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1 BACKGROUND

In May and June 2013, WEFP, UNHCR and UNICEF conducted the Vulnerable Assessment of Syrian Refugees
(VASyR 1), a multi-sectoral survey aiming at understanding the living conditions of refugees and their
vulnerability profile in order to guide proper responses.

The survey concluded that approximately 30 percent of the Syrian refugee population could meet their basic
food and non-food needs without engaging in irreversible negative coping strategies. The remaining 70 percent

of the population were ranked as being highly or severely vulnerable according to multi-sectoral criteria.

Based on the outcomes of the VASyR, WEFP and UNHCR jointly reached a decision to re-focus on food hygiene
and baby kit assistance to the most vulnerable Syrian refugees through a targeting approach. The targeting
approach is based on responsible programming to ensure that the assistance reaches those in need most and that

resources are used effectively and efficiently. The targeting exercise in Lebanon started in November 2013.

Households eligible for assistance were selected based on a criterion known as Burden Index?. This index
assigned a score to each registration case according to the information recorded during the UNHCR registration
process of refugees and hence available in the UNHCR PROGRES database?. This score, mainly based on the
demographic characteristics, aimed to rank registration cases according to their level of dependency as proxy of
household ability to generate income to cover the needs of all household members. The 70 percent of registered
Syrian refugees with the highest burden scores, theoretically reflecting the highest degree of dependency, were
provided with food, hygiene and baby kit assistance.

Being aware of the limitations of the Burden Index, WFP, UNHCR and various Cooperating Partners (CPs)
designed a comprehensive appeal and verification process to guarantee the accuracy of the targeting roll-out,
therefore ensure that those most in need were receiving assistance. The families who were excluded according
to the Burden Index could appeal and request a revision of their case. All the families who appealed received a
verification visit to assess their vulnerability situation, by a team composed by WFP, UNHCR and CPs. In
addition, all the households living 500 meters above sea level were visited for their vulnerability status verification

due to their special vulnerability risk during winter, apart from the submission of an appeal.

2 PURPOSE

The objectives of the present report are to:

e Provide an overall overview of the vulnerability profile of the households visited during the verification
exercise.

e Highlight the differences and similarities in living conditions between the households that were re-
included after verification and those that remained excluded.

e Identify the indicators that show the highest discrepancies by re-inclusion status and that therefore could

be considered as the best proxies of overall vulnerability.

'WVASyR: http://54.225.218.247 /wip/documents/Lebanon/VASyR.pdf
2 WFP 2013, Executive Summary, Vulnerability Assessment and Targeting.
3 PROGRES: UNHCR’s refugee registration database.



3 METHODOLOGY

The verification exercise was carried out through household visits and key information on the living conditions
of the families was collected through direct observation and interviews with the family members. The
questionnaire was designed to include the most sensitive indicators of vulnerability identified by the VASyR
analysis. Additional questions were included to get a more balanced overview of the situation across sectors and

through direct observation. The verification questionnaire is included in Annex 1.

The data from all the questionnaires was analyzed and a simplified version of the VASyR multi-sectoral criteria*
was applied to classify the vulnerability status of any given family and its eligibility or need for assistance. The
tinal validation of re-inclusion or exclusion results was discussed within a Multi-Functional Team (MFT). The
MFT was consisted of a UNHCR staff member, a WEP staff member and - where possible - one or more
designated CP staff members. The MFT reviewed the verification questionnaires results and provided a final
decision on the re-inclusion or exclusion of each household who had appealed.

In February 2014, a Targeting Task Force was established to revise and fine-tune the targeting criteria and
methodology in order to reduce the risk of inclusion and exclusion errors. The analysis of the verification
database constitutes a key source of information for this purpose due to the large sample size and the multi-
sectoral perspective of the indicators included. The results provide the vulnerability profile of the excluded
families and they will contribute to get a better knowledge on the accuracy of the Burden Score and the

verification critetia.

The targeting and the verification exercises began during the last quarter of 2013. Seven CPs were contracted to
collect the data. A total of 30,673 households were visited including all households who appealed after their
exclusion from assistance and all the families who lived 500 meters above sea level. The data was collected using
paper questionnaires and mobile devices.

Nine different databases were consolidated into one in order to facilitate the analysis process. After data cleaning,
the final database includes 30,673 cases.

Basic statistics for each direct and derived indicator were calculated for all visited families and by re-
inclusion/exclusion status based on the verification vulnerability criteria. The compatison of vulnerability
profiles between re-included and excluded households was analyzed through statistical tests for means and
frequencies comparison (t-tests, z-tests and Chi-square tests). Due to the big sample size the results can be
regarded statistically significant.

The analysis of the data was performed using the statistical software package of SPSS 205, whereas Excel 2010
was used for tables and graphs.

3.1 Limitations

The verification database analyzed in the present report corresponds to the households who were initially
excluded by the Burden Score in October-November 2013, and households who applied for verification of their
status by November 2013 or the households whose place of residence was located 500 meters above sea level at

4+ WEFP 2013. Targeting verification criteria.
5 Reference of SPSS software.



that time. The selection of the households was not carried randomly and this means that the results are
representative for the group of households selected and cannot be extrapolated to the whole Syrian refugee

population in Lebanon.

