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Agenda  
 

 

1. Socio-economic situation of Palestine Refugees ς UNRWA 

2. Revision of Coping Strategy Index - LCC 

3. MRR presentation - MoSA 

4. Communication strategyς WFP 

5. Update from the field - North evictions 

6. Update on FSS steering committee 

7. Update on LCRP 2017-2020 

8. AOB 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
Socio-economic situation of 

Palestine Refugees  
 

UNRWA 
 
 
 
 
 

 





Palestine Refugees: Background  

 
Å Palestine  refugees  depend  on  UNRWAõs services  as they  are  unable  to  access  the  

public  systems in Lebanon  

 

Å Approximately  50% of  Palestine  Refugees  live inside  Palestine  Refugee  camps  
 

Å PRL population : between  260,000 and  280,000 refugees  in Lebanon ; overall  registered  is 

450,000 refugees  

 
Å PRS population : 40,333 refugees  (11,047 families)  as at  30 June  2016 to  whom  UNRWA is 

providing  life-saving  humanitarian  assistance,  education  and  healthcare  

 

Å A headcount  of  PRS was  implemented  in July 2016 and  assessment is planned  mid -
September  
 
 

 



PRS Socio-Economic Survey ð 2015  

 

Objective  

Å To provide comprehensive overview of the various aspects of the socio -economic and 

living conditions of PRS  

 

Methodology  

Å Poverty is measured using:  

ü Money -metric measures (poverty lines): $ 2.5 /person/day for extreme (abject) 

poverty line i.e cost of basic food needs and $ 6.8 /person/day for absolute poverty 

line i.e cost of minimal food and non -food livelihood requirements  

 

ü Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI): based on measures of deprivation and 

includes three dimensions: education, health and living standards  
 
 
 

 



PRS Socio-Economic Survey ð 2015  
 

Instrument used  

Å Questionnaire completed through interview conducted during household visit  

ü Individual level and household level questions  

ü Demographics, education, health, employment, remittances, aid from organizations, 

housing characteristics, assets, food insecurity and protection  
 
 

Sample  

Å Camps  and  areas  outside  camps  of  at  least  40 families  were  included  in the  sampling  

frame . This resulted  in including  all  camps  except  Dbayeh  camp  and  17 areas  outside  

the  camps  
Å Two-stage  systematic  cluster  (geographical)  sampling,  which  identified  1,177 as total  

eligible  sample  

 

 

 



PRS Socio-Economic Survey ð 2015  

 

Data Collection  

Å 65 data collectors, 11 supervisors and 5 field coordinators participated  

 
Å Four-day training was held 23 to 27 March by AUB with one day pilot  

 

Å Data collection was in April 2015  

   
 
 

 

 



Findings 

Demographics  
Å 55% are  living  inside  camps  and  45% outside  camps  

 

Å Average  age  of  PRS population  is 26.5 years  

 
Å 67% over  18 years  are  married,  24% are  single  and  6% are  widowed  

 

Å Average  HH size is 5.6 members   

 
Å 24% of  HH are  headed  by  women  

 
Å 54% are  females  

 

Å Age  Dependency  ratio  is 66% 
 



Findings 

Poverty   
Å 89% of  PRS live in poverty  (35,000 could  not  meet  their  basic  food  and  non -food  needs)  
 

Å 9% live in extreme  poverty  (3,500 could  not  meet  essential  food  requirements)  three  times  

higher  than  PRL 

 

Å Poverty  is highest  in North  and  Beqaa  and  lowest  in Beirut 

 

Å 8% are  severely  multi -dimensionally  poor  lacking  basic  capabilities  essential  for  their  

existence  and  65% are  suffering  from  acute  deprivation  in health,  education  and  living  

standards   

 

Å 91% of  HH with  head  of  low  educational  attainment  are  poor  and  12% are  extremely  

poor  

 

Å Average  monthly  spending  per  capita  is $140 
 



Findings 

 

Food  Security  
Å PRS population  is particularly  vulnerable  to  food  insecurity . 63.2% are  severely  food  

insecure,  31.3% are  moderately  food  insecure  and  5.6% are  food  secure . This is similar to  

food  security  profile  of  Syrian refugees  where  only  7% of  families  are  food  secure  in 2015 

(VASyr 2015 preliminary  data ) 

 

Å Highest  prevalence  of  food  insecurity  is in Beqaa  

 

Å In order  to  cope  95% of  food  insecure  families  report  eating  less quantity  of  food  than  

they  usually  consume  

 

Å Food  insecurity  is shown  to  be  the  result of  their  recent  displacement  than  the  result of  

intergenerational  poverty  

 

Å Strong  association  between  unemployment  and  food  insecurity   
 



Findings 

 

