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1. Executive Summary

1.1. Introduction

This report sets out the findings of an independent evaluation of Good Neighbors Japan’s (GNJP)
‘Integrated Humanitarian Support for vulnerable populations through Cash-based Interventions (CBI),
Protection, and Psychosocial Support (PSS) in Dnipropetrovsk Oblast, Ukraine’ project, as funded by
Japan Platform (JPF). As well as reporting on the performance of the project implemented by GNJP
and The Tenth of April (TTA), the findings from this evaluation will also contribute toward building
the evidence on future decision making related to similar JPF projects in Ukraine.

Data collection followed a mixed-methods approach, and took place in January 2025, utilising Key
Informant Interviews (Klls) and survey questionnaires with project stakeholders from GNJP, TTA,
external stakeholders from the Protection Cluster and Cash Working Group as well as Cash for
Protection (C4P) and PSS beneficiaries.

1.2. Key Findings

e This evaluation found GNJP and TTA’s intervention to be very relevant to the needs of
beneficiaries in Dnipropetrovsk region, with each component addressing a crucial need in
itself, while in totality their integrative approach was especially relevant, as holistic support
is essential to addressing complex and intertwined challenges such as income insecurity,
protection risks and psychosocial wellbeing.

e This evaluation found GNJP and TTA’s intervention to be coherent in how the project was
designed and implemented, in accordance with JPF’s Humanitarian Response Plan. Further,
coordination and communication between local and international stakeholders was also at
a good level, especially given the challenge of collaborating across different continents and
HQ-level, Romania-level and field-levels.

e This evaluation found GNJP and TTA’s project to have been implemented efficiently across
all three project components, bearing in mind the challenges confronted when delivering
sensitive assistance to beneficiaries in Ukraine, while challenges such as time zone
differences were mitigated by GNJP’s management structures being based in Romania,
which was important for both contextual knowledge and operational efficiency.

e This evaluation found GNJP and TTA's project to be broadly effective in delivering targeted
assistance to vulnerable groups. GNJP’s outcome indicators have been mostly overachieved,
with only secondary data analysis showing that Reduced Coping Strategy Index (rCSl) score
reductions have been underachieved, with the final reduction of 26.7% falling short of the
original 90% target among beneficiaries receiving C4P. Despite this, the target of 600
beneficiaries was overachieved, with 776 beneficiaries reached according to GNJP’s most
up-to-date C4P Monitoring Report. Otherwise, referral targets reached/exceeded 100%
(263 beneficiaries referred in total) while 95.8% or 252 beneficiaries were found to have
received appropriate protection services. Further, pre-and-post-comparisons for PSS
recipients found significant improvements in their overall wellbeing, particularly for children.
Overall, primary and secondary data reveal that the project was effective, especially given
that it was an emergency intervention which introduced an innovative approach to PSS
activities.

® GNIJP’s project was found to be quite impactful given the narrow timeline in which the
project was implemented, while deeper impact was beyond the overall scope of this
intervention. GNJP’s and TTA’s intervention reflected some impact in terms of positive
protection and mental wellbeing outcomes for beneficiaries. However, as a relatively short-
term intervention, it was not carried out in order to achieve lasting impact but rather to



address acute essential needs of targeted beneficiaries, many of whom were either displaced
or had lost access to their livelihoods while experiencing varying degrees of psychological
trauma and were either survivors of protection incidents, or were susceptible to protection
risks.

e GNJP and TTA’s project included elements of sustainability within the Case Management
and PSS services, which notably included capacity-building of TTA staff. Tangible examples of
sustainable practices include the skills taught in PSS sessions (e.g., stress-coping and
breathing techniques) which are expected to have a lasting effect by giving beneficiaries the
tools to better manage crises even after the project ends. Furthermore, the formation of
supportive communities during group sessions further contributes to the long-term
resilience of participants.

2. Introduction

2.1. Background

Japan Platform (JPF) is an international humanitarian aid organisation which offers the most
effective and prompt emergency aid in response to humanitarian needs, focusing on issues of
refugees and natural disasters. JPF conducts such aid through a tripartite cooperation system where
NGOs, business communities, and the government of Japan work in close cooperation, based on
equal partnership, and making the most of the respective sectors' characteristics and resources.

JPF serves as an intermediary support organisation providing various types of assistance to member
NGOs in Japan to deliver quick and comprehensive aid on their own. JPF has supported aid activities
of 46 member NGOs, each with its own set of diverse strengths. It has delivered humanitarian
assistance to 50 nations and regions about 1,800 projects, with a total financial contribution of 72
billion yen. JPF has built a strong reputation based on trust by promoting cooperation among private
sectors and NGOs and by accurately reporting all its activities.

Good Neighbors Japan (GNJP): Good Neighbors Japan (GNJP) is a non-governmental humanitarian
and development organisation (NGO) founded in 1991. GNJP exists to make the world a place
without hunger, where people live together in harmony. Good Neighbors respects the human rights
of the most vulnerable regardless of age, gender, culture, ethnicity, disability and religion and helps
them live in self-reliance. GNJP has developed a model of community development that is not bound
to a single issue. As the challenges that communities suffer from are complex, GNJP believe that not
a single intervention can create a lasting impact and achieve self-reliance of communities.

GNIJP’s response strategy for Ukraine emergency response in 2024 focuses on the people with the
most severe humanitarian needs across the country, particularly those in the front-line oblasts,
aiming to provide principled and timely multi-sectoral life-saving assistance to internally displaced
people and non-displaced war-affected people, ensuring their safety and dignity while committed to
rehabilitation of social and economic infrastructures with development donors to facilitate
humanitarian to development and peace nexus.

The Tenth of April (TTA): The Tenth of April (TTA) is a Ukrainian non-governmental organization
based in Odesa, which aims to build the capacity of civil society and strengthen the rule of law in
Ukraine. Founded in 2012 by a group of experienced human rights activists and lawyers, TTA has
provided legal services and social assistance to vulnerable people including asylum seekers, refugees,
internally displaced persons, and stateless persons. Over the last 13 years, TTA has built a reputation
as a reliable provider of legal and social support to some of the most vulnerable groups in Ukraine.



TTA’s mandate centers on safeguarding the rights of vulnerable populations, including IDPs and
communities affected by conflict, refugees and asylum seekers, stateless Persons and individuals at
risk of statelessness, as well as other groups unable to secure their rights independently. The
organization implements a wide range of activities aimed at providing comprehensive support, which
includes free legal aid, advice, and advocacy, social & psychological support, child protection & GBV
prevention, housing & shelter support as well as community engagement activities. TTA primarily
operates in the Odessa and Mykolaiv regions but also collaborates on projects across multiple oblasts.
With a team of over 450 specialists, it has successfully implemented more than 30 projects in
partnership with over 30 organizations.

Intervention Rational:

Since Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine in February 2022, the resulting displacement crisis has
significantly impacted access to essential health services for millions of Ukrainians. The conflict has
forced millions of people from their homes, resulting in over 5 million internally displaced persons
(IDPs) within Ukraine [WHO, 2024]. According to the official statistical data, the second oblast that
hosted IDPs is Dnipropetrovs'ka oblast, with approximately 367,000 IDPs, where the need for
humanitarian assistance remains high and where needs are multi-faceted.

Displaced communities in particular have limited access to social benefits due to loss of their
documentation during the relocation, change of residence and lack of access to databases by state
authorities. The majority of the IDPs constitute vulnerable groups, single women with children,
elderly persons and people with disabilities. Further, the traumatising nature of conflict means that
the affected population is in strong need of psychological assistance and psychiatric support along
with social benefits in the form of cash assistance.

Moreover, the protection landscape in Ukraine has been profoundly impacted by the ongoing conflict,
leading to significant humanitarian concerns. Vulnerable groups such as internally displaced persons
(IDPs), children, people with disabilities, older individuals, and LGBTQI+ persons face heightened risks,
including restrictions on freedom of movement, forced displacement, and limited access to legal
identity and justice®. Further, reports indicate that Russian forces have systematically employed
sexual violence as a weapon of war, targeting women, men, and children.

The United Nations' Independent International Commission of Inquiry on Ukraine has documented
patterns of such violations, including rape, forced nudity, and threats of sexual violence, often
accompanied by torture and inhumane treatment?. The Ukrainian government has also established
a national registry to document cases of sexual violence allegedly committed by Russian forces. As
of June 2024, this registry had recorded 303 cases, encompassing victims of all genders and ages.
However, the actual number of incidents is believed to be significantly higher due to underreporting
driven by stigma and fear®.

Regarding the need for MHPSS activities, the ongoing conflict in Ukraine has precipitated a significant
mental health crisis, with approximately 9.6 million individuals—nearly a quarter of the population—
estimated to be at risk of developing mental health conditions such as depression, anxiety, and post-
traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). This surge is attributed to the protracted nature of the war,

https://reliefweb.int/report/ukraine/ukraine-protection-analysis-update-critical-need-protection-amongst-armed-conflict-and-

violence-july-2024-enuk?

2https://www.ohchr.org/en/press—releas~:—35/2024/03/ukraine—un»commission—conc':-zrned—continuing—patterns—vioIations—human—rights?

3 https://apnews.com/article/russia-ukraine-sexual-violence-44011ad2f30e5832f65a274603516471



https://reliefweb.int/report/ukraine/ukraine-protection-analysis-update-critical-need-protection-amongst-armed-conflict-and-violence-july-2024-enuk?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://reliefweb.int/report/ukraine/ukraine-protection-analysis-update-critical-need-protection-amongst-armed-conflict-and-violence-july-2024-enuk?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2024/03/ukraine-un-commission-concerned-continuing-patterns-violations-human-rights?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://apnews.com/article/russia-ukraine-sexual-violence-44011ad2f30e5832f65a274603516471

pervasive uncertainty, and deteriorating economic conditions, all of which have profoundly affected
the populace's psychological well-being®.

Internally displaced persons (IDPs) are particularly vulnerable, with reports indicating that 54% of
unemployed IDPs exhibit symptoms of depression. Households resorting to severe coping strategies
or those with members suffering from chronic illnesses also show elevated rates of depression.
Despite the evident need, only one-third of individuals at high risk of depression have sought
psychological support, often due to limited access to mental health services and societal stigma
surrounding mental health issues®.

The complex needs highlighted above reflect the need for holistic interventions, where emergency
needs are covered across the spectrum, which enables communities to afford their daily necessities
while also being able to address their mental health challenges.

2.2. Project Summary

GNJP, through their Implementing Partner (IP) Tenth of April (TTA) have been implementing a
comprehensive humanitarian aid project in Ukraine from March 2024, which concluded in March
20258, This emergency response initiative focused on three core components targeting regions
severely impacted by the Russian invasion:

Component 1: Cash assistance

For vulnerable internally displaced persons, non-displaced persons, returnees, women, the elderly,
persons with disabilities, etc. living in cash-accessible areas in Ukraine from 3600 to 10,800 Ukrainian
hryvnia (3,600, 7,200, or 10,800)/person in a lump sum.

Component 2: Case Management

The case manager identifies individuals from vulnerable population groups and, within the
framework of the case, provides support in the form of accompaniment, procurement of goods, or
organization of necessary examinations. The beneficiary receives the required assistance on a
"turnkey" basis: their involvement is limited to filling out the necessary documents, while all other
stages—procurement, delivery, and quality control—are managed by the case manager. The project
also enabled most vulnerable people to access protection services by making referrals to relevant
sectors within and outside of partner organizations, depending on the needs of the beneficiaries.

Component 3: Psychosocial support (PSS)
Art-based group sessions for children and individual/group PSS sessions for adults were conducted.

4 https://www.who.int/europe/news/item/12-03-2024-reaching-patients-with-severe-mental-health-disorders--who-hands-over-12-

vehicles-for-community-health-providers-in-ukraine?

5https://reIiefweb.int/report/ukraine/mentaI-heaIth—ukraine—displacement—vulnerabilities—and—support—thematic—brief—november—2024?

6 GNJP submitted an application to the JPF on 5 December to extend the project period to 28 February 2025, which was approved on 10
December.
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2.3. Project Indicators

Outcomes

Outcomes

Indicators

Means of
Verification

1. A total of 6007 vulnerable
people (200 Households) will
receive a cash-delivery from 3,600
to 10,800 UAH (3,600, 7,200 or
10,800) /person in a lump sum.

1. Reduced Coping Strategy Index
(rCSI) Rate of score reduction: target
90%

Baseline and post-
monitoring surveys

2. The 500 vulnerable people will
receive case management
services and be referred to for
needed assistance to ensure that
they receive appropriate
protection services.

2-1. Percentage of persons referred to
within  or outside of partner
organizations out of those who
received case management and were
judged to need referral: Target 90%
2-2. Percentage of people who
received appropriate  protection
services among those who underwent
case management and were judged to
need referrals: Target 60%

2-1. Implementation
record

2-2. Implementation
record

3. Psychosocial support for a total
of 1,200 affected people will
prevent trauma-related mental
iliness and enhance resilience by
conducting group sessions using
art therapy for children to
support trauma care, as well as
individual and group psychosocial
support (PSS) sessions for adults.

3-1. Mental Health Questionnaire -
Significant  differences  (p-values)
calculated by comparing pre-and post-
hoc scores on 12 items (GHQ-12: 12
Item General Health Questionnaire):
Target of less than 5%

Pre-and post-hoc
comparisons

Outputs

Indicators

Means of
Verification

1. 600 Beneficiaries
Households) will receive
cash assistance for a period of 3
months, 3,600 Ukrainian hryvnia
per person in line with the CASH
Cluster.

(200

1.1 600 beneficiaries received cash
support.

Beneficiary List

2. 500 vulnerable people receive
case management services and
are referred to for needed
assistance.

2.1 Number of people who received
case management service: Target 500

2.2 Percentage of referrals among
those judged to be in need of referral:

Target 90%

2-1. Implementation
record

2-2. Implementation
record

3. The most vulnerable 1200
people received psychosocial
support.

3.1 Number of people receiving
psychosocial support: target total of
1,200.

Implementation
record

7

776 BNFs were reached in total.




Table 1. GNJP Indicator Framework

3. Evaluation Purpose and Objectives

Japan Platform (JPF) commissioned Nexus for Research and Consulting to conduct an end of project
evaluation for the Cash-based Interventions (CBI), Protection and MHPSS activities implemented by
GNJP and TTA in order to accurately capture information, verify activities, analyse data on
implemented project activities, accumulate good practices and areas of improvement, lessons
learned to provide recommendations that can be utilised when implementing same or similar
projects in the future for GNJP-TTA and JPF NGO members. This evaluation provided an essential
quality assurance activity in project locations.

This evaluation assignment also independently assessed and verified the implementation of the
activities where JPF has no or limited access for various reasons, examine project processes and
procedures, identify implementation strengths and gaps, and derive lessons learnt and
recommendations based on the findings. The evaluations serve as a continuous evidence-based
learning resource for all stakeholders (local and international) through the provision of efficient,
timely and accurate data ‘effective and efficient qualitative and quantitative data collection and
analysis’ including contextual analysis. More specifically, the aim of these evaluations was to ‘ensure
the effectiveness and success of humanitarian projects, evaluation activities play a critical role’. The
evaluation findings will be made available to the public as a part of JPF’s activity to ensure
accountability to the donor and public. Moreover, all four evaluation findings of JPF’s interventions
have been analysed in their totality, including how they contribute to the wider context in Ukraine.