For a high percentage of households interviewed, the total monthly expenditure per households only consists
of expenses on food and rent as a result of a misunderstanding of a given question. Therefore, whereas total
monthly expenditure is underestimated, results on food and rent expenditure share may well be overestimated,
which may also have an impact on the sector scores that include these variables (food security, economic
vulnerability, education, protection and NFI) increasing the likelihood of overestimating household vulnerability
for these sectors. In order to reduce the impact of this limitation in the data collected, the original criteria were
modified and the severely and moderately food insecure and economic vulnerable houscholds were not

automatically re-included.

Whereas the verification criteria were based on household definition, the unit of observation and analysis for
this verification process was the UNHCR registration case number. It is expected that this difference in the unit
of analysis may have an impact on dependency ratio, expenditures, coping strategy and food consumption.

4 KEY FINDINGS®

The overall results of the appeal and verification exercise were informative especially in terms of the living
conditions of the households excluded from assistance- the households who appealed and those who lived 500
meters above sea level. In general, major differences were found between excluded households and re-included
ones across the various sectors. The results showed that re-included households were considerably more

vulnerable in comparison to the excluded households.

e Fourteen percent of the households visited were headed by females, 0.3 percent by children under 18
years old and 4 percent by eldetly (above 60) and 7 percent were single-headed households with
dependents. These cases were significantly more likely to be re-included. The proportion of child-
headed households among re-included households is 7 times higher than among the excluded.

e The average household size was found to be 4.25. Twenty four percent of the re-included households
were found to have more than 7 members compared to 6 percent of the excluded households. The
excluded households had on average fewer children (under 18 years old) per household compared to
re-included households, with 1.5 and 2.7 children respectively.

e Twenty one percent of the re-included households had more than 3 dependents per 2 non-dependent
members (dependency ratio>1.5). This percentage is more than 4 times lower among the excluded
household (4.6 percent).

e  Half of the verified households live in apartments or independent houses; 27 percent in separate rooms
or collective shelters; 22 percent in warehouses, garages, tents or unfinished shelters; and 0.4 percent
were found to be homeless. The proportion of households living in the 2 worst categories of housing
is almost 3 times higher among the re-included than the excluded.

6 Further analysis of the results is currently in process.



The highest portion of households visited (69 percent of the excluded and 59 percent of the re-
included) pay rent for unfurnished shelters or lives in shelters provided by employers. Twenty seven
percent of the re-included households and 10 percent of the excluded households depend on assistance
to be able to reside in a given place. Out of 359 cases found squatting, 107 were excluded based on the
overall vulnerability score.

Households living in smaller spaces were significantly more likely to be re-included. Whereas 13
percent of the excluded households live with less than 3.5 m? per person, more than double of the re-
included cases were in this situation (37 percent).

Twenty nine percent of the verified households reported not having access to soap or hygiene items
and 21 percent reported not having access to sufficient water for all essential needs. Regarding access
to toilet facilities, 46 percent used traditional pit latrines without slabs and 8 percent used the open air
as a toilet facility. Fifteen percent of verified households were sharing a latrine with 15 other people or
more, and a similar percentage of the households did not have access to bathrooms (13 percent). The
percentage of re-included houscholds sharing a latrine with 15 other people or more is 3 times higher
than among the excluded, and those without access to bathroom is almost 5 times higher among re-
included compared to the excluded households. Also, the proportion of households using open air as
toilet among the re-included is higher than among the excluded households.

Excluded households had significantly more access to non-food items (NFIs) than re-include
households mainly to refrigerators, water heaters, winter clothes or beds.

Most of the household heads of the verified households (69 percent) received some level of education,
usually below secondary, whereas 20 percent of them did not receive any education at all. The
likelihood to be re-included increases with the lower the level of education.

The three main sources of income were 1) income from labor, 2) cash detived from assistance/begging
or gifts and 3) debts or loans. The majority of the excluded households (63 percent) relied on labor as
their main source of cash, while 41 percent of the re-included housceholds relied on labor as their main
source of income.

Households who remained excluded spent on average US$133 per person per month, whereas re-
included households’ average expenditure was US$72 per person per month.

Fifty four percent of the re-included households spent at least 75 percent of their total expenditure on
food compared to 22 percent of the excluded households.

Most of the population (78 percent) had acceptable food consumption but were applying food
consumption-related coping strategies. The percentage of households with border line food
consumption is double among the re-included than within the excluded; whereas the proportion of
households with acceptable food consumption is 3 times higher among the excluded households.
About three-fourths of the verified households reported having experienced a lack of food or money
to buy it, as well as having resorted to food consumption-related coping strategies.

Among the non-food consumption-related coping strategies, the most common one was buying food
on credit or borrowing money to buy food, which is applied by the 71 percent of all the interviewed
households. Between 12 percent and 22 percent of the households reduced their non-food essential
expenditures, such as health or education, spent savings, sold household goods and/or withdrew
children from school. Less than 3 percent of the households resorted to more severe coping strategies,
such as child labor, early marriage, begging or accept illegal and high risk jobs.



e The biggest differences between the excluded and the re-included households in resorting to each
coping strategy were begging (ratio of the included/excluded=6.1), child labor (4.6), accepting high
risk illegal jobs (3.0), early marriage (2.9) and withdrew children from school (2.1).

e Seventy cight percent of the households had borrowed money in the 3 months prior to the survey.
Neatly half of the households verified were found to have debts of more than US$200 and one-fourth
of households had more than US$600 debt. Although significantly different, the likelihood of being
re-included does not differ much among debt categories.

e The maximum number of referrals was done for the health sector, 44 percent of the visited households.
The proportion of the households who were referred was significantly higher among the re-included
households, with the biggest difference in the shelter sector, which showed doubled proportion of
referrals among the re-included than the excluded households.

