARNT/SUGGESTIONS – start early so there is enough time to acquire items for distribution. Aim to work closely with CBOs and local leaders. Ensure distribution occurs before the harsh onset of winter but ensure continued support is provided and follow-up occurs following the distribution process. Feedback showed a lot of support for in-kind distributions when asked between this type of assistance and cash aid. Was the quantity of refill vouchers given sufficient? 10 refills were given to beneficiaries for 10 weeks but the response shows that the number of refills provided should be increased. Were the funds negotiated as preparation done? No, we already had the funding. With regards to the gas coupons, how did you deal with the fluctuations in gas prices? Did dealers require a premium? I don’t know. How did the PDM assess improvement? Different options in the style of a ranking system were given and the respondents were asked to tick the most suitable response e.g. significant, moderate. The PDM’s were done during the storms, an important factor affecting the results. It has been suggested that the average number of gas refills should be one weekly with a temporary increase during storms. 

The following question was posed to the entire group and discussed: what time frame do you suggest for the commitment of pledges – by what date do they need to be made in order to get sufficient programming? One response suggested that commitment of pledges should be made by early September but another thought this was too late and that August was better. It was agreed that the time frame depends on the agency – how quickly they process and give confirmation of the funding. Donors should be made aware of the timeline in order to achieve meaningful programming. A clear recommendation should be written in the report. 
The two-tier system in the standard was also discussed here. The issue was raised that this system is based on the fact that some beneficiaries has received Winterization assistance in the past, assuming for example that they already have a heater. However, the reality of the situation must be remembered, as beneficiaries may have sold their heaters, or perhaps claim not to have one when they have in fact hidden it. This issue needs to be addressed. 

DRC – there were two categories of beneficiaries: those who had not received Winterization assistance before received 350 JOD and those who had received 190 JOD. ECHO funding was received late, in November, therefore generating concerns about the intended completion date of January. As a result of this, DRC worked with partnerships in order to be more effective. This was done with specific, mutual agreement on the vulnerability criteria. The target was more or less met by the end of January. How did the UNWRA partnership work? UNWRA helped us to give assistance to those Palestinians who had come here from Syria. There was a common vulnerability of female headed houses with documentation issues.
At the end of the program, there was a 10% overhead in funding.  
PDM – this was just conducted at the end of last week, therefore it is not complete. A few more weeks are still required to draw a formal conclusion for the entire PDM. 
Overall, approximately one third of families indicated they used at least a portion of the assistance for winter NFIs, Food or Health cases. Around a half of households claimed to spend at least some of the assistance given on rent and 41% on debt repayment. It was particularly interesting to note that a lot less money was spent on medical needs in families with partial Winterization than those with full Winterization assistance – this should be looked into in more detail. For the full results and a comparison of usage between those who received full assistance and those who received partial assistance, see PowerPoint. 
QUESTIONS/LESSONS LEARNT/SUGGESTIONS – start and complete sooner; better preparation will allow this. RAIS helped more this year than last year. The partnership seemed to work very well with a good level of exchange, therefore it is suggested that this approach is developed for the next cycle. Perhaps not enough resources and time were invested into actual data entry, this needs to be focused on for the next cycle. The way in which the assistance was used was spread over a large number of categories – it is interesting that the top usage of the money was for areas that have less flexibility and therefore fewer coping mechanisms, such as rent and debt repayment. Debt repayment features very highly in the results, does the PDM have any insights into whether the beneficiaries cleared away their debt or simply chipped at it? Afraid not, this could perhaps be looked into. 
To do – produce a small suggestion/example of good partnership and coordination for the report. 

PU-AMI – funding was received from ECHO who allowed for flexibility on the nationalities of beneficiaries e.g. some were from Yemen, some from Iraq etc. The SOKS package was mostly implemented by the family members themselves (79%). This gave them the choice whether to use it, or sell what they felt they didn’t need. A work assistant was offered to the beneficiary if they could not implement the package themselves and had no other form of assistance. Around 1 day was required to install the kit. The time period of the program was from December to February. 
In terms of cash assistance, hard cash was used for a few cases but the assistance was mostly given in the form of ATM cards.