The key objectives within this are as follows:

e Verify adherence to humanitarian principles and standards: Evaluation activities should
verify that all relevant humanitarian principles and standards, including the Core
Humanitarian Standards (CHS), are being respected. This helps to ensure that the project is
being implemented in a way that is consistent with best practices and industry standards.

e Ensure adherence to project proposal, JPF Ukraine Program Strategic paper, and Ukraine
Humanitarian Needs and Response Plan 2024: Evaluation activities should also verify that
project activities are being implemented according to the project proposal and contributions
to JPF strategy and UHNRP 2024. This helps to ensure that the project is staying on track and
meeting its objectives.

e Analyse project impact: Evaluation activities should analyse the impact of the project on the
target population. This helps to determine whether the project is having the desired effect
and meeting the needs of the intended beneficiaries.

e Understand beneficiary satisfaction: Evaluation activities should seek to understand the
level of beneficiary satisfaction with the project. This helps to ensure that the project is
meeting the needs and expectations of those it is intended to serve.

e Providing feedback for project improvement: Evaluation activities should provide feedback
to the project team to help improve the project being implemented in Kharkiv Oblast, which
began on November 1 and will conclude on June 30, 2025. This can include identifying the
strengths and weaknesses of the project and suggestions for changes to the project design,
implementation, or monitoring and evaluation.

These evaluations were also framed through OECD-DAC criterion and Core Humanitarian Standards
(CHS) and assessed both short-term and long-term contributions. Further to the key objectives
outlined above, in summary, the scope of evaluation services interrogated the following dynamics:



10.
11.
12.

13.

14.

Conduct the output review, validating the efficient delivery of intended outputs and
ascertaining if and how they led to the intended outcome as per the purpose statement (in
line with OECD DAC criteria).
Assess the status of the outputs and outcomes outlined at the approved project proposal
and present it as a table at the final report.
Assess the level of satisfaction of stakeholders and beneficiaries (disaggregated by gender)
with the changes brought by the project. Seek feedback from relevant stakeholders on the
project interventions (in line with OECD DAC criteria of effectiveness).
Assess the contributions of the project to the countries relevant Clusters and Humanitarian
Response Plan (HRP) objectives and goals (in line with OECD DAC criteria of impact and
relevance).
Assess the level of participation of, and accountability to the crisis affected people,
particularly individual vulnerabilities (IDP, single parent, elderly, etc.), in the project related
decision making and assess how effectively the project strengthened the key local actors.
Financial and Procurement efficiency evaluation of these projects including but not limited
to the basis mentioned below.
Analysing the procurement system and implementation of procurement throughout the
project to procure different items and services
Analysing overspent/underspend budget lines and reason behind them
Analysing the rationale behind the number of overall staff, required technical staff and
managerial staff against the activities, tasks and produced output/outcome.
Analysing the budget lines versus the project activities, outputs and outcomes.
Analysing the efficiency of the equipment, material and training provided.
Draw lessons learnt from the evaluation for the implementing NGO, JPF and other JPF
member agencies active.
a. Recommendations for the implementing NGO on the project design,
implementation modality and stakeholder engagement.
b. Recommendations for the member NGO on the project implementation that
includes needs assessment, designing, selection of local partner organisation,
capacity assessment and development of implementing partner, coordination,
monitoring and evaluation of implementing partner's activities.
c. Replicable lessons learnt on gender equity, awareness raising, inter-sectoral
programming that are of broader relevance beyond this project.
d. Recommendations for JPF on the program priorities
e. Areas for further discussion between JPF and its member agencies on the
localization agenda and humanitarian-development nexus
Technical Capacity and Expertise Review
a. Considering the sector that the member NGOs are working in, do they need any
technical capacity or technical expert on board or external to support the local
implementing partner / project implementation?
b. What technical capacity and expertise does the member NGO / implementing
partner have? (Internal — External)
c. From the perspective of the local implementing NGO / local staff, what is the
technical capacity or expertise support that they have received during the project
implementation from the member NGO?
d. What would be the areas that the member NGO should have technical capacity or
expertise to ensure quality and improvement of the project activities?
e. Assess the active involvement and support of JPF member NGO staff in field
research, needs analysis, monitoring, and information gathering.
Partnership and Management Modality Review

10



a. Considering the different types of partnerships modalities, what is the approach
of member NGOs?
b. What are the areas for improvement considering from the selection of partners,
due diligence checks, risk transfers to capacity building of local partners?
c. Considering the limited access of the member NGO staff to Ukraine, what are the
best practices to ensure good checks and balances and quality outcome of the
activities?
d. Assessing the MEAL system and practices applied by the member NGO for quality
assurance as well as ensuring feedback and complaint mechanisms are in place.

15. Assess the cost-effectiveness, operational efficiency, and strategic benefits of the current
arrangement of Japanese staff stationed out of Ukraine to implement Ukraine-focused
projects.

Operational Roles and Interactions:
a. Analyse the specific roles and responsibilities of Japanese staff stationed outside of
Ukraine.
b. Evaluate the frequency, effectiveness, and necessity of face-to-face interactions
between Japanese staff and Ukrainian implementing partners.
c. Assess the extent to which staff based outside of Ukraine contribute to on-the-
ground project implementation.
Cost-Benefit Analysis:
d. Compare the costs associated with maintaining a presence of Japanese staff outside
of Ukraine, including office rentals, living expenses, and overheads.
e. Evaluate the potential benefits of reallocating these resources to directly support
project implementation.
Alternative Arrangements:
f. Explore alternative arrangements, such as maintaining staff in Japan and conducting
periodic business trips to Ukraine.
g. Assess the feasibility and impact of these alternative arrangements on operational
efficiency and project outcomes.
Recommendations:
h. Provide recommendations to optimize resource allocation, improve project impact,
and ensure effective response to emergencies and field operations.

16. Visibility

a. Checking the visibility of the project in accordance with the JPF Visibility Guidelines,
signed cooperation agreement and agreed terms with member NGO.

b. Assess how the contributions of the member NGO enhanced the project's
effectiveness and impact, particularly in achieving outputs and outcomes that would
not have been possible without their involvement. Additionally, evaluate whether
the success was primarily driven by the leadership of the Japanese organization.

Additional criteria included within this evaluation is as follows:

17. Collaboration among Japanese NGOs:

a. Assess to what extent greater information-sharing among Japanese member NGOs
would lead to a better understanding of IP's capacities and areas needing guidance
before starting their projects, potentially resulting in more flexible, efficient, and
productive projects.

b. Assess how greater collaboration could foster mutual growth.

18. The value of Japanese staff in Ukraine:

11



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

a. What are the advantages of Japanese nationals being able to enter Ukraine?
b. Even in countries where JPF has partner organizations outside of Ukraine, what are
the drawbacks of not having Japanese staff on the ground?

b. What capabilities should a Japanese staff member have to significantly contribute to
the success of the project on the ground and also to be able to show that sending
that staff is a worthwhile investment?

Effectiveness of working from neighboring countries:

a. Assessthe overall effectiveness of Japanese staff working from neighboring countries,

including where national staff are able to set up offices directly.
Local partnerships and sustainability:

a. Assess to what extent projects where Member NGOs partner with local
humanitarian organizations could be more effective in achieving, or contributing
towards, the HDP Nexus

b. More broadly, is localization and sustainability better achieved through partnerships
with local organizations?

Compared to similar projects implemented by other international organizations, is the
quality and scale of this project appropriate for the given budget?

Was the C4P focused solely on protection more effective compared to other MPCA? If so,
how was it more effective, and what conditions were necessary for this effectiveness?

Assess the support JPF should provide during the project application and implementation
phases to enhance project success. Evaluate strategies to improve the effectiveness of NGO
working groups for information sharing, and recommend ways for JPF to foster better
collaboration and transparency among NGOs in Japan through constructive
support and guidance.

This assignment began in November 2024 and will conclude in March 2025.

4. Methodological Approach

A mixed method data collection approach was implemented by Nexus team, to answer evaluation
questions as framed against OECD-DAC evaluation criteria. The application of OECD-DAC criteria also
informed analysis, conclusions and recommendations on optimising the project's future adaptations,
priorities and sustainability.

The evaluation employed qualitative data collection and data analysis tools that included a desk
review of secondary data, Key Informant Interviews (Klls), In Depth Interviews (IDls), Focus Group
Discussions (FGDs) and Survey Questionnaires. All tools were developed in close coordination with
JPF, GNJP and TTA and ‘Do No Harm’ principles were followed throughout the process of design and
implementation of data collection.

The evaluation mapped evaluation findings against OECD-DAC criteria as follows:

OECD-DAC criteria Evaluation approach

Relevance The extent to which the humanitarian response is appropriate and relevant.

12




Coherence The extent to which the humanitarian response is logically designed, well coordinated and
complementary.
Efficiency The extent to which the humanitarian response is effectively implemented and engaged

with.

Effectiveness

The extent to which the humanitarian response is implemented in a timely and resourceful
way.

Impact

The extent to which the humanitarian response strengthens local capacities, avoids
negative effects and has positive effects on beneficiaries.

Sustainability

The extent to which the humanitarian response strengthens local capacities and carries
potential to maintain long-term benefits for local audiences.

Table 2. OECD-DAC criteria

Based on this framework, and following the different interventions of the program, an evaluation
matrix was developed (see Annex B).

4.1. Data Collection Methods

Desk review

4.1.1. Secondary Data Collection

The secondary data review made use of JPF, GNJP and TTA’s project documents, reports and relevant
literature, to summarise and assess against each guiding question and define the scope of the
evaluation. Secondary data review was used for the following purposes:

e To monitor the outputs and outcomes of the project.

e To identify any gaps and redundancies with ongoing project activities.

e To assess unintended consequences of GNJP and TTA's project activities, both positive and

negative.
e To complement MEAL activities with this evaluation.

4.1.2. Secondary Data Collection

The overall data collection sample included:

Phase Type of Stakeholders Klls IDIs Survey
online online / face to face Online
Final Stakeholders External / Sector experts 1
Evaluation
Internal (GNJP project staff) in HQ and 5
Romania
CBI TTA staff 2 524
Beneficiaries
Protection TTA staff 3

13




Phase

Type of Stakeholders Klls IDIs Survey
online online / face to face Online
MHPSS TTA Staff 3 92

Beneficiaries

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS PER MODE 6 8 616

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 629

Table 3. Data collection sample overview.

Key Informant Interviews (KlIs)

A total of 6 x semi-structured Klls were conducted with external (sector experts/cluster coordinators)
and internal stakeholders (GNJP HQ & Romania programme staff). Basic parameters of the Klls
included:

® Mode: Semi-structured interview guide, via online interview.

e Method: Online, with previously informed consent. Interviews were recorded and
transcribed.

e Duration: 60 minutes.

e Sample selection: One external stakeholder was identified for interview from the Ukrainian
protection cluster, based upon their experience in this sector, audience and geography).
External stakeholders were recommended by GNJP programme staff, and formally contacted
for participation via a GNJP introductory email.

In-depth Interviews

A total of 8 x semi-structured IDIs with TTA programme staff who implemented the Cash Assistance,
Protection and MHPSS components was conducted.

Basic parameters of the IDIs included:
® Mode: Semi-structured interview guide online.
e Duration: 60 minutes.

e Sample selection: Interviewees were recommended by GNJP project staff and contacted for
participation.

Surveys

A survey tool was developed and completed via phone call. The survey was shared with beneficiaries
who have received cash assistance, along with MHPSS assistance through the project. This survey
aimed to collect feedback from beneficiaries who received C4P assistance to evaluate the
effectiveness, fairness, and impact of the cash transfer programme as well as the MHPSS sessions.
The aim was to survey 100% of all cash beneficiaries along with 92 MHPSS beneficiaries. A total of
524 (87%) cash beneficiaries were successfully surveyed in the end.

Basic parameters of the Surveys included:

e Mode: Fully structured interview guide, via phone call. Researchers conducted phone calls
with eligible cash recipients via the project team.

14




e Sample selection: Beneficiaries were selected by project staff based on the eligibility criteria

and random sampling to ensure diversity and inclusivity in responses.
e Sample size: 6168 (100%)

e Duration: 15 minutes.

Respondent Demographics

Cash assistance Respondents (Sample size = 524)

Gender Age Categories
1
. Man
‘Woman
® 0.75
. Grand Total
05
0.25
20.0%
o e
1929 30-39 4049 50-50 60+
Chart 1. Gender of respondents Chart 2. Age of respondents

41.6%

100.0%

Grand Total

As expected in a conflict context where most men of serving age have been conscripted, the majority
of C4P beneficiaries (86.1%) were women, while 13.9% were men. Regarding age categories, 41.6%
of respondents were 60+, with the majority split mainly between 30-39 (20%), 40-49 (18.7%) and 50-

59 (15.1%).

How many people live with you (including you)?

100.0%
1
0.75
0.5
27.3%
025 BO% 9049
| I . =
27%  16% 6% 20%
. . []
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Grand Total

Chart 3. Persons per respondent household

Most respondents were split relatively evenly between HHs with 2 - 5 members, while only 9.3%
lived alone and a smaller minority lived with 6 members (2.7%), 7 members (1.6%), 8 members

(0.6%) and as high as 9 members (2%).

8 The aim of this evaluation was to survey 100% of cash beneficiaries.
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Respondent status

Grand Total 100.0%

The respondent is

not an IDP 16.2%

Respondent was an I 1.0%

IDP but returned
IDP respondent
0 0.25 05 0.75 1

Chart 4. Respondent status

The vast majority of respondents were IDPs (82.8%), while only 1% were returnees and 16.2% were
not IDPs. The majority of respondents (81.3%) were also considered the head of their HH, which is
not surprising considering that most respondents were between the ages of 30 to 60+.

Does the respondent have a disability?

Grand Total 100.0%

Yes 17.9%

Other . 5.3%
No 702%

I don't have an
official disability, 2.9%
but unofficially I...

I do not have a
disability, but there 3.6%
are other family...

o

0.25 0.5 0.75

—

Chart 5. Respondent disability status
While the majority of respondents did not have a disability (70.2%), a significant minority did have a
disability (17.9%), and a small minority were unofficially disabled (2.9%) or had a family member with
a disability (3.6%).

4.2. Challenges and Limitations

® The Nexus team aimed to conduct surveys with 100% of the C4P beneficiaries (600). The
research team attempted to contact each beneficiary up to five times, at different times of
the day, after which they would move on to the next beneficiary in the data set. This enabled
the team to reach a total of 524 cash assistance beneficiaries (87%) along with 100% of the
intended sample of PSS beneficiaries (92).

e The focus on 100% survey sample data led to less qualitative insights from beneficiaries. This
was mitigated to an extent through the desk review of M&E reports, but in future the
methodology for engaging beneficiaries should be divided more between qualitative and
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quantitative techniques in order to yield deeper insights into how the cash assistance
impacted beneficiaries.

4.3. Data Analysis

Nexus team utilised qualitative analysis tools for this evaluation, with descriptive analysis applied as
appropriate.

Quantitative data analysis

Prior to the analysis and before the endpoint submission to JPF, all the data collected was thoroughly
reviewed and cleaned, ensuring the accuracy of values and information. During the data cleaning
process, Nexus team confirmed the validity of the data and ensured the deletion of any
incomprehensible data or duplicated values.

Qualitative data analysis

Central to the qualitative data analysis was capturing the key points from the specific context, and
the narratives and discourses of the interviewees, thus providing detailed insight on the issues at
hand in the report. Qualitative data analysis consisted of comparing and contrasting the similarities
and differences between organisations, locations, roles etc while also extracting key details and
anecdotal evidence to support the other primary and secondary data. All key findings were analysed
according to the themes outlined in the evaluation objectives, using a qualitative evaluation matrix
that combined all the similar themes under each relevant question. This qualitative matrix enhanced
the rigour of findings, data management and analysis.