e The proportion of moderately and severely vulnerable households for each sector among the re-
included was on average almost 3 times higher than among the excluded. Considering this difference
as a proxy of the discriminant power of each indicator, the non-food item (NFI) and the shelter sectors
showing the biggest difference with a percentage 4 times higher for the re-included households,
followed by food security (3.3) and WASH (3). In terms of specificity’, economic vulnerability was the
sector that better identified low and mild vulnerability categories, with the lowest proportion of the
household re-included.

e Results show that some of the households in need of assistance were excluded by the burden score
confirming the need of having a review process to verify the vulnerability of the households and reduce
the exclusion error that unavoidably occur when the burden score is applied for targeting.

e According to all the indicators, the vulnerability of re-included households was significantly higher than
that of the excluded ones confirming that the applied criteria allow the identification of vulnerable
households.

e Indicators that show the biggest difference in percentage between the re-included and excluded,
appearing therefore as potential good proxies of vulnerability, were: child-headed households, begging,
children involved in income generation, early marriage and accepting illegal and high risk jobs as coping
strategies, big household size, disability, dependency ratio, families with more than 2 children under 5,
school-age children, elders or people with specific needs, more than 1 member under 18 with disability,
access to bathroom, type of toilet, type of housing and occupancy, NFI items, expenditure per
capita/ MEB and sum of vulnerabilities for protection.

7 Probability of correctly classifying a non-vulnerable household; which means, the probability that for a non-vulnerable
household the proxy indicator provides a negative result. It is therefore, the capacity of the indicator to detect non-

vulnerability. It is also known as proportion of true negatives.



5 RESULTS

5.1 Interviewees

Sixty five percent of the verification questionnaires was conducted with the head of the household, while 22
percent was conducted with the wives of the head of household and the remaining 3 percent was conducted
with other members of the household.

5.2 Demographics

5.2.1 Head of household

The majority of household heads were male, with an average age of 36 years old. Fourteen percent of the families
visited were headed by females, 0.3 percent by children under 18, 4 percent by eldetly (above 60) and 7 percent
were single-headed households with dependents. Although these cases were significantly more likely to be re-
included, percentages of the excluded and re-included households had a ratio below 2 for these indicators, except
for child-headed houscholds as the proportion among the re-included households was 7 times higher than
among the excluded, and for single headed households with dependents as the percentage is almost twice higher
among the re-included compared to the excluded (Table 1).

Table 1 shows the proportion of excluded and re-included households by household head. Thirty four child-
headed families (41 percent), 1,289 single-headed houscholds with dependents (64 percent), and 71 percent of
female headed household and 74 percent of elderly headed households were excluded, based on the overall
vulnerability score obtained classifying these households as low or mildly vulnerable.

Several factors could explain the exclusion, especially for the child-headed households:

1) In reality, the housechold was not always headed by a child. Some cases were verified during the MFT’s survey
confirming this possibility;

2) It is a child-headed household but receiving some kind of assistance or living in certain circumstances allow
him/her to live in relative good conditions. This is the reason why it is important to take into consideration
registration cases as a unit instead of household;

3) The limitations on the quality of the data collection and the modification of the criteria must also be considered
as they might imply a reduction of sensitivity?,

4) The overall criteria were not sensitive enough to capture all these cases, even in optimal conditions.

Table 1: Head of household by re-inclusion status (HHH: Headed households)

Excluded Re-included Total
N % N %o N %o
Female HHH 3043 13.2% 1057 16% 4100 13.9%
Child HHH 34 0.1% 49 0.7% 83 0.3%
Elderly HHH 864 3.6% 348 5.1% 1212 4%
Single HHH 1289 5.5% 727 10.7% 2016 6.7%

8 Probability of correctly classifying a vulnerable household which means, the probability that for a vulnerable household the proxy
indicator provides a positive result. It is therefore, the capacity of the indicator to detect vulnerability. It is also known as proportion of
true positives



Figure 1: Proportion of head of household by re-inclusion status

No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes

female_HHH child_HHH single_HHH_dep elder_HHH

B Excluded ™ Re-included

5.2.2 Household Composition

The average household size was found to be 4.25, including 2.4 adults and 1.7 children (under 18) per household.
Twenty four percent of the re-included households were found to have more than 7 members compared to only
6 percent of the excluded households. Excluded households had on average fewer children (under 18) compared
to re-included households, 1.5 and 2.7 children respectively. The average number of children under the age of
five for all households was 0.7. On average, re-included houscholds had usually one child per family, whereas in
excluded cases houscholds did not always have a child (average 0.6). The average number of children under 2
years old follows this trend, as the average per household is low but still shows a difference between the re-
included (0.44) and the excluded households (0.3). The average number of elderly also differed: out of 10
excluded households, there was one elderly person compared to one out of every 3 re-included households.