Employment  

 
Å Unemployment  rate  is 52.5%, with  68% for  females  and  49% for males . Highest  rate  s are  in 
North  and  Beqaa  

 

Å Similar to  PRL, the  private  sector  employs  the  largest  number  of  PRS across  all  regions  (83%), 

followed  by  the  NGO  sector  (1.5%)  
 

Å Majority  report  exploitative,  precarious  and  insecure  working  conditions  

 

Å Women  are  almost  1.5 times  less likely to  be  employed  than  men  but  more  likely to  work  in 
decent  work  conditions  

 
 



Findings 

 

Education  
 

Å School  enrolment  is 88.3% in elementary,  69.6% in preparatory  and  35.8% in secondary  
 

Å 84.6% of  6 to  15 years  old  attend  UNRWA schools  

 

Å Enrolment  is higher  inside  camps  93.7% compared  to  82.6% for  outside  camps  
 

Å Females  are  3X more  likely to  have  never  attended  school  compared  to  males  (9.4% to  

3.2%) 
 



Findings 

 

Health  
 
Å 83% report  at  least  one  family  member  with  a  chronic  illness. Their expenditure  is 3X more  

on  medications  and  2X on  hospitalization   

 
Å 1 in 10 HH have  at  least  one  person  with  a  disability  

 

Å PRS are  almost  completely  reliant  on  UNRWA to  cover  their  health  needs,  with  99% having  

no  access  to  health  insurance  other  than  the  coverage  by  UNRWA 
 

Å 85% of  respondents  report  poor  mental  health,  strongly  associated  with  reports  of  feeling  

worried  about  not  being  able  to  provide  for  their  families  and  losing their  source  of  

income  
 

 
 



Findings 

 

Housing  

 
Å 37.4% of  PRS HH reported  moving  house  in the  past  year ; with  15.7% moving  once,  11.6% 

twice,  and  9.6% three  to  five  times  

 

Å 46.2% of  PRS HH live in overcrowded  conditions  with  more  than  3 people  sleeping  per  

room  

 
Å 92.6% of  HH rely on  UNRWA assistance  as a  main  source  of  livelihood  



 

 

 
LCC - CSI revision 

 
 

 

 

 

 



Revision of the Coping 
Strategy Index (CSI) 



Background on the CSI 
 

ά²Ƙŀǘ Řƻ ȅƻǳ Řƻ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ŦƻƻŘΣ ŀƴŘ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ƳƻƴŜȅ ǘƻ ōǳȅ 
ŦƻƻŘΚέ 

 

ÇProxy indicator of household food security 

ÇInitially developed in a Kenya Pilot Study 

ÇMeasures HH use of coping strategies 

 

  



Development of the CSI 
1. Develop an initial list of coping strategies 

2. Explore the list among the affected community Ą FGDs 

3. Not to ask what about strategies not used 

4. Not to overlook other strategies 

5. Ask for frequencies (30 days and 7 days recall period) Ą άIƻǿ ƻŦǘŜƴΚέ 

6. Ask about severity Ą άIƻǿ ǎŜǾŜǊŜΚέ 

7. Calculate a composite score 

The higher the score the more food insecure the HH is 



Types of CSI 
CONTEXT-SPECIFIC CSI 

oAdapted to local circumstances and practices 
or location-specific behaviors 

oBased on a 30-day recall period Ą 
representative less accurate 

oCannot be compared 

REDUCED CSI (RCSI) 

oGlobal strategies based on recurrent 
behaviors 

o Based on a 7 days recall period Ą more 
accurate less representative  

oLess valuable in identifying the most 
vulnerable households in a given context 

  



Current Usage of the CSI 
ÇMonitor short-term impact of an intervention 

ÇTargeting purposes 

ÇInform timing transition or redesign 

ÇEarly warning for food insecurity 

ÇCorrelates with food-related indicators, income status, presence/absence of malnourished 
child in the HH and others 

  



Objectives of the Research 
oContext-specific CSI has not been updated or reviewed since its original development 

oNo clear and detailed documentation of the adaptation process 

oCoping strategies might have differed across time, as it was previously shown that coping strategies 
vary according to circumstances 

oNo calculation steps 

oContradictory findings in previous studies 

oAdding additional dimensions/strategies of coping strategies 
{ƻŎƛŀƭ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ όŜΦƎΦΣ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΣΧύ 

NGO Support (e.g., combination of assistance, income generation) 

Outdated strategies (e.g., selling house/land)  

Overlooked strategies (e.g., skipping or delaying rent) 

 



Suggested Methodology 
1. Forming the Advisory Committee (AC)  

a. The committee will be the one to delineate the further recommended steps. 

b. The !/ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŘǊƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ !/Ωǎ ¢ƻw 