Triangulation of Data and Quality Assurance

Data triangulation and quality assurance followed the data analysis, and was necessary to strengthen
the rigour of the evaluation and data analysis process. The evaluation employed several types of
triangulation to highlight any inconsistencies between different data sources, as follows: Mixed
methods triangulation, both qualitative and quantitative data (primary and secondary data) were
analysed to elucidate complementary aspects of the same subject. Triangulation against external
sources was based on triangulation of secondary documents with primary data collection. This
process helped ensure consistency across different data sources within the same methods and
prevent duplication. Quality Assurance ensured both technical and procedural quality assurance.

5. Findings

To summarise the findings, a RAG rating (Red, Amber, Green) provides a simple visual identifier of
how the evaluation has assessed the project against three colour-coded categories for each OECD-
DAC criterion:

-> Positive evidence of the project in relation to this OECD-DAC criteria.

- Mixed / Indeterminate evidence of the project in relation to this OECD-DAC criteria.

- Limited / Negative evidence of the project in relation to this OECD-DAC criteria.

By applying the above schema, the table below provides a summarised RAG rating of the GNJP and
TTA project as determined by this evaluation:
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OECD-DAC criteria RAG Summary of OECD-DAC criteria RAG rating

Relevance GNJP and TTA's project is assessed as being very relevant to the needs of the
targeted communities in Dnipropetrovsk Oblast.

Coherence GNJP and TTA’s project is assessed as being coherent in terms of how the
project was designed and implemented, in accordance with JPF’s
Humanitarian Response Plan.

Efficiency GNJP and TTA’s project was found to be efficient in terms of how activities
were conducted.

Effectiveness GNJP and TTA’s project is assessed as being broadly effective in reducing
beneficiaries’ coping strategies, protection risks and improving their
psychosocial wellbeing.

Impact GNJP and TTA’s project was found to be quite impactful given the narrow
timeline in which the project was implemented, while deeper impact was
beyond the overall scope of this intervention.

Sustainability GNJP and TTA’s project included elements of sustainability within the Case
Management and PSS services received by beneficiaries, along with the
capacity-building received by TTA staff.

5.1 Relevance

GNJP and TTA’s project is assessed as being very relevant to the needs of the targeted
communities in Dnipropetrovsk Oblast, especially as the project components were
integrated, which offered individuals holistic support.

This evaluation found GNJP and TTA’s intervention to be very relevant to the needs of beneficiaries
in Dnipropetrovsk region, with each component addressing a crucial need in itself, while in totality
their integrative approach was especially relevant, as holistic support is essential to addressing
complex and intertwined challenges such as income insecurity, protection risks and psychosocial
wellbeing.

Project Design

Klls with project stakeholders reflected that the intervention’s design was informed through
consultations with TTA, who were able to leverage their presence and contextual knowledge in
Dnipro and Odesa regions to determine the most acute needs among communities. As the project
work plan explains, ‘the humanitarian need in kind of MHPSS, cash assistance and comprehensive
support within case management is recommended due to the high request from the targeted groups’.

This modality selection was informed by previous experiences and local feedback, emphasizing
targeted support over a one-size-fits-all multipurpose cash approach. One GNIJP Kll also stated that
their previous experience with a similar project in Romania also informed the current strategy, as
lessons learned from earlier implementation have been crucial for refining beneficiary selection and
intervention design.

Therefore, based on the complex needs of local communities, exacerbated by the influx of IDPs, the
project consisted of three main components: Cash for Protection (C4P), Case Management (CM) and
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Psycho-social Support (PSS) activities. These components were integrated to address both immediate
financial hardships, protection risks and related mental health issues.

C4P was chosen over Multipurpose cash assistance (MPCA), as even though it is a more complex and
resource-intensive activity, the modality was considered more suitable to addressing significant
protection gaps that were identified through Protection Cluster and Cash Working Group (CWG)
consultations. Cash assistance also remains relevant in Dnipro in regions with high numbers of IDPs,
but where market functionality means that in-kind goods and services can still be obtained.

GNJP and TTA collaborated with Ukrsibank, a long-term partner that facilitates the receipt of funds
in foreign currency, converts them into hryvnias, and processes payments swiftly regardless of
beneficiaries’ banking affiliations. One TTA Kll emphasised that urgent payments are transferred
within the required deadlines, sometimes within 30 minutes, ensuring beneficiaries receive funds
promptly.

Project Klls also stressed that by choosing C4P over a generic multipurpose cash approach, the
project targeted beneficiaries with critical protection risks, and was therefore more relevant to a
conflict context where individuals are at risk of immediate harm, engage in negative coping strategies
when unable to make ends meet, as well as in cases where individuals face protection concerns that
negatively impact well-being but that are not necessarily time specific; C4P is thus described in
literature as a responsive and remedial action” aimed at preventing, reducing, or mitigating exposure
to protection risks, or limiting the impact of risk on survivors.

Further, the desk review of project documents revealed that the problem analysis, the criteria for
the selection of recipients of C4P and working modalities, including the referral system, are well
explained in the Project Concept Note (TTA 2024 Project Workplan GNJP_18.Jan24.docx - Google
Docs), which is assessed as a valuable resource to understand the rationale and the expected
implementation of the C4P activities. However, the C4P procedures, which should be the working
tool available to case workers and to project staff in general, are not as clear, which might be one
reason for the initial lack of a common understanding of the cases selection criteria. It is
recommended that working procedures serve as a practical and user-friendly reference document
for staff and volunteers directly involved in a protection project, so that they can refer back to them
at any time.

They could be improved for future projects as follows:

e Formulate the guidelines in a way that is fully coherent with the concept note to define the
needs, the pre-identified vulnerable groups and the type of outcome expected from
provision of C4P. While C4P is a one-off° intervention that is not meant to bring about long-
term sustainable change, it is also true that the relation between the issue and the purpose
of the cash assistance should be defined. For example, vulnerable individuals such as
members of the LGBTQ+ community will benefit from C4P if threatened / victims of physical
harm or harassment in order to relocate. The C4P will therefore cover their transport and/or
accommodation costs.

® Another example is emergency medical care, which is defined in the concept note but not in
the guidelines. In this case too, there should be a direct link between the issue and the
expected outcome of the intervention (e.g. accident, inability to cover the costs, emergency
cash to access emergency care, with the outcome of receiving medical care and avoiding
resorting to negative coping strategies).

9 The SOP also statesthat assistance can be provided twice for vulnerable cases.

19


https://docs.google.com/document/d/1o3KH1lRI7sonc2w36bHMQNceU2kRX2G5/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1o3KH1lRI7sonc2w36bHMQNceU2kRX2G5/edit

e Athird example is the fact that the concept note clearly states that misuse of the funds will
be addressed (e.g. if the beneficiary purchases luxury goods instead of using the funds to
address an urgent protection need), while the procedures themselves do not reference this.

Overall, it is a good practice to have the guidelines proofread by the staff and volunteers who will be
using them, and amended based on their feedback to make sure that they meet their needs. This
approach could therefore be considered for future projects.

Case Management (CM) was also prioritised given the complex protection needs of beneficiaries in
Dnipro, where, as the Project Concept Note explains, state social protection structures are either
non-existent or overstretched. Furthermore, C4P, while utilised to reduce or prevent protection risk,
does not entail the regular human-interaction that can directly address protection needs, including
from the most vulnerable, such as GBV survivors.

As such, TTA set-up mobile teams in Hromadas, collective sites and transit hubs which consisted of 2
case managers and 1 Case Management coordinator, who were responsible for the identification and
registration of beneficiaries along with the delivery of the activities. Caseworkers were guided by
Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) protocols and followed the six steps of Introduction &
Intake, Risk Assessment, Case Action Planning, Implementation, Follow-up & Monitoring, and Case
Closure/Transfer. Adjustments to definitions and threat categories in case management forms were
also made by TTA based on their field experience, ensuring that the procedures remain practical and
effective.

Case management activities also offered referrals when beneficiaries require further assistance. One
TTA KIl emphasised the relevance of including this as part of a holistic support network whereby local
service providers were mapped and redirection mechanisms were established where a beneficiary’s
need falls outside the project scope (e.g., food kits or specialized services).

While PSS services are considered an essential component of emergency assistance in conflict
contexts, GNJP and TTA’s project incorporated an innovative, trauma-informed care method
developed by a Japanese psychiatrist. This art-based approach was focussed on supporting child
beneficiaries, with processing their trauma by expressing their experiences through art, including
drawing, photography, and clay modeling. Adult sessions included breathing techniques and positive
parenting plus individual or group counseling.

Individual psychological consultations were mostly provided online, based on beneficiary preference
for comfort and safety, while for children’s groups and positive parenting sessions, live (in-person)
sessions were utilised to foster direct communication, enable real-time monitoring of reactions, and
build trust. While both formats were considered appropriate and were chosen to maximize the
comfort and engagement of the beneficiaries, Klls noted that integrating parents and children in
sessions was particularly important, as it fostered community building and improved family
relationships.

Moreover, the evolution of this component was reflective of the project’s flexibility (and GNJP’s
supportive response to TTA’s suggestion) in adapting to field observations. For example, session
content was initially focussed on delivering psycho-emotional support for children using the
Japanese method and running positive parenting sessions. However, one TTA Kll noted that during
their experience of working directly with beneficiaries, their needs were evolving beyond these
activities. For example, after completing a course in sexology, they received requests to better
understand how sexual health, relationships, and gender issues intersect with trauma and recovery.
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Other emerging topics included coping with grief and loss, chronic stress, as well as strategies for
dealing with the impacts of war on family dynamics.

Further, one of the key factors contributing to the success of the project was the incorporation of
advice from Japanese specialists during the planning stage. Although such expert guidance is often
not reflected in formal documentation, in this intervention, the team designed and implemented
innovative PSS support, based on lessons learnt from the previous project supervised by a Japanese
psychiatrist, and which was well suited to the evolving mental health needs of beneficiaries,
particularly given the use of art-based sessions and storytelling with children has shown to be a highly
effective tool. Leveraging expert input allows organizations to respond more effectively to context-
specific challenges and provide more appropriate assistance."

Moreover, as a standalone activity, the relevance of more traditional PSS can be difficult to
communicate. As evaluations of previous mental health support interventions in the Ukraine context
have revealed, when MHPSS is offered as a standalone activity, IPs find it more challenging to
convince them of the need for psychological assistance. This is compounded by a culture where
psychological support is low on the list of priorities (compared to housing, food security and
livelihoods) and where mental health needs are stigmatised. In GNJP’s intervention, however, this
was offered in conjunction with the other project components, which along with the provision of
support for children, increased the project’s relevance with communities more broadly.

Beneficiary Selection Criteria

Eligibility for GNJP’s integrated project was defined using vulnerability indicators (e.g., elderly, GBV
survivors) in coordination with the Protection Cluster and Cash Working Group. As the Project
Concept Note states:

‘TTA will identify IDPs and conflict-affected populations who are in need of support with one-time
cash assistance based on their individual protection needs. The provision and use of C4P will be
provided on a case-by-case basis, in the context of protection case management. As part of case
management, the C4P should impact on concrete protection results and benefits for the individuals
concerned, while keeping them actively engaged in the search for protection solutions. The amount
of cash assistance provided will be based on the individual protection need, on a case-by-case basis,
and will enable individuals in decision-making and lead to a protection outcome for the beneficiary.’

The process begins with TTA’s outreach, beneficiary identification, and counseling. An internal
committee reviews and finalizes the beneficiary list and determines the cash amount based on
predefined categories (for example, amounts around 3,600, 7,200, or 10,800 Hryvnias). After
distribution, monitoring is conducted through weekly and monthly reports to ensure that
beneficiaries use the cash appropriately and to quickly identify any issues. Beneficiaries are
registered and their cases are discussed during committee meetings, where a file (e.g., a list of 13
beneficiaries in one session) is compiled for review.

This project also utilised a tiered system for cash assistance, with levels such as 3,600, 7,200, or
10,800 Hyrvynias determined based on the specific needs—for instance, covering the cost of medical
devices like tonometers and glucometers or addressing urgent situations like potential eviction due
to unpaid rent. As the box from GNJP’s concept note below shows:
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Living in public/private housing or any other, persons with
special needs, self-determined access to personal
documentation

7.200 ® Numerous vulnerabilities, homeless people persons/families
with high vulnerability and without asylum access to personal
documentation immediate access (48 hours) to medical care

eligible person. multiple vulnerabilities, life-threatening.

10.800 e Multiple vulnerabilities, homeless, families with more than one

In cases of higher needs (such as a costly medical procedure), beneficiaries might be asked if they
can contribute a small amount, ensuring that the support provided (up to a maximum, as defined in
the project guidelines) meets the gap without fully covering expenses that exceed the scope of the
assistance. Final decisions on eligibility and fund allocation are then made by the GNJP team, based
on refined criteria that distinguish between general poverty and specific protection risks. One Kll also
emphasized the need for flexibility, as criteria may be adjusted as the context changes and new needs
emerge.

While the overall selection criteria for adults was clear but also flexible, the criteria regarding the
inclusion of children was less clear, as the target focussed on 80% women and 20% men, where the
categories for girls and boys are both marked as not applicable or N/A. While the project’s concept
note clearly states that unaccompanied children are included, there is no clear, child-centred
guideline for what inclusion looks like in practise. For example, in Ukraine teenagers are a vulnerable
group within themselves who could be at high risk but could also receive cash assistance directly,
without an adult as intermediary. Therefore, GNJP and TTA should collaborate with the Child
Protection cluster to mainstream child protection guidelines within their intervention, and reduce
the possibility of said vulnerable groups not being excluded from the process, or falling through the
cracks of the response.

TTA Staff affirmed that they conduct one-on-one conversations with beneficiaries to determine their
specific needs and vulnerabilities, often spending up to an hour with some cases to ensure that even
beneficiaries who are unsure of what exactly they require can articulate their needs. This
individualized approach is distinct from a blanket approach, and is important for assessing vulnerable
persons, as beneficiaries may be psychologically unstable or confused after displacement, making it
important to assess their needs beyond what they might initially express. While an open application
process via Google forms is also used to register beneficiaries, this method can favor those with
higher digital literacy, making it potentially disadvantageous to vulnerable groups such as the elderly
or people with disabilities. GNJP and TTA were cognisant of this during the design phase, which is
why mobile outreach was included in the selection process.

For children’s support groups, beneficiaries were either selected through schools (targeting specific
age groups) or registered via dedicated spaces set up for psychological support (such as at transit
centers). Additionally, beneficiaries often come to TTA staff directly via a hotline or are referred by
case managers and cash officers when additional psychological support is needed. As one Kll stated,
engagement with parents is also important to understand their concerns before transitioning to
direct work with the children’s groups.
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Klls also noted that there was an initial challenge in differentiating between beneficiaries suffering
from general poverty and those experiencing specific protection risks. In consultation with the
Protection Cluster, the eligibility criteria were refined to better target those in genuine need of cash
for protection rather than general financial support.

Surveys
Component 1, C4P:

What were your top three needs at the time you received assistance?

Utilities _

Hygiene items 52%

Winter items
Education

Housing repairs ' 0.6%

Respondent did not !
answer (or did not... I 0.2%

Pay off debt I 0.2%

0.1 0.2 03 04

=)

Chart 1. Respondents’ top three needs.