Table 2: Family members by age and re-inclusion status of the household

Number of members

N % N % N % N %
Usnder Excluded 12658 80.1% 6955 77.8% 2825 71.5% 357 45%
" Re-included 3140 19.9% 1985 22.2% 1125 28.5% 430 55%
5-15yrs Excluded 14188 84.8% 4293 73.2% 2782 69.2% 1394 52%
Re-included 2539 15.2% 1573 26.8% 1236 30.8% 1291 48%
16-17yrs  Excluded 18960 80.9% 2718 66.1% 406 48.3% 129 42%
Re-included 4486 19.1% 1397 33.9% 434 51.7% 178 59%
18-59yrs  Excluded 298 48.8% 2496 84% 14466 80.2% 6061 71.3%
Re-included 313 51.2% 476 16% 3567 19.8% 2437 28.7%
above 60  Excluded 20263 78.9% 1474 67.1% 278 59.1% 74 42%
Re-included 5427 21.1% 723 32.9% 192 40.9% 103 58%
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Table 3: Vulnerable members of the family by re-inclusion status of the household

Number of vulnerable members

0 1 2 >=3

E—— 78.9% 67.1% 59.1% 42%

Ak Re-indluded 21.1% 32.9% 40.9% 58%
oLw Excluded 78.6% 60% 80% 58.9%
Re-included 21.4% 40% 20% 41.1%
Specific Excluded 82% 65.9% 53.3% 53.1%
Needs Re-included 18% 34.1% 46.7% 46.9%

5.2.3 Dependency

The dependency ratio is the proportion of dependents in relation to the non-dependent members of the
household. Dependents are those members under the age of 18, those aged 60 or more, and non-autonomous
adults who need support for daily basic activities (i.e. going to the toilet).

Eighty one percent of all households verified were found to have a low dependency ratio (less than one). Among
these, 84 percent were excluded households. Only few cases (4.5 percent) were found to have more than 2
dependents per non-dependents members; 60 percent of them were re-included households. Around 6.7 percent
of total households were found to be single headed households with dependents. Thirty five percent of these

households were re-included.

Table 4: Dependency ratio by re-inclusion status

Dependency Excluded Re-included
ratio
<1 20196 86.9% 4154 61.3% 24350 81.1%
1- 1.5 1979 8.5% 1198 17.7% 3177 10.6%
1.6 -2 536 2.3% 613 9% 1149 3.8%
>2 540 2.3% 810 12% 1350 4.5%

5.2.4 Special Needs

Special needs is defined as any person requiring specific needs, such as pregnant and lactating women, people
suffering of mental or physical disability, temporary injured, chronically ill or presenting serious medical
conditions or anyone in need of support to accomplish daily activities.

The average number of pregnant and lactating women is 0.35 per household, with little difference found between
the excluded and re-included households, 0.3 and 0.4 respectively.
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Table 5: Dependency ratio of

Pregnant

0-17

18-59

above 60

Total

>1
Total
0

1
>1
Total

Excluded

21203
498
100

21801

16214

5947
77
22238
21850
31

5
21886

%

97.3%
2.3%
.5%
100%
72.9%
26.7%
.3%
100%
99.8%
1%
.0%
100%

6035
201
68
6304
4507
1898
55
6460
6289
21

5
6315

%

95.7%
3.2%
1.1%
100%
69.8%
29.4%
.9%
100%
99.6%
.3%
.1%
100%

pregnant and lactating women by age and household re-inclusion status
Re-included

27238
699
168

28105

20721

7845
132
28698
28139
52

10
28201

%
96.9%

2.5%
.6%
100%
72.2%
27.3%
.5%
100%
99.8%
2%
.0%
100%

The results showed that on average there was one member with disability in every ten households. Excluded
housceholds had on average 0.07 disabled individuals, whereas re-included households have 0.17 disabled
individuals. To get a better idea of the proportion, among the 100 excluded households 7 of them have a disabled

member to take care of, while 17 out of 100 re-included families have disabled individuals.

0-17

18-59

above 60

Disability

Total

>1
Total

>1

Total

Excluded

21528
236
39
21803
21120
583
41
21744
21811
64

10
21885

98.7%
1.1%
2%
100%
97.1%
2.7%
2%
100%
99.7%
.3%
.0%
100%

6081
169
54
6304
5858
410
34
6302
6264
41

6313

Table 6: Dependency ratio of disabled members by age and household re-inclusion status
Re-included

96.5%
2.7%
.9%
100%
93%
6.5%
.5%
100%
99.2%
.6%
1%
100%

Total

27609
405
93
28107
26978
993
75
28046
28075
105
18
28198

98.2%
1.4%
.3%
100%
96.2%
3.5%
.3%
100%
99.6%
4%
1%
100 %
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The average number of temporarily injured individuals was 0.2 per household. As shown in Table 7, no major
difference was found between the excluded and re-included households.

Table 7: Dependency ratio of temporarily injured members by age and household re-inclusion status
Excluded Re-included

Temporarily

Injured % N
0 21058  96.2% 5895  93.2% 26953  95.5%
1 730 3.3% 366 5.8% 1096 3.9%
e >1 99 5% 66 1% 165 6%
Total 21887 100% 6327 100% 28214 100%
0 19464  88.8% 5433  85.2% 24897 88%
2257 10.3% 844  13.2% 3101 11%
18-59 >1 201 9% 99 1.6% 300 1.1%
Total 21922 100% 6376 100% 28298 100%
0 21794  99.5% 6251  98.9% 28045  99.4%
1 97 4% 53 8% 150 5%
above 60 6 0% 16 3% 22 1%
Total 21897 100% 6320 100% 28217 100%

The average number of household members who need daily support to accomplish basic activities was 0.83.
While the excluded households had on average 0.7 members with special needs, the re-included families had on

average 1.3 members.