PDM – the results were categorised to show the way in which Winterization assistance was spent between specific winter needs and general needs. Only 14.5% of the assistance was spent on Winterization expenses. Most of the beneficiaries live in host communities, therefore they spent the assistance on rent as this is a monthly commitment and subsequently, a priority. 
58.7% preferred to have hard cash compared to ATM cards, although the ATM system was still highly appreciated – 39.9%. 
QUESTIONS/LESSONS LEARNT/SUGGESTIONS – targeting beneficiaries of other nationalities helped to reduce tension in the community. The segregation in assistance between 340 and 190 JOD increased tension in the community despite explanations to beneficiaries that this division followed the vulnerability assessment results. If there are two families living together, with one having already received Winterization assistance and the other not, would it make more sense to do both on 190 and give bigger items in-kind to second family? The difficulty is that each family inside the household has their own head of family and expenses, therefore it is difficult to have a mix. The different vulnerability criteria used by each agency also created tension as some beneficiaries were eligible to receive assistance from one agency but not from another. The VAF Tree should be finalised so that there is a standard for all agencies. Organisations should also take into consideration where families living together, as one family may be blocked by another agency but the other not. Is there a way of seeing which NGO had blocked a case and how to get in touch with them? Information is available on RAIS to see who has blocked what case. The issue is that when there is a large number of beneficiaries, it is difficult to keep track of who is blocked and who isn’t. It was agreed that the blocking system is a positive feature, but suggested that the maximum time should be reduced. A flexible range for the blocking time period may be an alternative solution.
The issue of family size in relation to assistance given must also be addressed – PDM suggests that the quantity of assistance given should be done per capita. Did you go back and check the quality of the installation, particularly where the families had done it themselves? Part of the PDM was done by home visits and part by phone, but any verification was done by home visit, meaning the quality of installation could be checked. Was there training required on how to set the packages up? Field workers explained to the beneficiary how to use the items and told them that more assistance was required, a hotline number was available and a worker could come to implement the kit. Very initiative ideas were seen from the beneficiaries – some deviated from the intended purpose of the item in a very creative way. The kit size is fixed for everyone but it is rare for a household to use every single item – this needs to be looked at more carefully. Is the split between Winterization and Non-Winterization costs a bit artificial e.g. rent? That was just based on our opinions. If rent is seen as the priority during winter, then it is not a problem. The split is in reference to what are ‘winter-specific’ things and how they are provided. 

Oxfam – finally got approvals from MOPIC and is starting the program again.

UNHCR – whilst non-Syrians are also assisted with cash, the PowerPoint and findings here are focused only on Syrian beneficiaries. The distribution of cash assistance was as follows: 
190 JOD was given over 2 months – 100 JD then 90JD 
340 JOD was all given in one month 
UNICEF Winterization supplement support was added to UNHCR support in early November. This process was a first trial for cooperation between UNHCR and UNICEF, cooperation between the two will continue. 
PDM – the sample covered all of the governorates in Jordan. 
86.4% of those monitored used the assistance for winter-specific items while others used it to repay debts, meet health needs, and purchase household items. The highest needs in descending order were: gas refills, heaters, clothes, shoes, and gas cylinders. The majority of families preferred to receive assistance over 2-3 months (58%). The preferred method of receiving assistance was cash assistance (61.5%). This was followed by gas refills (10.4%) – this figure may be explained by help already given by other NGOs. The highest use for the UNICEF supplementary support was on children’s clothes and shoes. 
LESSONS LEARNT/SUGGESTIONS – Beneficiaries were asked for suggestions on how to improve. The responses included: increase support, especially for large families; include more families; start the Winterization program in October; give more gas refills, clothes vouchers and food packages; reduce cost of health services during winter; carry out the needs assessment before winter time; improve coordination between UNHCR and other NGOs and CBOs to control and manage distribution in order to ensure fairness.
An added challenge was faced in the fact that beneficiaries included for the purposes of Winterization assistance were often identified a month or several months before the program started. A significant number of cases then could not be found when the process started – they did not respond. Even when the numbers were active, there were problems getting them to draw on the assistance. Possible explanations for this include: 
1) the refugees were not reachable, either due to a phone/sim card issue; 
2) the biometric spaced issuing of cash meant that if the Head of Household had decided to return to Syria or move elsewhere, remaining family members would have been able to access the cash; 
3) as part of the MOI card roll out, a lot of restrictions were implemented on letting families access cash/a bank overall, therefore inhibiting their access to the Winterization assistance. 
There will be further investigations as this was the biggest challenge in ensuring assistance was used by those eligible. 
QUESTIONS - Did you find any market supply problems or any issues with inflation? Nothing unusual was seen in the Winterization PDM. 
The following question was posed to everyone: Is anyone monitoring NFI prices to see if between us we’ve caused inflation? Nothing has really been observed or looked into. It was agreed that whilst it is good that nothing big has yet arisen, the market situation must be looked into. 