As the survey above shows, C4P respondents’ most urgent need at the time of assistance was rent,
with 34.5% of survey respondents identifying this as the most pressing of their top three needs.
Following this was ‘other’ (17.1%), and then food in third (13.5%), closely followed by ‘utilities’
(12.3%). When asked to explain their selection of ‘other’, the majority of responses were related to
bedding (bed linen, blankets, mattresses and, in particular within this grouping, child’s bedding).
Further needs that also extend to young dependents, albeit mentioned less, include baby and
childcare needs (baby food, diapers), clothing and shoes (including for children), along with heating
and energy needs, electronics, burial documentation and healthcare and special needs. Additional
needs as shown above included hygiene items, winter items, education, housing repairs, and paying
off debt.



18. How well did the cash assistance allow you to
question 17)

Grand Total 100.0%

4 - All my needs 263%
were met =
3 - Most of my
needs were met LG
2 - Some of my
needs were met 49-2%

0 - don't know or
not sure

0.4%

<

0.25 0.5 0.75 1

Chart 2. How well did cash assistance allow you to meet your needs?

Half of survey respondents (50.4%) were able to cover either all of their needs or most of their needs
with the cash assistance, while just under half 49.2% covered some of their needs and less than 1%
did not know or were unsure. For those 255 respondents who felt they were unable to meet their
full needs, 99.6% stated that their needs are simply more costly than the value of the cash assistance
they received; respondents with high numbers of HH members were represented in this group, as
were those respondents with a disability (official and unofficial). While 1 respondent had asked for
dental prosthetics but was not allocated any money for this, the project was not designed to support
special one-off requests like this.

Overall, these findings confirm that C4P was a highly relevant form of assistance for the beneficiaries
of this project, with rent, healthcare, food security and childcare needs either fully addressed or
significantly addressed as a result.

The surveys results suggest that the selection criteria was not clearly understood by the majority of
C4P recipients, with 66.5% of respondents stating they did not understand why they were selected
to receive this assistance, while only 33.5% were clear on the selection criteria; this is however due
to the fact that most beneficiaries were elderly persons, while TTA staff had informed them about
the reasons for their eligibility during registration.

21. Do you know why you were selected to receive this type of assistance?

1
100.0%
0.75

05

025

Grand Total

Chart. Do you know why you were selected for cash assistance?



Component 3, PSS:

Respondents received a mix of group and individual PSS sessions, with a smaller minority of
sessions dedicated towards childrens’ PSS needs.

How relevant were the PSS services to your needs?

Grand Total 100.0%

Very relevant 31.9%

Somewhat relevant 253%

Relevant 385%

Not relevant 4.4%

o

025 0.5 0.75 1

Chart 3. How relevant were the PSS services to your needs?

Across those activities, respondents confirmed that the PSS assistance was relevant to their needs,
with the majority stating it was either very relevant or relevant (70.4%), while 25.3% felt it was
somewhat relevant and 4.4% disagreed.

Increasing Relevance

Finally, according to primary and secondary data, GNJP and TTA’s project was not informed by a
comprehensive protection market assessment, inclusive of child protection in terms of
unaccompanied minors. While this was mitigated by TTA’s experience, field presence, regular
interactions with community stakeholders and contextual knowledge, a Rapid Needs Assessment
would only have taken two to three weeks to complete (and a more focused assessment could have
taken less); indeed, the scope of needs is very high and gaps in coverage are inevitable, which means
greater inclusivity of unaccompanied children could potentially have been achieved, as a
comprehensive needs assessment can identify areas where vulnerable populations may be falling
through the cracks.

5.2. Coherence

GNJP’s and TTA’s project is assessed as being coherent in terms of how the project was
designed and implemented, in accordance with JPF’s Humanitarian Response Plan.

This evaluation found GNJP and TTA’s intervention to be coherent in how the project was designed
and implemented, in accordance with JPF’s Humanitarian Response Plan. Further, coordination and
communication between local and international stakeholders was also at a good level, especially
given the challenge of collaborating across different continents and HQ-level, Romania-level and
field-levels.

The project design was coherent with JPF’s Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP) for 2023, in terms of
the Food Security and Livelihoods Sectoral Support Plan, which states the need for prioritising Cash



Assistance in areas where markets are functioning. That said, the current document available in the
desk review was from 2023, and should therefore be updated to reflect current 2025 realities.

Coordination and communication

Klls with GNJP and TTA Staff reflected that the collaboration with TTA is built on trust, and reinforced
by prior working relationships and shared experience, which was leveraged during implementation,
while regular meetings were held between GNJP HQ and Romania office and TTA Staff, in order to
review progress and discuss emerging issues. TTA Staff would also participate in external Protection
Cluster and CWG meetings (as evidenced by letters from the desk review), in order to stay updated
on broader humanitarian strategies and ensure the project remains aligned with donor and local
authority expectations, while GNJP Romania staff also participated in the Protection Cluster and
MHPSS TWG meetings.

While GNJP HQ-level engagement means that communication is between different time zones, daily
operational communication with TTA is managed by the Romanian-based team, while GNJP HQ team
would participate in meetings to provide higher-level oversight. In addition to scheduled meetings,
real-time communication is maintained through messaging platforms like Telegram to quickly
address any urgent questions.

Moreover, TTA’s field presence in the areas of operation is of added importance regarding
communication between IP and community stakeholders; while other JPF projects in Ukraine have
lacked the budget for field teams, for example, TTA’s regular field visits and close monitoring of
regional offices ensures that no links in the chain between HQ and direct implementation are missing,
and as one TTA informant emphasised, this ensure that documentation is accurate and contextual
understanding in terms of acute needs is more accurate.

Indeed, robust communication also has connotations for project relevance, as was reflected
previously, when evolving needs among communities in terms of sexual health, chronic stress and
healthy coping strategies for grief and loss were added within existing PSS activities. TTA’s presence
also supports efforts in preventing duplication of assistance, however. For example, one TTA
informant explained that they conduct service mapping in every region of intervention, in order to
identify other organizations that provide complementary services. This mapping not only supports
service duplication, but is also crucial for the referral aspect, so that if the project cannot provide a
certain type of aid, beneficiaries can be referred to local providers or state bodies. Regular
interactions with state bodies, such as social policy departments and children’s rights services, have
led to improved coordination and referrals according to TTA staff.

Moreover, the implementation of CM and PSS activities in a conflict context is deeply sensitive.
According to Klls and secondary data, TTA CM staff adhered to the Inter-Agency Standard Operating
Procedures for Protection Case Management and in line with the guiding principles for Case
Management to include do no harm, confidentiality, non-discrimination, Best Interests of the Child,
participation, consent/assent, ethical standards, accountability, and person-centered approach.

In survey data for PSS beneficiaries, the overwhelming majority stated that they had been treated
with respect by staff, while no CM beneficiaries were asked to share personal insights for this
evaluation due to the nature of their cases. Instead, one TTA staff member conducted follow-up
monitoring meetings with beneficiaries such as GBV survivors or ex-military personnel, who overall
reported satisfaction with the support received.

However, a repeat finding from evaluations of JPF Ukraine projects reveals the lack of access to
mental health support for frontline staff. For all local IP staff operating in the field in Ukraine, overall
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psychosocial wellbeing of staff in Ukraine is a significant concern, with limited MHPSS support
currently being offered. As such, GNJP should include a budget line in all future projects covering
access to MHPSS support for TTA staff operating in volatile contexts. This could be provided in the
form of in-house psychologist consultant services provided by JPF or GoJ, or could be in the form of
a monthly stipend to staff, and could be supplemented by quarterly check-ins between Member NGO
and IP staff, if IP staff feel comfortable in doing so, to share updates on their progress with the
support, if they find it helpful and to what extent.

Data Protection

Project documentation states that TTA complies with the EU’s GDPR as well as with Ukrainian
domestic law. In addition to that, standards of Data Protection in humanitarian action are also
applied specifically. These are explained clearly in the concept note. However, when it comes to the
C4P procedures, they are rephrased in general terms, and not to the level of detail that would be
required in such a sensitive work environment characterized by war. For example, where the Concept
note explains that the data is available to project staff on a needs basis, it would be recommended
that the procedures spell out clearly the levels of access to personal data, as well as who is in charge
of the various aspects of data protection (eg. registering, backing up the data, deleting, anonymizing,
ecc.). Data Protection procedures could be a section of the procedures as they are today, or a
separate document. To do so, GNJP and TTA should refer to existing handbooks for general concepts
and definitions (for example, see the Handbook on Data Protection in Humanitarian Action) and
instead write specific guidelines on how those general rules translate into specific actions and
responsibilities for a given project.

Despite the fact that the coherence between the concept note and the guidelines is not always
ensured, however, the weekly reports indicate that the cases were carefully and properly identified
giving priority to the most vulnerable.

Member NGO Coordination

To improve coherence (and indeed efficiency) further in the future, the JPF Working Groups, where
all Member NGOs meet to discuss humanitarian projects, could be better utilised. This is a finding
consistent across all JPF Ukraine projects, where Member NGO KlIs who attended these groups were
unable to define their purpose and overall aims of these meetings,, while it was not clear that the
meetings were leading to information-sharing, such as related to cash mechanisms, regional needs,
or connections to recommended IPs with strong capacities, which would save human and financial
resources.

5.3. Efficiency

GNJP and TTA’s project was found to be efficiently delivered to targeted beneficiary
communities, as while time zone differences and operating between three country offices
are inevitable challenges, focussing the operational management from Romania rather
than HQ-level was important in mitigating this.

This evaluation found GNJP and TTA’s project to have been implemented efficiently across all three
project components, bearing in mind the challenges confronted when delivering sensitive assistance
to beneficiaries in Ukraine, while challenges such as time zone differences were mitigated by GNJP’s
management structures being based in Romania, which was important for both contextual
knowledge and operational efficiency.
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Implementation Efficiency

While MPCA is a more efficient modality due to the more complex nature of targeting for C4P (see
Annexed report content for analysis of cash modalities), both modalities nonetheless utilise the
digitized system within Ukraine’s stable banking infrastructure and the widespread use of bank
accounts, bank cards, and smartphones. The process is designed to be rapid, as once a beneficiary’s
case is approved in the committee, funds are typically dispersed the very next day. This quick
turnaround is critical for meeting urgent needs (e.g., avoiding eviction or covering unexpected
medical expenses). Yet C4P is inherently resource-intensive due to the need for detailed individual
assessments and tailored cash calculations that requires time and skilled staff. As one TTA Kll noted,
the high target (including processing over 330 cases) demands significant overtime and sometimes
impacts the quality of individual follow-ups.

Nevertheless, owing to GNJP’s flexibility, despite efficiency challenges related to remote
management, their approach is assessed as more flexible and efficient in decision-making, as well as
cost-efficient, compared to UN agencies. According to one GNJP KII, exchange rate risks and inflation
were also key considerations in the project design, with adjustments made in the budget to mitigate
currency fluctuations. The financial management process also included structured approvals,
predefined cash transfer thresholds (e.g., 3,600; 7,200; 10,800), and close budget reviews.

TTA KllIs reflected further that established financial policies and written procedures work well, as
evidenced by the fact that beneficiaries receive assistance on time, while there is effective
communication via hotlines. Further, spending is monitored closely to prevent overspending on any
budget line, working in coordination with the project coordinator and purchaser, while allowing
flexibility to reallocate funds between budget lines (up to 20%) with donor approval, which helps
adapt to changing needs. TTA staff noted that the integration of automated systems and regular
committee meetings significantly eases staff workload and ensures that funds are disbursed correctly.

However, while individual supervision for sensitive Protection cases was provided, TTA KllIs noted a
deficit in human resources which led to limited levels of overall (group) supervision, which is
considered important given the emotionally taxing nature of the work, especially with children. A
designated supervisor played a key role by regularly checking on the team’s emotional well-being
and guiding them on managing burnout and stress while dealing with sensitive cases, yet the absence
of a structured team or group supervision limited opportunities for shared learning and mutual
support.

One interviewee also highlighted that, while the individualized approach ensures quality, the large
volume of cases is less efficient overall, as it places considerable pressure on them, often requiring
long work hours and weekend shifts. They suggest adjusting targets to balance quantity with the
need for quality case management might improve overall efficiency and reduce staff burnout.

Indeed, given the emotionally taxing nature of working with traumatized beneficiaries, especially
when dealing with severe cases like GBV survivors, group supervision could provide a safe space for
colleagues to discuss challenges, share coping strategies, and collectively process difficult cases.
Therefore, an increase to the budget line for human resources would help to bridge this gap, as
regular team supervision sessions can serve as a forum to validate experiences, redistribute
emotional burden, and ensure that staff do not feel isolated.

Cost-efficiency

While GNJP and TTA stakeholders described the project as being cost-efficient in the way it was
managed overall, there were some notable cost efficiency challenges due to a complex funding
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pathway and extra operational overhead. Currency transfers moving from Japanese Yen to EUR and
then to Hryvnias introduces multiple layers of conversion fees and potential exchange rate losses,
while the progression of funds from the Japanese MoFA through to JPF before reaching the Ukraine
team also compounds administrative costs. Moreover, maintaining an office in Romania—despite
the project’s implementation occurring in Ukraine, while justified in terms of leadership in similar
time zones rather than inputs from Japan to Europe, and the added value of context exposure this
also creates for Japanese staff, this also results in additional operational expenses which could
potentially have been allocated directly as cash assistance to a greater number of beneficiaries. That
said, the reason GNJP established an office in Romania rather than Ukraine, is due to Japanese MoFA
policy, which states that Japanese nationals/citizens are not allowed to enter, and therefore work, in
Ukraine.

Regarding project comparisons, as the evaluation team is unable to access other INGO’s financial
documents, it was not feasible to conduct a direct comparison with this intervention and other
similar activities in Ukraine. However, collaboration between other actors in Ukraine, particularly
within the Cash Working Group, would yield greater insights in this respect.

Corruption/ fraud prevention

In order to reduce the possibility of any corrupt practices related to provision of cash assistance, TTA
implemented risk mitigation strategies, and ensured all staff were familiarized with relevant policies.
As part of these protocols, no assistance was provided to staff relatives or organisation members,
teams worked in pairs to prevent kickback schemes, separation between field data collection and
assessment teams was ensured, and TTA’s security department carried out regular monitoring for
corruption and fraud. TTA assessed both staff and beneficiaries, including system checks for duplicate
assistance claims, cross-verification of documents, reviewing claims with local authorities when
needed, and carrying out verification of beneficiary locations in the field.

Surveys

cap

15. Did you receive the correct amount of cash?

Grand Total 100.0%

Yes 99.0%
No | 04%
I don't know
how much I 0.6%
should get.
0 0.25 05 0.75 1

Chart 4. Did you receive the correct amount of cash?
The C4P activities were delivered with a high level of efficiency as the survey results denote. Firstly
all cash recipients bar less than 1% (0.4% total) agreed that they received the correct amount, while
0.6% did not know. Further, almost half (46.4%) of survey respondents received the cash assistance



within up to ten days or less of registering, while 32.9% only waited 11-25 days and less than one-
tenth waited 26+days, while 11% stated that they were unable to remember how long it took for the
cash to be transferred.

16. How long did it take to receive your assistance after registration?
Grand Total 100.0%

I don't remember. [SARIL/

A month or more
(26+ days) [REAaRd

A few days (up to 10) 46.4%
or less .

A couple of weeks
(11-25 days) el

0.25 05 0.75 1

[=]

Chart 5. How long did it take to receive the cash assistance?