Table 8: Dependency ratio of chronically ill members by age and household re-inclusion status

Excluded Re-included

%

Chronically Il N

% %

0 20832 95.2% 5631 88.8% 26463 93.8%
1 905 4.1% 569 9% 1474 5.2%

el >1 141 6% 142 2.2% 283 1%
Total 21878 100% 6342 100% 28220 100%

0 17199 77.6% 4246 65.4% 21445 74.8%

1 4113 18.5% 1717 26.4% 5830 20.3%

18-59  “.1 862 3.9% 532 8.2% 1394 4.9%
Total 22174 100% 6495 100% 28669 100%

0 21210 96.7% 5938 93.5% 27148 95.9%

1 642 2.9% 353 5.6% 995 3.5%

above 60 ., 89 4% 63 1% 152 5%
Total 21941 100% 6354 100% 28295 100%
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Table 9: Dependency ratio of members having serious medical conditions by age and household re-inclusion status

Excluded Re-included
Serious medical
condition
0 21435 98.3% 6054 96.2% 27489 97.8%
1 317 1.5% 195 3.1% 512 1.8%
LRl >1 51 2% 45 7% 96 3%
Total 21803 100% 6294 100% 28097 100%
0 20627 94.5% 5649 89.1% 26276 93.3%
1 1059 4.9% 612 9.7% 1671 5.9%
DERERl 131 6% 78 1.2% 209 7%
Total 21817 100% 6339 100% 28156 100%
0 21696 99.1% 6208 98.2% 27904 98.9%
1 183 8% 98 1.5% 281 1%
above 60 19 1% 18 3% 37 1%
Total 21898 100% 6324 100% 28222 100%

5.3 Shelter

5.3.1 Type of Housing

Half of the verified households lived in apartments or independent houses (Table 10). However, the type of
housing differed significantly between excluded and re-included households: 59 percent of excluded households
lived in apartments or independent houses, while the largest proportion of the re-included households lives in
watchouses, worksites or unfinished shelters (44 percent), followed by separate rooms or collective shelters (31
percent). The proportion of families living in the two worst types of housing is almost 3 times more frequent
among the re-included than excluded.

Out of the 129 homeless cases initially excluded from assistance and visited for verification, 56 cases remained
excluded due to their estimated overall level of vulnerability. As described for child-headed households, there

might be several reasons that could explain the exclusion of these cases.

Table 10: Type of housing by re-inclusion status
Excluded Re-included

Type of housing

% %
Villa/ independent house/ a a 2
apartment 13598 59% 1662 24.8% 15260 51.3%
Separate room/ collective shelter 5911 25.7% 2043 30.5% 7954 26.7%
PGS L Ty BT 3475 15.1% 2029  43.7% 6404 21.5%
garage/unfinished shelter/tent
Pedestrian/homeless 56 2% 73 1.1% 129 4%
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5.3.2 Occupancy

Figure 2: Proportion of type of housing by re-inclusion status

0:2% —1.1%

Excluded Re-included

M Pedestrian/homeless
M Factory/Warehouse/ worksite garage/unfinished shelter/tent
M Separate room/ collective shelter

m Villa/ independent house/ apartment

The highest portion of households visited (69 percent of the excluded and 59 percent of the re-included) paid
rent for unfurnished shelters, or lived in shelters provided by employers. These households were more likely to
be excluded, as well as the refugee households who paid rent for furnished shelters or hosted. Those relying on
assistance for shelter or squatting are significantly were more likely to be re-included, even though 56 percent of
all the houscholds assessed as squatting were excluded after verification. It is worth noting that among the
verified families, 14 percent relied on assistance in order to have a place to stay.

Type of Occupancy

Table 11: Type of occupancy by re-inclusion status
Excluded Re-included

N % N %

Owned apartment/ furnished rental /hosted 4689 20.5% 644 9.8%

(for free)

Unfurnished rental/ provided by employer 15856 69.2% 3924 59.5%
Assistance 2260 9.9% 1771 26.9%
Squatting 107 0.5% 252 3.8%

5.3.3 Living space

Total
N %
5333 18.1%
19780 67%
4031 13.7%
359 1.2%

Households living in smaller spaces were more likely to be re-included after verification. The average living space
of the re-included household was 37m?, while the average size of the living space of the excluded households
was 61m2 While the average density for excluded households was found to be 11m? per person, re-included

households had an average density of 5.7m? per person.
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Table 12: Living area (square meters)

Excluded Re-included

per person by re-inclusion status

Density

N % N % N %
= Lhi Py U 8105 37.4% 568 8.9% 8673 30.9%
/= (R DI/ 5034 23.2% 1035 16.2% 6069 21.6%
EET A/ L) 5716 26.4% 2393 37.5% 8109 28.9%
<=3.5 m2/person 2831 13.1% 2391 37.4% 5222 18.6%

Table 13: Average density by re-inclusion status

Excluded

Re-included

N Mean Stapdgrd Count Mean Stapdgrd Count Mean Star)da'rd
Deviation Deviation Deviation
ik 23797 10.94 9.34 6876 5.75 5.00 30673 9.76 8.83
(m?/Person)
"""“(if)pace 23797 61 48 6876 38 36 30673 56 46
5.4 WASH

Twenty nine percent of the verified households reported not having access to soap and hygiene items and 21
percent reported not having access to sufficient water for all essential needs (Table 14). Regarding access to toilet
facilities, 46 percent reported using traditional pit latrines without slabs and 8 percent used open air toilets (table
15). Fifteen percent of the verified households were sharing latrines with 15 people or more and a similar
percentage did not have at all access to bathrooms (13 percent).

Households without access to sufficient water, hygiene items or improved pit latrines were significantly more
likely to be re-included, as well as those sharing toilets or without any access to bathrooms. Tables 14 and 15
show the differences in these percentages by re-inclusion status.