NICCOD – Funding for the program was sourced from ECHO. Unfortunately, delays when going through MOPIC meant that the deadline of the 31st March has been missed and distribution has begun to take place in April. After visiting and assessing around 700 households, it was agreed that NFI Winterization items would be distributed to 553 Syrian households. The items include: 1 heater; 1 gas cylinder; blankets accord to the numbers members; and 4 refill vouchers. 
The major challenge faced has been related to MOPIC. Whilst the confirmation letter from the donor was received in December 2014 and the application to MOPIC made the same month, they were asked to amend the project so that the percentage of Jordanians receiving assistance would be the same as the percentage of Syrians. NICCOD informed MOPIC that this was not possible and an agreement was made on splitting the assistance 70:30 to Syrians and Jordanians respectively. This 3 month delay has had negative effects on the beneficiaries. For example, gas refill vouchers were meant to be valid for 3 months but now, they only have 10 days left before expiry. Beneficiaries have therefore started to sell vouchers in order to benefit in any way. There is a potential solution. The Jordanian Petroleum Company issues integrated vouchers for kerosene/fuel which can then be exchanged in any gas station in Jordan. If it would be possible to convince them to issue integrated vouchers for gas refills, this would reduce the pressure put on beneficiaries to meet the expiry date as they could take their time to exchange the refills and benefit from the assistance. 
PDM – this is ongoing. 

QUESTIONS: The following question was posed to Oxfam and NICCOD given their shared difficulty in getting approval from MOPIC: In terms of the report, to what extent do you think it is acceptable to bring up the MOPIC approval process in such a publicly available document? Oxfam – something collectively could be said but no specific NGOs mentioned. It is important to make sure that relationship-building with the government and the community is not jeopardized. It is also important for NGOs to look at their own culpability as well. Another participant mentioned that MOPIC is moving to a one-month application process online. Therefore, the comments in the report could perhaps be related to this – try and phase them in a “positive” light, saying that all organisations are looking forward to this new process. NICCOD – the online system should be tried and if delays persist, a form of negotiation must take place. Mohammad Awamreh from CARE mentioned that when they send approval requests to MOPIC for short-term projects, CARE sends another formal letter to ask for meeting with the committee in which they explain the situation and their targets. From this meeting, they normally succeed in gaining a primary approval for the overall budget. It is suggested that other organisations try this to avoid delays. 
It was agreed that at an anonymous comment will be made on the process related to MOPIC, which will be run by organisations before publication. 

Medair = no Winterization program took place this year as the funding application was unsuccessful. They hope to respond this winter. 


	Discussion around Winterization Module and Numbers 
	What can be improved to the module?
The time-frame of blocking should be more conservative – 1 month is too long. 
There should be a limit of perhaps 100 cases per upload. 
It would be useful if the same could be done for Jordanians. Their National ID number should be used instead of a different case number. This was previously agreed upon but not enforced in the module. 
A colour-coding reference should be available on all pages. Perhaps there could be a legend in pop-up form so that it is always visible. 
UNHCR needs to improve its response to the technical areas. For example, when there was a technical problem with RAIS, response from the UNHCR technical team was slow, meaning CARE stopped distribution for one week. A focal point should be assigned and more technical staff employed in order to ensure quick response from UNHCR. Training was also an issue. There was no follow-up training on RIAS, more text support and multiple training sessions on the module should be applied. 
There have been difficulties in terms of the numbers as the module is linked to the registration database, thus meaning any information taken may not be updated. For example, if a family moves location but does not inform anyone of this change, their recorded point of location will still be the original place entered into the registration database. Has this been an issue in using the module or did you simply use your own lists? Yes, the organisation’s own data was often used to avoid this issue. It would be good if more updated data could be available but not sure if this is possible – renewal of case details takes place once every year so it is very difficult to keep track of the beneficiary. It is not a big hindrance if the location information on the module is not updated as organisations can rely on their own data. If nothing else, it is most important to recognise that the discrepancy exists. 
To do - details should be circulated through RAIS - for those organisations finishing up their reporting, please continue to add your figures and make sure the numbers add up. 