PSS

How easy was it for you to access and use the remote PSS services?

1

100.0%

0.75

05

0.25

Easy Very easy Grand Total

Chart 6. Accessibility of PSS sessions

Despite the remote modality of PSS sessions, accessibility for respondents was overwhelmingly good,
with 100% of beneficiaries evenly split between finding access to be very easy or easy. For those who
found access to be easy, some expected connectivity challenges common to conflict contexts arose,
with a small number citing lack of access to reliable technology or internet connections, while others
referenced a lack of time available for them to participate in the sessions.
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5.4. Effectiveness

GNJP and TTA's project is assessed as being broadly effective in reducing beneficiaries’
coping strategies, protection risks and improving their psychosocial wellbeing.

Project Component Indicators Achieved

1. 600 ° Beneficiaries (200 | 1. Reduced Coping Strategy Index
Households) will receive (rCSl) Rate of score reduction: target
cash assistance for a period of 3 | 90% 26.7%
months, 3,600 Ukrainian hryvnia
per person in line with the CASH
Cluster.!!

2. 500 vulnerable people receive | 2-1. Percentage of persons referred to
case management services and | within or outside of partner
are referred to for needed | organizations out of those who 100%
assistance. received case management and were
judged to need referral: Target 90%

2-2. Percentage of people who
received appropriate protection
services among those who underwent 95.8%
case management and were judged to
need referrals: Target 60%

3. The most vulnerable 1200 | Mental Health Questionnaire -
people received psychosocial | Significant  differences  (p-values)
support. calculated by comparing pre-and post- 38.1%
hoc scores on 12 items (GHQ-12: 12
Item General Health Questionnaire):
Target of less than 5%

Table 6: Outcome Indicator Results Table

This evaluation found GNJP's outcome indicators to have been mostly overachieved, with only
secondary data analysis showing that Reduced Coping Strategy Index (rCSl) score reductions have
been underachieved, with the final reduction of 26.7% falling short of the original 90% target among
beneficiaries receiving C4P. Despite this, the target of 600 beneficiaries was overachieved, with 776
beneficiaries reached according to GNJP’s most up-to-date C4P Monitoring Report.

Otherwise, referral targets reached/exceeded 100% (263 beneficiaries referred in total) while 95.8%
or 252 beneficiaries were found to have received appropriate protection services. Further, pre-and-
post-comparisons for PSS recipients found significant improvements in their overall wellbeing,
particularly for children. Overall, primary and secondary data reveal that the project was effective,
especially given that it was an emergency intervention which introduced an innovative approach to
PSS activities.

10 776 beneficiaries were reached according to GNJP’s C4P monitoring report.
11

600 people receive a cash benefit of either 3,600, 7,200, or 10,800 UAH per person, depending on their respective
protection risk
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That said, the indicator targets for reducing coping strategies through C4P assistance proved too
ambitious, despite reductions being achieved across all rCSI criteria; it should also be acknowledged,
however, that the primary purpose of C4P is not to meet the basic needs for those with generic socio
economic difficulties, while rCSl indicators see more considerable reductions during food security
and resilience/livelihoods focussed projects. According to an external stakeholder KIl from the
Protection Cluster, the reasons for this are due to a number of contextual challenges, including the
layering of both global inflation following the COVID-19 pandemic and conflict-related inflation
within Ukraine, which has led to a significant decrease in the value of the Hyrynia relative to EUR
amidst a rise in the cost of living, both inside Ukraine and globally. Despite having a tiered approach
to cash assistance, beneficiary HHs in general, and especially those with multiple family members
and complex protection needs, would inevitably struggle to reduce the majority of their coping
strategies, given the average cost of rent in Dnipro as well as medical costs, on top of daily food and
hygiene needs.

For C4P, the rCSl scores were calculated both pre and post using several factors, as shown below:

rCSl Survey Pre-scores Post-scores Reduction %

In the past 7 days, how often did your family have to 4.55 3.18 30.1%
rely on less desirable and less expensive foods?
In the past 7 days, how often did your family have to
borrow groceries or rely on help from friends or 2.26 1.84 18.5%
relatives?
How often in the past 7 days has your family had to 3.46 2.41 30.3%
limit portion sizes at meals?
In the past 7 days, how often did your family have to
limit the adults' consumption so that young children 3.38 2.63 22.2%
could eat?!?
In the past 7 days, how often has your family had to 2.99 2.16 27.8%
reduce the number of meals per day?

Total Average 3.33 2.44 26.7%

Table 7: rCSI pre and post score comparison

The rCSl scoring was framed through coping strategies related to HH food security, and the amount
of cash assistance ranges from 270 USD over 3 months to up to 777 USD over 3 months, meaning
that reductions in coping strategies is likely to be limited given the compounded crises and cost of
living crisis being faced in Ukraine, inclusive of Dnipro. Further, the reduction target of 90% was
originally intended to cover the number of beneficiaries whose scores were reduced, whereas the
phrasing implied that this was the level of reduction in scoring, which would have been too high
given the circumstances beneficiaries face.

Rather, the achievements thus far reflect careful planning by families mindful that C4P assistance is
only temporary, and with numerous economic stressors, resulting in incremental improvements
towards improving nutritional intake. Cumulatively, however, the assistance has been particularly
effective, as other protection risks (e.g. forced eviction, increased feelings of safety for vulnerable
groups) alongside reducing coping strategies have also been positively impacted.

12 409 respondents in pre-scores, and 407 respondents in post-scoring did not have children.
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Prior to implementation, and in accordance with the Global Protection Cluster’s Key Considerations,
a Protection Market Assessment could be conducted in future to understand how much specific
services/goods cost, and weight rCSI expectations based on overall monthly HH finances in light of
the cash assistance provided.

For PSS sessions, mental health scoring was split across the following categories, as below:

GHQ Survey Before After Reduction %
Individual consultations 19.5 12.0 38.5%
Group sessions for adults 15.1 9.9 34.4%
Group sessions for children 7.2 4.1 43.1%
Facilitation with children 7.8 4.7 39.7%
Total Average 124 7.68 38.1%

Table 7: PSS Scores before and after sessions

Comparisons with TTA C4P PDM

Survey findings from this evaluation were also compared with previous TTA C4P PDM survey data

and are summarised in the table below. The below comparison shows that levels of satisfaction with

the project have remained consistently high throughout the monitoring and evaluation process

although the levels within beneficiary satisfaction has dropped from very satisfied into somewhat

satisfied, which may reflect the time that has passed since assistance was received.

Project Component Survey attributes GNJP/TTA Nexus survey Comparison
and findings PDM [Jan-Feb 2025] narrative
[Oct 2024]
Cash for Protection Total population | 520 624 The Evaluation
targeted with survey survey accessed a
similar percentage of
Achieved sample 409 (79% of [ 524 (84% of targeted the targeted
targeted pop.) | pop.) population as the
Confidence level 95% 95% PDM.
confidence confidence level.
level.
Margin of error 5% 5%
Survey mode 100% phone 100% phone
Gender Female: 89% Female: 86% The proportion of
Male: 11% Male: 14% accessed female

respondents slightly
decreased from the

33




PDM to the
evaluation.
Age 18-49  years | 19-29 years old: 4.6% The proportion of
old: 41% 30-39 years old: 20% respondents  aged
50-59  years | 40-49 yearsold: 18.7% 60+ decreased
old: 15% 50-59 years old: 15.1% slightly from the PDM
60+ years old: 60+ years old: 41.6% to the evaluation
44% survey.
Disability Yes: 57% Yes: 30% The overall
No: 43% No: 70% proportion of
respondents with

disability decreased
significantly from the
PDM sample size to
It is
unclear as to why this

the evaluation.

is.

Satisfaction with | Very satisfied: | Very satisfied: 70% While satisfaction
amount of cash 91.8% Somewhat satisfied: | levels have remained
Satisfied: 7.1% | 27% consistently high
Neutral: 1.9% across both phases of
Don’t know or unsure: | monitoring and
0.8% evaluation, there is a
Dissatisfied: 0.2% clear decrease from
those feeling very
satisfied from the
PDM to the

evaluation.
Awareness of | Aware: 100% Aware: 55% Awareness was
feedback Not aware: 0% | Not aware: 45% significantly lower in
mechanisms: the evaluation
compared to the
PDM, for reasons
that are unclear.

However, there are
usually some
respondents who are
unaware of how to

provide feedback.

Table 5. Comparison of findings from GNJP C4P PDM and Evaluation survey
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According to project stakeholders, and as evidenced in M&E reports, feedback from beneficiaries
shows they are responding well to the integrated network of services, particularly to the PSS activities.
Indeed, primary survey data combined with M&E data and PDMs, indicate high levels of satisfaction
among beneficiaries, while for group sessions with children, nearly all participants expressed a desire
for continued sessions. While individual consultations varied between one-off sessions and long-
term support, with regular (often weekly) follow-ups that helped beneficiaries learn coping strategies
and monitor improvements in their emotional well-being, the consistent learning across all sessions
are the techniques taught (e.g., cognitive restructuring, breathing exercises) which can have a lasting
impact on how beneficiaries manage trauma.

Although cash assistance is inherently short-term, and is designed to bridge a gap until beneficiaries
can secure more sustainable income (via IDP payments, pensions, or jobs), C4P is seen as playing a
critical role in stabilizing their immediate situation, thereby paving the way for longer-term recovery.
Surveyed beneficiaries as well as those referenced in Klls with project staff, have expressed gratitude
for the personalised and responsive assistance they received, where cash assistance supported
families who were otherwise facing eviction from their homes as well as helping those requiring
essential medical devices.

Further, qualitative feedback from facilitators and psychologists indicates that group sessions have
been instrumental in stabilising emotional conditions and building supportive community networks
among IDPs beneficiaries, which they verified through oversight from regular field visits and close
monitoring of regional offices, coupled with extensive training for case managers and streamlined
case management processes.

Effectiveness of Referral Mechanism

Referrals are a crucial part of Protection activities and reflect NGO’s ability to cooperate with local
and international actors to achieve the best possible impact for the affected populations. By setting
up an effective referral system, protection actors aim to achieve complementarity in how they "take
account of the roles, activities and capacities of others, avoiding unnecessary duplication and other
potentially negative consequences, while endeavouring to build synergies®3." Overall, an assessment
of primary and secondary data shows that this aspect is well-integrated within GNJP and TTA's
intervention.

While GNJP project documentation indicates in broad terms which state institution and/or NGOs can
provide services to beneficiaries that need referrals, this could also be further developed in the
guidelines (with a view to being regularly updated).

Referrals are usually conducted either directly or indirectly. In this case, TTA directly refers cases, as
stated in the Concept Note and as confirmed by the weekly reports, and ensures that the partner
organization or institution effectively provides the service. As the Concept Note states:

“TTA will monitor the scope of social needs and provide a necessary response in the form of case
management, social assistance, mapping of available services in regions of project coverage, referral
to the relevant institutions and organizations, and will provide psychological assistance (both
individual and group). TTA will ensure the implementation of case management modality of
assistance provision. will ensure the referral to all relevant services, including health services/medical
care and education, will monitor follow up, and intervene with the services concerned if needed.”

13 Professional Standards for Protection Work, 4th Edition: shop.icrc.org/professional-standards-for-protection-work-pdf-en.html).
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To increase the effectiveness of the referrals further, this could also be reflected during internal
monitoring, by also measuring how many cases were effectively taken care of by the partner
institution or organization. This would give a measure of how effective the referral system is in terms
of actual follow-on impact for beneficiaries, while also highlighting potential areas for improvement
if the data shows that some individuals or households did not access the services that they needed.

In order to formalise this in future project design, GNJP and TTA could consider adding an indicator
that measures the percentage of persons who received adequate services from the partner
institution or organization following a referral by TTA. Monitoring this aspect of the project would
involve calling back all beneficiaries or possibly interviewing them. To allow for corrective action, it
would be important not only to have quantitative data (# of referrals resulting in effective access to
services), but also to know what organizations or institutions could not provide the services that were
needed.

Surveys

cap

How has cash assistance affected your situation?

Grand Total 100.0%

5 - Significantly 40.8%
improved .
4 - Somewhat
improved 38.0%

3 - no changes I 0.6%
0 - Don't know or 0.6%
not sure
0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1

Chart 7. Impact on respondents’ situation as a result of cash assistance

Overall, the C4P component has been particularly effective in terms of improving beneficiaries’
situations, with 98.8% of all cash recipients stating that their situation had either significantly
improved or somewhat improved, while less than 1% noted that there had been no change.
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How long were you able to maintain the improved situation?

Grand Total 100.0%

Used immediately [Jlj 2.9%
until now ' 1.8%
Saving it for surgery I 0.6%
6 months | 0.6%
5 days | 0.6%

3 Weeks l 1.2%

Imonths [l 53%

2weeks [l 59%
2 months

1.5 months
1 week . 2.9%
1 month 63.5%

0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1

Chart 8. How long was the improved situation maintained?

While most beneficiary HHs' situation improved, this improvement was inherently time-limited due
to the nature of the emergency support being received. For most respondents, therefore, they were
able to maintain these improvements for 1 month (63.5%), while most were split between different
time periods that stretched from up to 3 months to only 1 week.

Did the cash assistance affect how protected/"safe" you/the recipient felt?

Grand Total 100.0%

Yes, I felt
**morekt

protected/safe 91.9%
after receiving
help.

No, I felt the same
way after 5.8%

receiving help.

Idc:n‘t know or I 2139
I'm not sure.

0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1

Chart 9. Did the cash assistance affect how "safe" you/the recipient felt?

Importantly, as a C4P modality, the effectiveness of the assistance correlates directly with
improvements in respondent’s feelings of safety, with 91.9% stating that they felt more safe as a
result of the intervention, while 5.8% felt no change and 2.3% did not know. These feelings of
protection or safety extends to family members as well as direct respondents, with 91.9% stating
that their wider family also felt safer as a result of this intervention, with 7.3% observing no
difference.
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Has the cash assistance under this project contributed to any problems or tensions
in your household?

1
0.75
0.5
0.25
0.8% 0.2%
0
No Not sure Yes Grand Total

Chart 10. Did the cash assistance contribute to problems of tensions?
Moreover, these wider feelings of safety were reflected within as well as outside the household, with
almost no negative unintended consequences created by the cash assistance. Of the 1 respondent
who said ‘Yes’, (0.2%) they stated that this was due to the being delivered only 3,600 Hyrynias out of
the 10,800 Hyrynias they were promised, along with an unsubstantiated claim that they were
promised a multicooker. It is unclear how this discrepancy was responded to, or indeed if they were
1 of the few beneficiaries who registered a complaint as a result.

PSS

How satisfied are you with the PSS services?

1
100.0%
0.75
0.5 53.8%
38.5%

0.25

0

Neutral Satisfied Very satisfied Grand Total

Chart 10. Levels of satisfaction among PSS beneficiaries

Satisfaction levels were high among PSS beneficiaries, with 92.3% either satisfied or very satisfied
with the sessions, while 7.7% were neutral. These levels of satisfaction correlate with further
statistical findings in terms of the project’s effectiveness, as revealed below.
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How has your ability to carry out essential daily activities changed
since receiving remote PSS support?

0.75

0.5 54.9%
38.5%
0.25
6.6%
0 [

Greatly improved  No change Somewhat improved Grand Total

Chart 11 Respondents’ abilities to carry out daily activities?