While more than half of the excluded households used improved latrines (53 percent), most of the re-included
(54 percent) used the traditional pit toilet. The percentage of re-included households sharing latrines with 15
people or more was 3 times higher than among the excluded and those houscholds without access to bathroom
was almost 5 times higher among the re-included compared to the excluded households. Also, the proportion
of households using open air among the re-included was more than 6 times bigger than that of the excluded.
However, it is important to note that among those who remained excluded, there were cases that did not have
access to water (16 percent), hygiene items (23 percent), toilet facilities (3.7 percent) and bathroom (7 percent),
as well as families that shared latrines with more than 14 people (11 percent).

Table 14: Lack of access to water and hygiene items by re-inclusion status

Lack of access to Excluded Re-included Total
N % N % N %o
Enough water 3718 16 % 2448 36.3 % 6166 20.6 %
Enough soap & hygiene items 5262 22.7 % 3349 49.6 % 8611 28.8 %
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Table 15: Type of sanitary facilities by re-inclusion status
Excluded Re-included
N % N %

12072 52.8 % 1445 21.6 % 13517 45.7 %

Toilet and bathroom facilities

Improved latrines with cement slab/flush
latrine
Traditional pit latrine/ without slab/ open pit 9976 43.6 % 3649 54.5% 13625 46.1 %

Open air (bush, stream)/corner place in the 834 3.6 % 1597 23.9 % 2431 8.2 %

compound
Latrine shared with = 15 people 2381 10.9% 1537 29.7% 3918 14.5%
No Bathroom 1663 7.4% 2148 33.1% 3811 13.2%

5.5 Non-Food Items

Excluded households had significantly more access to NFIs, such as refrigerators, water heaters, winter clothes
or beds, than re-included households. Figure 3 shows the percentage of households with access to different
types of NFIs by re-inclusion status. 65 percent of excluded households had access to water heaters, whereas
35 percent of re-included households had access to water heaters. However, there were households with no
access to sufficient basic assets such as blankets, mattresses, winter clothes or kitchen utensils, among the ones
who were excluded. Also there were re-included households with access to relatively luxurious items such as
refrigerators, water heaters or beds.

Figure 3: Proportion of households with access to enough NFIs to cover family needs by re-inclusion status.

Non-Food Items
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5.6 Education

Most of the heads of households verified (69 percent) had at least primary level of education, whereas 20 percent
did not received any education at all (Table 16). Although this indicator was not considered in the criteria, it was
noted that the percentage of household heads without any education was significantly higher among the re-
included families. As can be seen in Figure 4, the likelihood to be re-included increased when the level of
education was low.
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Table 16: Education level of household heads by re-inclusion status
Education Level of Excluded Re-included Total
household head N % N % N %

None 3815 16.4 % 2062 30.6 % 5877 19.6 %
Below secondary 16634 71.4 % 4206 62.3 % 20840 69.4 %
Secondary or higher 2847 12.2 % 478 7.1 % 3325 11.1 %

Figure 4: Proportion of households by education level and re-inclusion status

Education Level

71.4%

62.3%

30.6%

16.4%
12.2%

Excluded Re-included

7.1%

H None M Below Secondary M Secondaryor higher

5.7 Livelihood sources

5.7.1 Main source of income

Table 17 shows the proportion of households by their main source of income. The three main sources of income
are labor, cash derived from assistance, begging or gifts and debts or loans. The households who mainly relied
on labor, savings or sale of assets were more likely to be excluded from assistance, while those depending on
any kind of assistance or on loans were more likely to be included. Therefore, re-included households tended to
rely more on assistance and gifts (39 percent) compared to the excluded households (21 percent). The majority
of excluded houscholds (63 percent) relied mostly on labor as their main source of income.

Table 17: Main source of income by re-inclusion status
Main source of Excluded Re-included Total

cash/income N % N % N %
Income from labor 14447 63.1% 2789 41.4% 17236 58.2%
Assistance/begging/gifts 4728 20.7% 2603 38.7% 7331 24.8%
Remittances/informal commerce 316 1.4% 80 1.2% 396 1.3%
Savings/sale of assets 767 3.4% 157 2.3% 924 3.1%
Debts/Loans 2626 11.5% 1103 16.4% 3729 12.6%
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5.8 Expenditures

Households who remained excluded from assistance spent on average US$133 per person per month, whereas
re-included households’ average expenditure was US$72 per person per month.

Table 18 shows the proportion of households by re-inclusion status and according to the percentage of money
spent on food in relation to their total expenditure. Households with a food expenditure share higher than 75
percent, compromising the non-food expenditures, were significantly more likely to be re-included. As a result,
54 percent of re-included households spent at least 75 percent of their total expenditure on food compared to
22 percent of the excluded households. On the other hand, households that allocated less than 65 percent of

their total income on food were more likely to be excluded.

However, there were houscholds with low food expenditure share that were re-included according to their
overall degree of vulnerability. Also, there were households with a very high percentage of expenditure on food
who have been excluded. Ten percent of the households, who allocated less than 50 percent of their expenditure
on food, were re-included. This percentage was higher as the food expenditure share increased until reaching 41

percent of households who spend more than 75 percent of their expenditure on food were re-included.