The second challenge is related to the size of families – the registration record does not always match the actual number of members. There is quite a difference between the size of families in the field and the records on the system. Are there any thoughts as to why there is such a discrepancy and how we can try and limit that to a minimum? Issues may include: fraudulent registration; a lack of time or means to register a new-born; the existence of individuals attached to a case but who do not wish to be registered. There are so many different scenarios that forming a solution is a difficult task. In light of this, organisations would adopt whatever figure found during assessment and accept that discrepancy is inevitable. It was a waste of time to try and record numbers again at the distribution process. 
Step one in responding to this is to select and analyse the discrepancies. How serious are they? Unless there are shocking results, a mitigating process is not expected. Organisations are asked to follow up on this - what are the stories? Look into this and see how things could perhaps be improved on the registration side. For example, often family members are registered under different cases e.g. a father may have arrived separately from his wife and children and will therefore be registered separately. Unless there are protection concerns, a husband should not be registered from the rest of his family, therefore follow-up is needed and a referral to combine the cases. This will help everyone in process. 


	Discussion of Draft Standard 2015-16
	When assistance was provided that went above the standard, how important was it? Why did this happen? Is there a possibility of harmonizing better? CARE – feedback from the beneficiaries showed there were issues in the assessment process. When the price of Winterization items is combined with other financial expenditures, e.g. rent, feedback showed that more than 400 JOD was required. This was not an issue related to the donor, but stemmed from our assessment. The method of one-off payment also meant assistance was required above the standard. The winter season lasts for between four and five months – 400 JOD is not enough to cover this entire time period. With the RAIS system, this also means the beneficiary cannot receive any assistance from another NGO. Mohammad Awamreh noted that CARE already has some donor approval for the next Winterization scheme, making it a donor issue now. Follow-up is required to see if the proposals submitted can be adjusted. 
With regards to issue of funding and family size, it has been suggested that assistance should be switched from being case/household based to capita based. This will allow it to be based on individuals rather than grouping. Organisations should appeal for donor flexibility collectively in order to get this right. 
Adaptions to the standard/another draft standard should be formulated.
What was the general experience with the assessment process? For example, if you had assessed and established your beneficiaries a significant time before beginning distribution, only to find out that a certain number were no longer entitled to your help, how did you deal with this? Was this an issue? CARE – we face this issue very frequently. Most of the time, we discover that cases assessed are then blocked in RAIS. In order to address this, a waiting list is used so that if we find a particular case is blocked, we go back to the waiting list and provide to the next case until the blocking is removed. If cases blocked didn’t receive assistance, we put them in the plan for next week. It is not a massive problem, as there is constant assessment ongoing, not only for the Winterization scheme but for other services as well. A referral system to other agencies, an internal referral system, and the use of waiting lists are all very useful in solving this challenge. 
PU-AMI - Agencies should update their action on the UNHCR service map. Segregations should be made for small areas so that if an assessment is being done in this area by a particular agency, other organisations are able to see this. An element of referral could be added; geographic specialization would be advantageous. 
Oxfam - can give update on this issue in the next few months. Oxfam should reconsider their assistance distribution; the specific Winterization criteria do not need to be adhered to rigidly. Assistance should be adapted in conformity with the changing weather conditions.
 

	Summary of Lessons Learnt
	The inconsistency between the Shelter and Basic Needs working groups around what household means needs to be reviewed. 
The Winterization process should be started sooner; better preparation will allow for this. 
Vulnerability assessment should be standardised to avoid tension generated as a result of the different vulnerability criteria used by each agency. The VAF could be used for this. 
Targeting beneficiaries of other nationalities helped to reduce tension in the community. 
Organisations should take into consideration where families living together, as one family may be blocked by another agency but the other not. Measures should be taken to avoid a rise in tension within the community. 
The issue of ensuring that those beneficiaries entitled to receive help in fact access that assistance needs to be resolved. An added challenge was faced in the fact that beneficiaries included for the purposes of Winterization assistance were often identified a month or several months before the program started. A significant number of cases then could not be found when the process started – they did not respond. Even when the numbers were active, there were problems getting them to draw on the assistance. There will be further investigations as this was the biggest challenge in ensuring assistance was used by those eligible.
The balance between cash assistance and NFI assistance needs to be refined. This will reflect the settlement type of the beneficiaries; those in ITS and camps showed interest in receiving more NFI assistance compared to the urban beneficiaries who generally preferred cash assistance. 

	AOB
	· Nothing raised. 
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