The majority of PSS beneficiaries noted an improvement in their ability to carry out daily activities
as a result of the sessions, with 61.5% stating that this had either greatly improved or somewhat
improved (more than half reflected the latter), while 38.5% noted no change.

how would you rate your sense of well-being now compared to before receiving PSS services?

1
100.00%

0.75

0.5

49.45%

0.25 29.67%

20.88%

About the same Much better Somewhat better Grand Total

Chart 12. Sense of wellbeing after the PSS sessions

The nature of mental health challenges and trauma means that progress can be incremental, or take
significant time to be felt beyond the project cycle. That said, the findings show positive evidence of
improvements in wellbeing already, which perhaps also reflects the impact of the innovative PSS
methods utilised in this project. Further, the majority (70.2%) of respondents either felt much better
or somewhat better after the PSS sessions, while just under 30% felt about the same.
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To what extent do you feel able to cope with problems in your daily

life?
1
100.0%
0.75 79.1%
0.5
0.25
6.6%
1.1% 1.1%
12.1%
=7 —
Neutral Somewhat Somewhat Very able Very Grand
able unable unable Total

Chart 13. To what extent can you cope with daily life problems?

The wider pattern among surveyed respondents is that they are part of the way towards reaching
positive mental health outcomes, with somewhat the most commonly chosen option in surveys, as
reflected again when beneficiaries were asked about how they cope with daily life problems. 79.1%
stated they were somewhat able to cope, 6.6% were very able to cope, while 12.1% were neutral
and 2.2% were either somewhat unable or very unable to cope.

Finally, secondary data also revealed some positive comments shared by beneficiaries, which are as
follows:

“I am completely satisfied; very satisfied with the communication with the social worker.”
“I request a larger amount next time; otherwise, | am satisfied.”

“I was told that you work very quickly — thank you.”

“Very satisfied with the assistance.”

“No problems arose.”

Challenges to effectiveness

The C4P modality is designed to target specific protection risks rather than general socioeconomic
vulnerabilities. However, this narrow focus can lead to confusion both for beneficiaries, who may not
understand why their broader hardships aren’t considered, as well as for staff, who sometimes find
it challenging to differentiate between general poverty and a defined protection risk.

Early in the project, according to interviewees, frontline workers at TTA sometimes used generic
socioeconomic indicators (like low income or inability to pay rent) to justify support. This approach
conflicted with the strict criteria for protection risks, prompting the need for further training and
clarification on eligibility. GNJP informants, who were engaged in continuous review of their Standard
Operating Procedures (SOPs), stated that they organized meetings with both TTA Staff and the
protection cluster to refine the criteria and improve staff understanding of what constitutes a valid

40



protection risk, ensuring more consistent application of the C4P guidelines. As mentioned under
Relevance, however, this increased understanding should also now be reflected in updated
documentation.

More broadly, understanding the project’s effectiveness was challenging when conducting surveys
like the GHQ-12, as some beneficiaries are reluctant to share personal information or appear in
photos due to privacy concerns and past trauma.

Frequent and prolonged power outages also disrupted PSS sessions, as families often prioritised
essential household tasks during blackout periods. False bomb threats and shelling in schools also
led to frequent interruptions, forcing classes to be rescheduled or shifted to online formats to ensure
safety. TTA adapted to these by adjusting schedules and coordinating sessions around known outage
times and security protocols.

Accountability to beneficiaries

This project employed a monitoring framework that included the GHQ-12 for psychosocial well-being
alongside field visits by the MEAL team to ensure consistent oversight. Regular reporting via weekly
meetings and monthly summaries, as evidenced in the desk review has also mitigated any challenges
of remote management from Romania.

According to TTA Staff, children and parents are informed from the outset about the available hotline
and feedback mechanisms designed to safeguard their rights; as part of the protocols, severe
complaints are escalated to GNJP while routine feedback is managed at the TTA level. Additionally,
beneficiaries are provided with clear instructions and verification processes, such as follow-up calls,
field checks, and the submission of receipts for in-kind support, to confirm that assistance is received
and used appropriately.

C4P Surveys

Do you know how to file a complaint or provide feedback to the April 10 organization regarding the
assistance you received?

1

0.75

05

0.25

Yes Grand Total

Chart 13. Do you know how to provide feedback?

In terms of awareness of FCMs, just over half of respondents were aware of how to do so (54.9%),
while 45.1% were unaware. Of those who were aware of the FCM, a significant number of
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respondents cited speaking directly to TTA staff (41.4%), others cited the hotline (22.5%) and social
media (8.5%), while only 2.5% referenced the feedback box.

27. Have you submitted a complaint or suggestion regarding this aid project?

97.5% 100.0%

0.75
05
0.25
25%
0 L]
Yes Grand Total

Chart 14. Have you submitted a complaint or suggestion?

While the vast majority had not used the FCM, 2.5% of respondents did in fact state that they had
submitted feedback; however, this may have been a suggestion rather than a complaint. Of those 13
respondents who did submit feedback, all of them were very satisfied with TTA’s response.

Overall, 98.3% of respondents also claimed they had been treated with respect and dignity by TTA

staff, while 1 respondent disagreed, 3 respondents partially agreed and 1% did not know or were
unsure.

PSS Surveys

16. Were you informed about how to provide feedback or file complaints about the services?

Somewhat informed

Not informed I 1.9%

0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1

Chart 15. Were you informed about how to provide feedback?

Similarly with C4P, just over half of PSS respondents were aware of how to provide feedback or file
complaints (55.8%), while 1.9% were not informed, 15.4% were somewhat informed (they did not
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expand on to what extent they were informed), while 26.9% were unsure. As such, TTA should
consider increasing awareness-raising among future participants of the FCM methods, to ensure
more beneficiaries are both aware of the available channels and feel comfortable in providing
feedback where appropriate.

5.5. Impact

GNJP’s project was found to be quite impactful given the narrow timeline in which the
project was implemented, while deeper impact was beyond the overall scope of this
intervention.

GNJP’s and TTA’s intervention reflected some impact in terms of positive protection and mental
wellbeing outcomes for beneficiaries. However, as a relatively short-term intervention, it was not
carried out in order to achieve lasting impact but rather to address acute essential needs of targeted
beneficiaries, many of whom were either displaced or had lost access to their livelihoods while
experiencing varying degrees of psychological trauma and were either survivors of protection
incidents, or were susceptible to protection risks.

To this end, impact is limited to the short-term timeframe in which these activities were
implemented. Evidence of positive impacts from primary and secondary data is reflected more
broadly in how, by addressing immediate needs such as access to cash for survival, harmful coping
strategies associated with severe financial hardship were prevented or reduced. Beneficiaries,
particularly IDPs and those with health-related issues, have reportedly experienced reduced coping
stress and improved capacity to start rebuilding their lives, while others have reportedly moved from
a state of depression to a more stable and connected condition after several weeks of PSS sessions.

For a deeper and maximised level of impact, future projects should be conducted over a longer
timeframe, between 2-3 years, allowing for longitudinal studies to be conducted which can measure
the effect of these services on complex mental health and protection challenges over a more
sustained period of time.

PSS

15. Do you feel better equipped to manage your mental health needs after receiving these services?

1

100.0%

0.75
05
025
0

Definitely yes Probably yes Unsure Grand Total

Chart 17. Do you feel better equipped to manage your mental health now?
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While impact is challenging to deeply analyse at this stage, PSS beneficiaries nonetheless showed
some signs of short-term impact on their mental health through their ability to manage themselves
and deal with the challenges they face, some of which are collective challenges due to the conflict,
and others are highly personalised and felt at the individual as well as the family-level. Indeed, the
majority responded either probably yes or definitely yes (86.3%) when asked this question, while
13.7% were unsure (but not emphatically negative). Further, 84.6% stated that the PSS sessions had
greatly helped or somewhat helped them to face these challenges, while 15.4% felt there had been
no impact in this regard.

5.6. Sustainability

GNJP and TTA’s project included elements of sustainability within the Case Management
and PSS services, which notably included capacity-building of TTA staff.

While C4P has a strong immediate effect and can reduce protection risks and negative coping
strategies during the implementation period, it is unclear if these effects will endure. Indeed, staff
Klls see longer-term sustainability in the PSS and CM components, particularly as these helped to
build local capacity of IP staff and supported the development of ongoing services through local
providers. That said, although the cash assistance has a short-term focus (typically covering a three-
month period), its role in stabilising households also lays the groundwork for longer-term recovery
and resilience, reflecting an important initial link in the chain towards future recovery.

Tangible examples of sustainable practices include the skills taught in PSS sessions (e.g., stress-coping
and breathing techniques) which are expected to have a lasting effect by giving beneficiaries the
tools to better manage crises even after the project ends. Furthermore, the formation of supportive
communities during group sessions further contributes to the long-term resilience of participants.

Overall, given its short-term scope, this project cannot be fully analysed in terms of longer-term
sustainability. Where elements of sustainability exist within the CM and PSS components, this would
also need to be measured over time in order to ascertain whether beneficiaries’ protection risks,
coping strategies and psychosocial wellbeing improvements have been sustained, as part of a study
linked back to activities they received with TTA. It is also difficult to assess sustainability for
beneficiaries with more complex PSS needs; for those with less complex mental health needs, while
their improvements are more likely to remain, the context remains volatile and unpredictable and
which complicates any forecasting of continuous wellbeing.

5.7. Cross-cutting Themes

5.7.1. Localisation

Localisation of aid is defined as shifting the control, decision-making, and resources in humanitarian
and development responses from international actors to local and national organizations.
Localisation is therefore grounded in the idea that local actors that are embedded within their
communities are best placed to understand and address the specific needs of their populations. This
approach emphasizes building local capacity, ensuring that funding reaches those directly affected,
and fostering equitable partnerships where local organizations lead or co-lead the response. Key
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documents such as the Grand Bargain from the World Humanitarian Summit have underscored
localisation as essential for more accountable, effective, and sustainable aid delivery.'

Best practice of localisation can be achieved through several approaches, which taken together
should embody the principles of empowerment, equity, and sustainability in humanitarian action.
These include the long-term strengthening of local organisations’ capacities and response
mechanisms, including programmatically but also institutionally through the development of policies
and procedures to increase their compliance and accountability with donors, along with the means
to achieve direct funding that builds financial sustainability.

Overall, this evaluation found some compelling evidence of localisation which had been utilised in
this intervention, as a result of a former project in Romania supervised by a Japanese psychiatrist on
innovate PSS implementation, as well as through Romania-level staff showing flexibility in allowing
Ukrainian staff to improve or adapt the project according to evolving needs - as evidenced with PSS
sessions.

As Klls reflected, by training local staff and establishing clear communication channels with local state
bodies and service providers, the project also creates ownership at the regional level; something
which can continue to function even after the project ends, as local partners become more capable
of managing similar interventions independently. Indeed, one TTA Staff informant clarified that, after
they received training from the Japanese psychiatrist, they began down-streaming the learning and
subsequently trained TTA facilitators, including one of TTA’s psychologists, to ensure they
understood the PSS methodology.

In terms of the partnership modality itself, this was characterised by GNJP and TTA staff as follows:
While GNJP as the intermediary fund-holder technically had the key power in this dynamic, beyond
their technical support during team discussions from the Romania-level, and higher-level oversight
from HQ-level, they shared significant power with TTA throughout the intervention. Moreover, this
also reveals a more streamlined approach at the institutional-level, where modality changes in NGO
activities can often take several months (e.g. with UN entities as donors), in this case the process was
comparatively smooth and free of bureaucratic challenges and delays; as referenced directly buy one
GNJP Kl when discussing the need for flexibility regarding beneficiary selection criteria.

However, while localisation was being practiced in this project in relation to TTA’s increased
capacitation and autonomy, it was also clear that localisation as a term and a concept was not yet
well understood across all staff. Localisation was not explicitly referred to in JPF’s call for proposals
or project design phase, while the desk review showed there was no Memorandum of Understanding
(MoU) document which could have better outlined this in terms of wider expectations from TTA as
to the levels of support provided by GNJP.

Where gaps in the wider localisation agenda exist within this intervention, such as access to direct
funding opportunities, which would remove the power dynamic inherent in any INGO - NNGO
relationship where the INGO holds the funding, this is more reflective of a lack of a wider strategic
vision within Japanese humanitarian and development donor representatives. Indeed, there is a
need to generate shared institutional or country-level understanding of the term, what successful
localisation looks like in theory and practice, how this might evolve over time, and how it intersects
with Japan’s regional interests, which would then inform JPF’s calls for proposals, with a clearly-
defined localisation component requested in all future humanitarian practise to be applied from
design to implementation phases.

14 https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/grand-bargain
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For a deeper analysis of localisation, JPF should consider utilising the localisation framework tool*

from which to develop an institutional framework, and through which deeper insights into
localisation could be drawn, which may encompass a focus on developing institutional policies and
practices among local IPs, or indeed improving their ability to raise funds and implement projects
with limited guidance and support; this would depend on the key determinations outlined by the
donor.

Further, it is also unclear to what extent the donor and Member NGOs are engaged in the wider
localisation agenda with key multilateral, bilateral and local stakeholders in their countries of
operation. Indeed, as long as this disconnect exists from JPF HQ level, MoFA-level, Embassy-level as
well as humanitarian actors at field-level, stronger evidence of localisation in action will inevitably be
varied, and limited in depth, when evaluating this component in JPF member NGO programming.

At present, the Member NGO - IP dynamic can be seen both as giving local staff greater autonomy
while also sub-contracting the main bulk of the workload, as well as the operational risks. Further, it
is inevitable that frontline staff will need support for their psychosocial wellbeing, with limited
MHPSS support currently being offered. This can have negative connotations for localisation as well
as the perception of Japanese Member NGOs in Ukraine, and access to MHPSS services for IP staff
should be redressed for future interventions.

5.7.2. Remote Management

Remote management of humanitarian operations is a key implementation modality by INGOs in
conflict zones where the increased complexity creates numerous challenges for NGOs to navigate.
This section outlines the pros and cons of remote management of humanitarian projects in the
Ukraine context while also providing a nuanced assessment of GNJP’s leadership and the pros and
cons of being based in regional countries (in this case Romania).

Overall, this evaluation found good evidence of GNJP’s wider leadership role in this intervention,
reflected in a dynamic where GNJP team at HQ level provided overall supervision including strategic
direction, problem-solving support, and guidance for multiple projects, including the cash for
protection intervention, while the Program Coordinator for GNJP led the project from Romania,
overseeing both the planning and the on-ground implementation in Ukraine, coordinating with TTA
as well as communicating with HQ.

GNJP Klls state that HQ level plays a critical role in ensuring the quality of reporting, financial
oversight, and adherence to donor guidelines, complementing on-the-ground experience in Romania,
where GNJP regional team supports TTA by reviewing and finalizing SOPs, refining monitoring tools,
and advising on the interpretation of protection risks. This technical input reportedly ensured that
TTA's interventions align with both donor requirements and protection cluster standards.

While this project’s conceptual framework was developed initially at the Romania-level, TTA staff
provided crucial local insights that reflected data from the Dnipro region. TTA also developed the
SOPs for beneficiary selection based on Protection Cluster guidelines, which were then discussed,
reviewed and approved by GNJP during regular weekly meetings. At the field level, beneficiary cases
are then finalised by TTA staff, who ensure consistency with the project’s C4P criteria before bank
transfers are executed.