Table 18: Food expenditure share by re-inclusion status

Food Expenditure Excluded Re-included Total
Share N % N % N %
< 50% 10069 44.0% 1081 17.1% 11150 38.1%
>=50- 65% 4885 21.3% 800 12.6% 5685 19.4%
>=65 -75% 3005 13.1% 1020 16.1% 4025 13.8%
>=75% 4938 21.6% 3438 54.2% 8376 28.6%

Figure 5: Proportion of housheolds by food expenditure share and re-inclusion status

Food Expenditure Share

Excluded Re-included

W<50% Mm>=50-65% M>=65-75% MmW>=75%
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5.9 Food Consumption

Table 19 shows the proportion of verified households that did not consume pulses, fruits or meat by re-inclusion
status. Most of the visited households consumed pulses the week before the visit (97 percent). 40 percent of
households consumed fruits and 30 percent consumed meat. The households that consumed these items were
significantly more likely to be excluded, although the magnitude of the difference was below a ratio of 2. These
items were selected as the most linked to vulnerability and their consumption was used to calculate a proxy of

the food consumption score (FCS).

With regards to the food consumption classification, no household was found to have poor food consumption.
Thirty seven percent of households, whose food consumption classification was borderline, were re-included.
Twelve percent of households classified as having acceptable levels of food consumption were also re-included.

Table 19: Households who have not consumed pulses, fruits or meat by re-inclusion status

Excluded Re-included
%o N %o

N %

Nuts and Pulses 514 2.2% 281 4.1% 795 2.6%
Fruits 13244 56.7% 4856 71.9% 18100 60.1%
Meat 15436 66.5% 5440 81.1% 20876 69.7%

Figure 6: Proportion of housheolds who haven’t eaten pulses, fruits or meat by re-inclusion status
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71.9% 66.5%

43.3%

33.5%

28.1%
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56.7%
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|
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Regarding the type of food consumed by households, it was found that fruit and meat were consumed less by
re-included households compared to excluded households. Seventy one percent of re-included households did
not consume fruit and 81 percent did not consume meat. Although it is smaller proportion compared to the re-
included, 56 percent of the excluded households did not consume fruit and 66 percent did not consume meat

during the last week.
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5.10 Coping Strategies

Table 20 shows, by re-inclusion status, the proportion of households selected for the verification exercise who
reported having experienced a lack of food or money to buy it and those who applied coping strategies. Figure
7 represents the proportion of households who were re-included or excluded according to the adoption of each
coping strategy.

Approximately three-fourths of verified households reported having experienced a lack of food or money to
buy it, as well as resorted to applying diverse food consumption-related coping strategies (e.g. reducing the
number of meals per day or portion sizes). Among these households, 25 percent were re-included, whereas 11
percent of the households who did not experience lack of food or did not apply these coping mechanisms prior
to the survey were re-included. This result shows that the likelihood of being re-included is twice as likely if
refugees experienced a shortage of food or money to buy it or had applied food consumption-related coping
strategies.

Among the non-food consumption related coping strategies, the most common one among the verified
households was buying food on credit or borrowing money to buy food, which was applied by 71 percent of the
households. A much lower percentage, between 12-22 percent, reduced non-food essential expenditures such as
health or education, spent savings, sold household goods or withdrew children from school. Less than 3 percent
of the households resorted to more severe coping strategies, including child labor, early marriage, begging or
accepting illegal high risk jobs.

The percentage of households who applied coping strategies was significantly higher among the re-included
households compared to the excluded ones. However, the least severe coping strategies, such as spending savings
or sale goods, were used more by the excluded families. This result may indicate that households who could still
cope with food insecurity by spending savings or selling goods were less likely to be vulnerable. It was found
that 83 percent of re-included households had to buy food on credit compared to 68 percent of excluded
households. The second most adopted coping strategy by both types of households was the reduction of non-
food expenses, with 31 percent and 19 percent of re-included and excluded households who respectively adopted
it. A substantial number of re-included households (20 percent) had to withdraw their children from school,
compared to 9 percent of the excluded households. Table 20 also shows that some excluded households,
although in small percentages, had to employ some severe coping strategies, such as begging (0.5 percent), child
labor (1 percent) and holding an exploitative/illegal /high risk job (0.7 percent)

Although significant, the difference between the excluded and re-included households resorting to these coping
strategies was more than double only for some of them. The discriminant power is the biggest differences of the
variables to identify vulnerabilities. The best proxies of vulnerability according to this discriminant power are, in
decreasing order: begging (ratio of included/excluded=6:1), child labor (5:1), accepting high risk illegal jobs (3:1),
early marriage (3:1,) and withdrew children from school (2:1).
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Table 20: Coping strategies aday
Coping Strategies Excluded
Employed

pted by re-inclusion status
Re-included

N % % N

%

Lack of food or money

. 16880 73.1% 5836 88.1% 22716 76.5%
to buy it

Food related coping 16137 74.7% 5550 88.9% 21687 77.9%
strategies

Spent Savings 4199 18.7% 1126 17.0% 5325 18.3%
Sold goods 3932 17.2% 1033 15.4% 4965 16.8%
Bought food on credit 13782 68.1% 5030 82.6% 18812 71.4%
Sold Productive assets 594 2.6% 229 3.4% 823 2.8%
Withdrew children from 2135 9.3% 1325 19.9% 3460 11.7%
school

Reduced non-food

expense 4366 19.1% 2038 30.6% 6404 21.7%
Marriage of children 119 5% 100 1.5% 219 7%
under 18 ’ ’ :
Child labor 260 1.1% 348 5.2% 608 2.0%
Begged 113 5% 201 3.0% 314 1.0%
Accepted high risk 153 7% 132 1.9% 285 .9%
Sold house or land 164 7% 83 1.2% 247 .8%