2. Key informant interviews and FGDs with: 
a. Refugees 

b. Community Focal Points 

c. Key Stakeholders  

d. Donors 

e. LCC Staff 

f. Other relevant key informants 

3. A first draft of the CSI list will be developed 

4. The first draft will be piloted on a small sample, to test robustness and have an idea on reliability and validity Ą 
Preliminary Analysis 

5. The CSI survey will be run on a large enough sample, around 800.  

6. Conducting analysis using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)  



Current Updates 
Á Research and AC ToR Ą Signed-off 

Á First draft of the tools developed 

Á IRB Proposal developed and to be submitted  

 



 

   

 
Maps of Risks and Resources 

(MRR) 
 

MoSA  
 

 
 
 
 
 

 



Ministry of Social Affairs 

Methodology of Maps of Risks and Resources 
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Outline  

I. Introduction on LHSP  

II. Importance of the Maps of Risks and Resources  

III. Expected Outcomes  

IV. Team Composition  

V. Methodology of Maps of Risks and Resources  

VI. Challenges  

VII. Lessons Learnt and Future Steps  
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Introduction on LHSP  

Ô The MoSA jointly with the UNDP launched in 2013 The Lebanon Host Communities 

Support Project  as a comprehensive, coordinated and durable response towards 
the Syrian Crisis and its implications on the country;  

Ô The project aims at:  

1. Increase the livelihoods and economic opportunities mainly in the effected 

areas;  

2. Providing basic services (health, education, infrastructure, etc.);  

3. Strengthen the capacity of local and national actors to assess and respond to 

the needs and risks in a community participatory driven approach and conflict 
sensitive approach;  

4. Improve the local level dispute resolution and community security.  

28 



Importance of the Maps of Risks and 

Resources 

Ô Participatory Research Method  

Ô Project identification tool for LHSP  

Ô The Methodology aims at:  

 

1. Enhancing the dialogue between local community and local authority  

2. Assess and identify the needs and priorities of the local community  

3. Establish a Multi -Sectorial Municipal Action Plan to be owned and used by the 

municipality  

29 



Team Composition 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 30 

Central Team  

Area Coordinator  

Team Leader  

Data Entry  
SDC 

Director  
Facilitator 2  Facilitator 1 

National 

Coordinator  



Participants in MRR  

Ô Lebanese from or a resident in the village from before the Syrian crisis;  

Ô Aware of the problems of the village and an expert in one of the sectors;  

Ô Representation of the ministries at local level, specially during focus group 
discussions; 

Ô Relative representation of all the families, sects and sectors present in the village;  

Ô Representation of youth and women;  

Ô Representation of SDC units at area level;  

Ô Presence of the Mayor, Mokhtar and the municipal council at least during the 

general meeting and adoption meeting  

31 



Preparation Phase  
Implementation 

Phase 

Analysis & 
solution 

proposal 
Phase 

Data Update  
Adoption 

Phase 

32 MRR Track 



Preparation Phase ð Day 1 33 

Meeting 
with 
Mayor  

Follow up 
on 
logistics  

Village 
Profile 

Desk 
Review  

Observation 
and Quick 
Interviews  



Implementatio n Phase ð Day 2 34 

Conduct a 
General meeting 
with all key 
representatives  

Discuss Problems 
and Risks and 
identify the 
priorities  

Continue the 
village profile  



35 Analysis and Solution Proposal Phase ð 

Day 3 & Day 4 

Sectorial Focus 
Group meetings  

Analyze the 
problems and 
propose solutions 
for each  



36 Data Update and Adoption Phase ð 

Day 5 

Updating data on IM 
tool and finalization 
of reports  

General meeting 
with key 
representatives of 
the community for 
discussion of final 
MAP and adoption  



Municipal Action Plan 37 



Challenges  

Ô The timing of MRR implementation was simultaneously with the Municipal 

elections  

Ô Municipal council and stakeholders in some municipalities lack the 

expertise  

Ô The objective of MRR at first was not fully accepted by the municipalities  

Ô Representation of all sectors in the village was not always present, thus 

meetings had to be rescheduled several times  

Ô Working on a tight deadline with a lot of documents to finalize  

Ô Perception of hosting communities in certain villages was negative which 

required a lot of additional work and delay in implementation  
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Lessons Learnt and Future Steps  

Ô Close Coordination with MOIM Area Coordinators  

Ô Trainings and capacity building for all municipalities under the 251 

vulnerable communities  

Ô Capacity building and additional training for MoSA staff  

Ô More coordination at area level with governmental entities and local 

partners  

Ô Meeting with the governor and the participating municipalities to set the 

coordination process on track  
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MoSA Web Portal 