15 https://humanitarianadvisorygroup.org/insight/measuring-localisation-framework-and-tools/

46


https://humanitarianadvisorygroup.org/insight/measuring-localisation-framework-and-tools/
https://humanitarianadvisorygroup.org/insight/measuring-localisation-framework-and-tools/

Pros and cons of remote management

While the current structure provides GNJP Romania with direct control of implementation, which is
conducive to advancing the localisation agenda, at the same time, the dynamic is not equitable given
the differences in terms of workload and risk between GNJP and TTA. Primary data presented also
reflected a clear advantage in having the Japanese presence in Ukraine by allowing several field visits
from HQ during the project design and implementation phases.

Importantly, having a physical presence in Ukraine, even during field visits, is also a reflection of a
deeper commitment by the Government of Japan (GolJ) to Ukraine. Multiple INGOs and bilateral and
multilateral donors have an office presence in Ukraine, while the GolJ also has a diplomatic presence,
whereas the absence of Japanese humanitarian actors may create negative “visibility” due to a
perceived lack of commitment among local stakeholders, as they can be seen to be subcontracting
all their activities by proxy rather than making the effort to travel and engage directly with the
context and affected populations.

GNJP KllIs reinforced a preference to enter Ukraine and gain greater exposure to the context, while
the current policy of Gol/Japanese MoFA prevents direct, on-the-ground supervision which can
result in delays and challenges in real-time decision-making. Nonetheless staff also acknowledged
that having Japanese staff operate from a neighbouring country (like Romania) improves
communication and responsiveness compared to working solely from Japan.

Indeed, when comparing neighbouring countries as a base of operations with Japan HQ, there are
some clear advantages to GNJP staff being based in Romania, regardless of the fact that remote
management occurs from both locations. For example, the differing time zones can make
communication slower, which can make decision-making less efficient in an unpredictable conflict
context where quick decisions can sometimes be crucial; geographic proximity is therefore valuable
in this regard. One GNJP KII highlighted how previous experience gained working from Romania had
informed improvements to the project design for this intervention.

Another reason is contextual and cultural alignment. Romania also hosts Ukrainian refugees, which
provides Japanese staff with levels of exposure to the context, other Ukrainian humanitarian actors,
and the types of stakeholders they would be encountering in the field, thereby increasing their
understanding and allowing them to build connections, while also former deeper insights into the
socio-political landscape, which is a distinct advantage compared to a distant location, and which can
inform how they manage challenges and tailor future interventions.

Overall, remote-management ultimately means that Japanese staff will have limited first-hand
interaction with communities, meaning that they rely more heavily on Implementing Partners, which
while good for local ownership and steering of the project, also limits Japanese staff from building a
deeper understanding of cultural, social, and political dynamics which can inform programmatic
decisions at HQ-level. Coordinating activities with other agencies, monitoring implementation and
following up with beneficiaries are all complicated by the fact that managers are absent from the
area of implementation. It likewise becomes increasingly difficult for beneficiaries to hold the
implementing agencies accountable, as they are limited in their ability to follow up with senior
management staff.

Moreover, preventing Japanese staff from having even a brief presence in-country also impacts their
ability to build trust and rapport with local communities and stakeholders; this would also
significantly improve visibility for JPF in the long-term. Indeed, by not having a regular field presence
in Ukraine, Japan could be at a comparable visibility disadvantage to other INGOs who are based in
Lviv, Kyiv or Dnipro for example, and who are able to maintain longer-term engagement with
partners, local stakeholders and beneficiaries.
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Conversely, remote management models do reduce overall risks to staff by minimising their exposure
to conflict zones, including psychological distress as well as the potential for casualties. The costs of
travel and security can also be significant in conflict contexts, meaning GNJP’s intervention is
potentially more cost-effective than if they were based in Ukraine, with more money available to be
utilised on project implementation (in this case, reaching more beneficiaries with C4P and PSS
support), thereby increasing overall effectiveness. Therefore, the decision of whether to increase or
reduce Japan’s humanitarian footprint in Ukraine is dependent on how JPF and Japanese MoFA
balance between increasing programmatic knowledge and visible commitment among HQ Staff on
the one hand, and diverting resources away from operational overheads towards communities on
the other hand. With this in mind, another option would be to conduct several field visits by Japanese
staff to the project locations throughout the intervention.

However, increased localisation can also highlight a power imbalance. The majority of NGO or CSO
staff casualties are often Ukrainian, as they were directly engaged in frontline aid distribution areas
such as Donetsk, conditions from which cities in Western Ukraine are relatively far removed. At the
same time, Japan retains a diplomatic presence in Kyiv; given that this presence is considered feasible,
a limited humanitarian presence could also be considered. Indeed, areas of Western Ukraine
including Lviv, while not immune from missile and drone strikes, are relatively secure by comparison
and are close to the Polish border should staff decide to evacuate. The GoU is also considering
opening the airspace in Western Ukraine, and JPF should follow any updates in relation to increasing
their potential travel in the country.

Should the decision remain to keep Japanese staff in remote locations during project implementation,
however, another option would be to vary between remote management and field visits, with several
in-person field visits expected by Member NGO staff throughout the project cycle.

5.7.3. Visibility

This evaluation’s key finding in relation to visibility, is directly related to the nature of remote
management and the benefits tied to having a Japanese presence in the field. Primary data shows
that not having Japanese staff physically present during the design and implementation phase
creates significant limitations around overall lasting visibility for JPF and Gol. For C4P, the
overwhelming majority 98.9% of surveyed respondents were aware that TTA provided the cash
assistance but had no recollection of Japanese involvement in the assistance. Indeed, no respondents
referenced a Japanese organisation and did not know which organisation other than TTA was
supporting them with this assistance.

Klls explained that visibility is achieved through TTA promoting activities through banners, posters,
and community outreach in Dnipro city and surrounding villages, which indicate the funding comes
from the GoJ and JPF, while there is also an effort to ensure that local authorities and beneficiaries
are aware of this, during stakeholder consultations as well as SMS messages to cash recipients.
Further, when face-to-face registration occurs, there is a JPF logo on the banner visible to
beneficiaries, while project staff also explain these details to them. Further, TTA also confirmed that
beneficiaries, while they are unable to remember the name of the Japanese organization, they are
aware of the nation funding this intervention, as evidenced by the fact all their words of gratitude
and calls to the hotline begin with the phrase “the Japanese project in Dnipropetrovsk Oblast.

Overall, this evaluation found limited evidence of visibility, which is assessed as being directly related
to the lack of a Japanese presence in the field. Primary data shows that not having Japanese staff
physically present during the design and implementation phase creates significant limitations around
overall lasting visibility for JPF and GoJ, as survey results with C4P beneficiaries verifies below. Indeed,
the findings show both in this project and across other JPF-funded Ukraine projects, that logos and
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SMS messages are not sufficient methods of exposure for beneficiaries to become concretely aware
of Japanese involvement.

That said, it is also very common among most humanitarian actors who implement assistance directly,
that their beneficiaries either do not know or simply forget after the passing of several weeks and
months, the identity of the donor organisation. It is also understandable that most beneficiaries will
forget this information after activities have concluded. Yet the lack of any Japanese Member NGO
staff or representatives being present in the field was also seen as an added disadvantage. Therefore,
there is simply no substitute for face-to-face interactions between Japanese staff, local stakeholders
and beneficiary communities, which is seen as the most impactful way to establish connections and
heighten visibility.

6. Recommendations

6.1. Strategic Recommendations for JPF

e Consider allowing Japanese Member NGOs to open an office in Western Ukraine, (e.g. Lviv),
to increase visibility and build stronger and more sustainable partnerships.

o If a Ukraine office is not opened, consider allowing GNJP staff to conduct regular in-
person visits to Ukraine when feasible to complement remote oversight.

e To improve visibility, it should be expected that Japanese Staff visit beneficiary communities
during each project, during design phase discussions with local stakeholders as well as during
internal monitoring exercises with beneficiaries.

e Develop a coherent localisation strategy for future project implementation, tailored to each
context, which provides clear and measurable actions for future programmatic operations.

o Utilise internationally-recognised localisation reporting to inform future agenda,
including the Humanitarian Advisory Group Localisation Framework and the Inter-
agency Standing Committee (IASC) Global Localisation Framework.

o Work with UN Agencies and local partners in each region to identify priority actions

that JPF and Member NGOs can take to shift towards locally-led humanitarian
systems.

O Design an indicator framework that will enable JPF and their partners to track
progress against ambitions and commitments.

e Establish MoUs between all Member NGOs and implementing partners. This should include
delineating responsibilities and anticipated risk levels.

e Consider increasing avenues for cooperation among Japanese Member NGOs through
security updates, contextual developments, joint-research collaborations, including Needs
Assessments in areas where there is sectoral overlap between members and their IPs.

O Include within future TORs the requirement for proposals to present community-
level data that informs programming needs in the regions of operation.

e JPF Working Groups should include definable criteria and a clear agenda to inform their
overall purpose, including mainstreaming institutional knowledge-sharing across all
members and highlighting areas for short-term and longer-term collaboration - e.g. on needs
assessments, stakeholder mapping and joint-project proposal development.
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6.2. Programmatic Recommendations for GNJP

Continue the integrated design (Cash for Protection, Case Management, Psychosocial
Support), as holistic interventions effectively address complex beneficiary needs.

Maintain flexibility within project modalities to respond dynamically to changing
humanitarian contexts and emerging beneficiary needs.

GNJP and TTA should consider conducting an updated assessment of Financial Service
Providers (FSP) to determine whether UKRSIB is the most cost effective and efficient option
for delivery of cash assistance. Transparency in how the FSP has been selected should be at
a minimum documented in an accompanying document to the SOPs (or similar)
demonstrating details such as fees charged and procedures.

O GNIJP and TTA should consider identifying alternative distribution methods for
vulnerable beneficiaries who are unable to access ATMs (either due to lack of
banking details, lack of state approved identification, physical mobility restrictions
etc.).

Future C4P projects should continue to benefit from flexibility in being able to determine
when the selection criteria is accidentally omitting highly vulnerable individuals/households.
However, there should be a written procedure (such as in the SOPs or an annex to the SOPs)
to detail how these cases will be determined and approved internally in order to reduce risk
for abuse. This should be designed so that it is not cumbersome, but should consider for
example having a minimum of two technical project staff (positions to be determined) as
well as one staff member who is slightly removed who must document and sign off on such
cases.

Advocate for budget lines in all future projects covering access to MHPSS support for TTA
staff operating in volatile contexts.
O This could be provided in the form of in-house psychologist consultant services
provided by JPF or Gol, or could be in the form of a monthly stipend to staff.

o Allocate budget lines specifically dedicated to staff mental health support,
potentially through external consultants or periodic professional counselling.
B This could be supplemented by quarterly check-ins between Member NGO

and IP staff, if IP staff feel comfortable in doing so, to share updates on their
progress with the support, if they find it helpful and to what extent.
Increase flexibility in the budget to cover exchange rate losses - or utilise emerging
cryptocurrency technology such as stablecoins, pegged to the USD, to insulate cash transfers
from banking fees, exchange rate changes or inflation while significantly improving the speed
of funding transfers.
o Seek free advisory consultations with stablecoin platforms for guidance on crypto-
philanthropy and crypto-charity fundraising through institutions such as The Giving
Block or Coala Pay).

o Consult key online resources including Funding The Commons.

o0 Partners should also join a discord and/or telegram group to ingratiate themselves
within crypto-communities.

Include a budget line for group support and supervision for CM and PSS components, as
enhanced team supervision is critical to help prevent burnout among psychologists and
support staff.
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Consider including an additional indicator in future projects for Case Management that
measures the percentage of persons who received adequate services from the partner
institution or organization following a referral by TTA.

Clearly document and disseminate C4P selection criteria and guidelines among project staff
and beneficiaries to ensure transparency and understanding.

O Provide periodic training and refreshers for frontline workers to enhance their
ability to differentiate between general socioeconomic needs and specific
protection risks.

Strengthen structured team/group supervision to reduce burnout and support emotional
wellbeing of staff handling sensitive protection cases.

Enhance resource allocation to accommodate case management workloads effectively and
avoid overburdening staff, ensuring the quality of beneficiary follow-ups.

Continue utilizing innovative trauma-informed methodologies, such as art-based
interventions, and expand session topics based on evolving community demands (e.g.,
coping with grief, sexual health education, chronic stress management).

O Integrate group sessions with parents and children to foster improved family
dynamics and community-building.

Develop specific child-centred criteria for beneficiary selection, clearly outlining the
inclusion of vulnerable children and adolescents, particularly unaccompanied minors.

O Engage with the Child Protection Cluster regularly to enhance mainstreaming child
protection guidelines in project interventions.

Increase beneficiary awareness of available feedback mechanisms through repeated
orientation sessions, clear informational materials, and proactive communication during
interactions.

o Continuously monitor and document beneficiary feedback to ensure accountability,
addressing any gaps promptly.

Refine data protection protocols to clearly outline access, responsibilities, data storage, and
handling of sensitive information, especially for protection-related activities.
O Provide regular training to all staff members to maintain adherence to GDPR and
local data protection standards.
Continue capacity-building efforts for implementing partner staff (e.g., TTA), particularly
around sensitive case management, innovative PSS approaches, and data management
practices.
O Foster partnerships with local institutions and organizations that can sustain
elements of the project beyond the funding period.
Consider funding longer-term interventions (2-3 years) to deepen and measure sustained
impacts, particularly in mental health and protection outcomes.
o Conduct longitudinal studies to better understand lasting benefits of psychosocial
and case management interventions.
Prioritize the inclusion of a Protection Market Assessment during the project design phase,
making the necessary resources available such as budget lines and staff. Findings should
complement existing contextual knowledge and further engage IPs in the project design.
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This could include 8-10 KllIs with local and regional stakeholders, sub-national cluster
representatives, along with ¢.100 - 200 surveys across selected Hromadas, along
with a desk review of available data including market assessments, minimum
expenditure baskets, and recommendations and strategy documents from relevant
working groups/clusters.

Assessments should consider possible complementarity of economic recovery and
livelihood interventions to enhance project sustainability, positively contribute to
markets and the Ukrainian economy as a whole, and support vulnerable individuals
to increase their economic well-being.
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Annex: An Analysis of Cash Modalities in the Ukraine Response

C4P vs MPCA

The humanitarian response to the Ukraine crisis has included an unprecedented scale-up of cash-
based assistance, notably the “no-regrets” blanket approach of Multipurpose Cash Assistance
(MPCA) as well as more specialized, targeted Cash for Protection (C4P) programming. While MPCA
provides unrestricted cash to meet a range of basic and essential needs, C4P utilises cash or vouchers
to address specific protection-related needs of individuals or households, with the aim of preventing
or reducing protection risks and negative coping strategies®®. In the Ukraine context, roughly half of
all humanitarian cash aid has been MPCA, yet NGOs (including but exclusively GNJP and TTA) are also
implementing other cash modalities like C4P as well as sector-specific grants (e.g. cash for rent) in
order to fill critical gaps in the response.

This report compares the two approaches with a focus on their impact, cost-effectiveness, target
populations, and implementation challenges in the Ukraine response.

Overall Impact on Beneficiaries

MPCA has been a cornerstone of the Ukraine response, delivering fast and flexible support to address
emergency needs. For almost all conflict-affected beneficiaries, the means to purchase essentials
(food, medicine, clothing), or pay for rent to avoid eviction, has been essential in stabilising
household finances and preventing destitution. According to global post-distribution monitoring by
UNHCR, 95% of surveyed households have reported that cash assistance improved their living
conditions, a reflection of its broad short-term effectiveness as an emergency response modality?’.

Furthermore, MPCA has helped to reduce negative coping mechanisms employed by communities,
such as skipping meals, reducing nutrition intake or selling assets. WFP’s Ukraine cash survey found
that while many beneficiaries still had to rely on food rationing or their savings, 98% felt the cash
assistance process was dignified and respectful, indicating it preserved their sense of agency and
dignity as well as addressing their key needs®,

Importantly, by giving beneficiaries decision-making authority on how best to address their needs,
MPCA also empowers them to prioritize expenses according to their situation; the impact of this on
stress reduction has also been significant, with up to 95% of families noting reduced levels of stress®®.

The other notable benefit of MPCA is the multiplier effect on local economies, with evidence from
CALP showing that MPCA can fuel market recovery in crises®.

While Cash for Protection is smaller in scale, its impact is no less significant, as it directly targets
protection-related needs and risks on a case-by-case basis, reflecting more personalised supportina
context where individual and HH needs vary and are complex. C4P has been used to prevent gender-
based violence, family separation, exploitation, and other protection threats by removing financial
barriers that put vulnerable people at risk. For example, C4P in Ukraine has covered urgent expenses
like safe transportation for evacuees, temporary accommodation to avoid homelessness, medical
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fees for war injuries or trauma, and documentation costs for IDPs lacking papers, as revealed by the
Global Protection Cluster??.

Secondary literature shows that addressing these needs quickly through cash assistance, particularly
when received efficiently due to digital banking technology in Ukraine, can produce immediate
protection benefits, such as averting evictions, enabling access to healthcare or legal services, and
giving survivors of violence a means to seek help safely. One case study from Ukraine noted that local
NGOs identified scenarios where only cash assistance could resolve these issues, such as paying for
passport replacement, family reunification travel, or specialized medicine, which standard services
could not cover. It is worth noting, however, that MPCA will also cover some of these aspects, and
therefore while they are distinct modalities, there is inevitable overlap in how they serve
beneficiaries.

Indeed, while C4P interventions improve beneficiaries’ safety and well-being, they are typically used
for a smaller number of individuals, as it is a resource-heavy and time-consuming activity in
comparison to MPCA. Yet secondary literature also shows that there are synergies, as recipients of
C4P may also receive MPCA for basic needs; the C4P component complements broader assistance by
specifically empowering them to overcome protection hurdles (for instance, a cash grant to a single
mother to afford childcare while she seeks employment can reduce the risk of child neglect).
Protection monitoring in Ukraine suggests that beneficiaries credit these grants with helping them
avoid harm and living with greater dignity (e.g. being able to leave an unsafe situation).?

Nevertheless, both cash modalities have contributed to beneficiary empowerment, albeit in different
ways. MPCA, being unrestricted, maximizes choice by allowing displaced people to decide how best
to spend it?. This autonomy is often cited by Ukrainians as a boost to their dignity and self-
determination, in contrast to blanket in-kind aid. Digital delivery of MPCA (common in Ukraine via
bank transfers or e-wallets) has further promoted financial inclusion and convenience for
beneficiaries. Conversely, C4P is usually delivered as part of a protection case management process,
as part of more holistic support, that directly addresses personal crises or obstacles beyond cash
injections alone. While there are more restrictions on what beneficiaries can purchase, the outcomes
can be more profound. For instance, a one-time C4P grant might enable a person with disabilities to
purchase a wheelchair, thereby restoring their mobility (a profound empowerment and quality-of-
life improvement)®.

In summary, while MPCA primarily empowers through economic relief and freedom of use, C4P
empowers by removing specific barriers to safety, rights and well-being.

Cost-Effectiveness

MPCA is widely regarded as a cost-effective and efficient modality in humanitarian operations. By
consolidating support for multiple needs into a single cash transfer, MPCA avoids the higher logistics
costs of delivering separate in-kind goods (food, NFls, etc.) and leverages existing market supply
chains. Secondary literature also indicates that cash assistance is consistently more efficient to
deliver than in-kind aid when markets are functional®.

21 Ibid.

22 Ibid.

23 Ibid.

24 Ibid.

25 CALP
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In Ukraine, where the banking infrastructure and markets have remained largely operational, direct
cash transfers can be conducted at scale, with significant implications for cost-effectiveness. For
example, an IRC analysis found overhead costs as low as 14 cents per $1 of cash in large MPCA
programs, whereas very small programs had higher unit costs, meaning once major MPCA programs
were conducted at scale, the cost per dollar delivered dropped significantly?.

The Ukraine response saw an unprecedented scale-up: over $1.2 billion in MPCA to ~6 million people
in the first year, enabling economies of scale. A coordinated MPCA approach also yields efficiency
gains by reducing duplicate registration and assessment efforts across agencies. For example, WFP
partnered with Ukraine’s Ministry of Social Policy to use a central registration platform (e-dopomoga)
for identifying cash recipients, streamlining outreach and avoiding parallel systems. In short, the unit
costs of delivering MPCA in Ukraine have been relatively low, making it a cost-effective way to assist
large populations quickly?’.

By comparison, C4P programs are more resource-intensive per beneficiary. Each C4P case often
requires individual assessment, case management, and tailored follow-up by specialized protection
staff, which incurs higher administrative costs relative to the cash assistance. In Ukraine, C4P has
been mainly implemented by protection-focused NGOs often reaching hundreds (rather than
millions) of people, meaning it has not benefited from the same economies of scale as MPCA. For
instance, World Vision and local partners provided C4P to just over 1,000 at-risk individuals (mainly
marginalized Roma families and IDPs with acute protection risks) at a cost of $259,000, while their
MPCA programs reached 176,000 people with $38 million?,

Yet the outcomes are often deeper. While C4P budgets were a small fraction of MPCA budgets, and
the cost per household of C4P assistance was relatively higher, C4P’s cost-effectiveness should be
viewed in terms of outcomes: these grants may prevent extremely costly harms. For example,
research by the Global Protection Cluster shows that a few hundred dollars to keep a survivor of
violence safe or to reunite a child with family can avert long-term trauma or the need for extensive
institutional support?®. Rather than being centred on broad poverty alleviation, C4P funds are
focused where they have highest protective impact.

Overall, while NGOs utilising the C4P modality have conducted operations through the same transfer
mechanisms as MPCA due to its efficiency and cost-effectiveness, the overall efficiency of C4P is
lower than MPCA, because of its bespoke nature and the necessary investment in protection services
surrounding the cash. Therefore, MPCA remains the preferred modality for cost-effective, large-scale
assistance to the general affected population, while C4P delivers high value for specific cases by
addressing problems MPCA alone cannot solve.®®* When combined, however, overall effectiveness
naturally increases, with MPCA used as the primary support for basic needs, with C4P an added
layer of support for individuals who need extra help to reach protection outcomes>.

Suitability for Different Target Populations

MPCA is designed for broad groups of crisis-affected households, making it suitable for the majority
of Ukrainian IDPs, refugees, and host community members who have lost income and therefore
access to services as a result of the conflict. MPCA in Ukraine was initially rolled out with relatively
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simple eligibility (e.g. all recently displaced households, or those in hard-hit areas), then gradually
refined to prioritize more vulnerable categories as the crisis evolved, with common vulnerability
criteria including low-income families, the elderly, people with disabilities, single mothers and large
families; all of whom are less able to meet basic needs. For example, WFP focused MPCA on
pensioners, people with disabilities, and others with socioeconomic vulnerabilities in frontline
oblasts, delivering three months of cash assistance to nearly 1.2 million people in these categories®?.

MPCA'’s versatility makes it a “one-size-fits-most” solution, and is therefore appropriate whenever
households have multiple needs and local markets can supply goods. In the Ukraine context, (a
middle-income country with functioning markets and developed banking infrastructure), MPCA was
suitable even for remote communities once access was established, since money could be
transferred electronically. That said, vulnerable groups can still be excluded from this approach, as
MPCA alone may not adequately serve those with extraordinary needs (e.g. a war-wounded person
requiring expensive care) or those facing threats beyond economic hardship.

Cash for Protection, by contrast, is highly targeted to specific at-risk individuals or households such
as those described above. It is most suitable for people who, in addition to (or because of) the general
crisis, face acute protection threats or barriers that cannot be resolved by MPCA or services alone.
Typical target populations for C4P in Ukraine have included survivors of gender-based violence or
trafficking, unaccompanied or separated children, persons with disabilities or serious medical
conditions that create protection risks, minority groups facing discrimination in aid access, and those
at imminent risk of eviction, exploitation, or harm due to lack of resources. For instance, C4P has
been utilised by local organisations to assist marginalized Roma communities in eastern Ukraine who
were often excluded from other aid — providing them with cash to cover documentation fees and
emergency needs®:,

Similarly, child protection agencies identified families where a small cash infusion could prevent
child-family separation or enable access to school, tailoring assistance accordingly. Because C4P is
delivered through a protection lens, it is most suitable when accompanied by case management or
complementary services (psycho-social support, legal aid, etc.). Notably, humanitarian actors in
Ukraine have to carefully distinguish vulnerability vs. risk: many people are vulnerable, but C4P
targets those whose vulnerability is linked to specific protection risks (something donors stressed to
avoid blurring C4P with general cash)3*. Therefore, MPCA suits wide coverage of economic
vulnerability, while C4P suits narrower cases of protection vulnerability.

Implementation Challenges and Best Practices

Early in the Ukraine response, donors and humanitarian actors faced challenges in delineating C4P
from MPCA and coordinating these interventions. There was significant overlap between MPCA and
C4P, as some organizations considered cash assistance with a protection focus as simply an extension
of MPCA, while others treated “cash for protection” as a distinct program. This led to fragmented
approaches — by 2022, different agencies each had their own criteria and transfer values for C4P,
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owing to the lack of inter-agency guidance. A lesson learned at the time was the need for clear
definitions and guidelines: by late 2022/2023 the Protection Cluster (and a dedicated Cash-for-
Protection Task Force) worked to publish national guidelines for C4P in Ukraine and harmonize
practices®.

A best practice is therefore to establish coordination forums early: Ukraine’s Cash Working Group
and Protection Cluster now collaborate so that MPCA programs incorporate protection-sensitive
targeting and referral mechanisms, and C4P programs complement (not duplicate) the MPCA
baseline. Regular information sharing — including a biweekly C4P task force update — have allowed
agencies to learn from each other and avoid gaps. Clarity in donor funding streams is also important;
initially some agencies struggled with whether to budget C4P under protection or basic needs sectors
, whereas donors and clusters are now aligned on the understanding that C4P is a protection activity,
albeit one that uses cash as a modality.

Identifying who needs C4P has proved challenging, as it relies on protection teams (including mobile
outreach teams such as those utilised by TTA) doing robust risk assessments. In Ukraine, successful
models have used multiple entry points: referrals from community protection monitors, hotline calls,
or front-line humanitarian staff who could flag cases where cash might mitigate a protection risk.

One best practice was embedding protection desks at cash registration sites. For example, UNHCR
set up protection staff during MPCA enrolment to spot and fast-track at-risk children and families for
additional support. This integration of services ensured vulnerable cases were less likely to fall
through the cracks when receiving cash assistance. However, this requires training non-protection
staff to recognize protection issues and strong referral systems. Data management is another hurdle:
handling sensitive case data confidentiality while sharing enough information to provide aid is a
delicate balance. Agencies have had to enforce strict data protection protocols for C4P (especially for
GBV cases) and often cannot use the same open data systems as MPCA. The learning report on C4P
in Ukraine noted minimal evidence collection initially, due in part to privacy concerns and the nascent
nature of these programs. Going forward, investing in safe monitoring tools (e.g. anonymized
outcome tracking) is recommended to demonstrate C4P impacts without compromising
beneficiaries®®.

Further, implementing MPCA at scale in Ukraine was logistically complex but largely succeeded
through coordination and use of existing infrastructure. A key challenge was avoiding duplication of
aid, with many actors (UNHCR, WFP, NGOs, Red Cross, GoU, etc) rolling out cash, a unified
registration or interoperable data was needed. The Cash Working Group established common
registries and eligibility criteria to mitigate this. Another challenge was setting the transfer value
appropriately: the Minimum Expenditure Basket (MEB) was rapidly defined and updated for
Ukraine’s context, but high inflation and winter needs prompted adjustments. In mid-2022, the
Humanitarian Country Team aligned MPCA transfer values roughly around UAH 2,220 per person per
month (=$75), and agencies coordinated any sectoral top-ups (e.g. additional cash for winter heating
or rent) to ensure fairness. The use of digital payments was a notable best practice, as most
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Ukrainians had bank accounts, so aid could be deposited directly, which 96% of households found
accessible¥,

This reduced security risks and was faster than physical cash distribution. For C4P, operational
challenges included speed and flexibility, as protection threats often required urgent action, meaning
C4P mechanisms had to disburse funds within days. Some organizations established emergency cash
funds that caseworkers could approve within 48-72 hours for life-threatening situations. Ensuring
staff have the authority and training to do this is therefore crucial. Moreover, safety measures had
to be in place; for instance, delivering cash discreetly to a GBV survivor to avoid alerting an abuser,
or using vouchers when cash might be misused due to substance abuse cases. Best practice is a
survivor-centered approach: let the beneficiary guide how and when they receive the aid to maximize
protection.

In terms of complementarity, the interplay of MPCA and C4P in Ukraine has highlighted best practices
in combining assistance types. One learning according to secondary literature is that C4P works best
as a complement to MPCA, rather than a replacement. If a beneficiary’s basic needs are not met,
those should be addressed (often by enrolling them in MPCA) alongside the protection-specific grant
. Some organizations have subsequently implemented a “top-up” model, whereby identified
vulnerable individuals receiving MPCA receive a cash top-up specifically for protection needs (for
example, an additional amount for a person with disabilities to cover rehabilitation costs). This
approach ensured that HH’s basic consumption was covered by MPCA, while the C4P funds address
the targeted protection needs directly.

Coordination between cash and protection teams is essential, therefore, as joint case conferences or
referral systems help determine the right package of assistance.

Localization

Scaling cash programs rapidly in Ukraine has tested organisational capacities. For MPCA, agencies
had to hire and train staff quickly in cash operations, sometimes forming consortiums to cover more
ground. World Vision, for example, trained 72 partner staff from 40 organizations on cash program
skills to boost overall capacity in Ukraine®,.

For C4P, working through local NGOs and community-based groups is significantly more effective,
given these actors are often closer to protection concerns on the ground (e.g. a local women’s shelter
identifying clients in need of cash support). Supporting local partners (financially and technically) to
implement C4P is therefore a best practice that builds on their trust within communities.

Conclusion

In the Ukraine response, MPCA and C4P have played complementary roles. MPCA has provided wide-
reaching economic relief, bolstering stability and dignity for HHs with high efficiency levels and at
scale. C4P, though serving far fewer people, has filled crucial gaps by protecting those most at risk
through targeted financial support integrated with protection services.
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Each modality has distinct strengths: MPCA has been favoured in terms of speed, cost-effectiveness,
and broad utility for basic needs, while C4P offers precision in achieving protection outcomes and
empowering the most vulnerable beyond traditional humanitarian aid.

When MPCA and C4P are used in tandem, however, humanitarian aid can address not only survivors’
material needs but also their safety, rights, and dignity. MPCA works as the foundational safety net,
where C4P is used more strategically for acute needs, alongside the use of strong partnerships,
systems, and safeguards to maximize the impact of each. Together, these cash modalities have
enhanced the humanitarian community’s ability to respond holistically to both economic and

protection needs in a complex emergency, offering a model for future operations in Ukraine and
beyond.
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