Figure 7: Proportion of households by copying startegies employed and by re-inclusion status

Crisis and Stress Coping Strategies
Reduced non-food expense  ——rgwror 30.6% m Re-included  m Excluded
Withdrew children from school g 35~ 19.9%
Sold productive assets [l go; 3-4%
Bought food on credit | PR o 82.6%
Sold Goods _15;4%7.2%
Spent Savings . 7-0% 1o 7o,
Strategies employed by household |y megpe 88.9%

Lack of food or money to buy oo | 3 1oy 88.1%
0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%
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Figure 8 -Proportion of households by emergency copying startegies employed and by re-inclusion status
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5.11 Debt

Results showed that 78 percent of households borrowed money in the previous 3 months. Furthermore, neatly
half of the households confirmed that they had debt of more than US$ 200 and one-fourth had more than US$
600 of debt (Table 21). As shown in Table 21, the proportion of households who borrowed money and/or had
debts of more than US$ 200 were significantly higher among the re-included (p<0.01). Although significant, the
differences were not critical and therefore the likelihood of being re-included according to debt amount did not
differ much among debt categories. Overall, some 25 percent of the households whose debt was above US$ 200
were re-included whereas 11 percent of households without any debt were re-included as well (Figure 8). This
result highlights the relatively weak discriminant power of debt amount by itself, when it is considered as an

independent variable.

1.1%
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3.0%

1.9%
1%

Begged
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7%
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Table 21: Households distribution by amount of debt and re-inclusion status

Borrowed money 17453
No debt 4066
Debt <200% 5892
Debt 201-600% 7835

Debt >600$ 5066

Excluded

%o

75.3%
17.8%
25.8%
34.3%
22.2%

Re-included

5660

545
1524
2701
1875

%

84.8%

8.2%
22.9%
40.6%
28.2%

23113
4611
7416

10536
6941

%

77.5%
15.6%
25.1%
35.7%
23.5%



Figure 8: Proportion of households by amount of debt and re-inclusion status

Debt Amount
34.3%
27.0%
25.8% 22.9% 25.6%

. (]
17.8% 20.6%
I 11.8%

Excluded Re-included

mNo Debt m <2005 m201-600S m Above 600

6 REFERRALS

In the verification questionnaire, enumerators were asked to refer cases that would need special follow up for
health, education, protection, registration, psychosocial support and/or shelter. Table 22 shows the proportion
of the households who were referred for any of these services. The maximum number of referrals was carried
out for health (44 percent), followed by education, shelter and registration. As per protection and psychosocial
support, there was less referrals (10 percent). The proportion of households who were referred was significantly
higher among re-included households, in particular for shelter which showed doubled proportion of referrals
among the re-included than excluded households. This result points out that shelter is a major concern.

Table 22: Referred households by category and re-inclusions status
Referrals Excluded Re-included Total

N %o N % N %
Health 8581 41.6% 3168 53.6% 11749 44.3%
Education 3511 17% 1576 26.7% 5087 19.2%
Protection 728 3.5% 377 6.4% 1105 4.2%
Registration 2477 12% 1196 20.2% 3673 13.8%
Psychosocial 1695 8.2% 690 11.7% 2385 9%
Shelter 3135 15.2% 1790 30.3% 4925 18.6%
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7 SECTOR VULNERABILITY

The information collected combines specific vulnerability criteria from 8 sectors (WEP 2013%), providing an
overall score for each household. Based on this score, a vulnerability categorization of a household is carried out
within each sector. There are 4 levels of vulnerability: low, mild, moderate and severe for each sector. Table 23
shows the profile of all households visited according to their level of vulnerability per sector and re-inclusion
status.

Table 23: Vulnerability profile by sector and re-inclusion status

Mild Moderate eve
Vulnerability Vulnerability erab I
Excluded 1% 69.6% 16.4% .0%
Re-included 1.5% 43.7% 54.7% 1%
Total 11.2% 63.8% 25% 0%
Excluded 5% 37.6% 51.7% 5.7%
Re-included 1% 4.1% 57.1% 38.7%
Total 4% 30% 53% 13%
Excluded 51% 27.7% 13.7% 7.6%
Re-included 27.6% 25.3% 21.8% 25.2%
Total 46% 27% 15.5% 11.5%
Excluded 49.6% 33.9% 12.9% 3.6%
Re-included 10.1% 26% 28.4% 35.5%
Total 41% 32% 16% 11%
Excluded 20.5% 55.2% 18.4% 5.8%
Re-included 2.1% 25.5% 35.1% 37.3%
Total 16% 49% 22% 13%
Excluded 31.2% 52.9% 15.3% .6%
Re-included 1.6% 34.8% 54.3% 9.3%
Total 25% 49% 24% 2%
Excluded 2% 65% 11% 22%
Re-included 0% 23% 26% 52%
Total 2% 55% 14% 29%
Excluded 54.8% 21.3% 20.5% 3.5%
Re-included 28.8% 9.6% 37.2% 24.4%
Total 49% 19% 24% 8%

According to the result, the highest level of vulnerability for the total number of households visited was found
in the economic sector: 66 percent of households were classified as moderately or severely vulnerable. The
sectors with higher proportions of households classified as moderately or severely vulnerable were: economic

9 WFP 2013. Targeting verification criteria.
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(66 percent), protection (43 percent), WASH (35 percent), education (32 percent) and shelter, health, NFI and
food security (26 percent).

These overall percentages differed significantly between re-included and excluded households. The proportion
of moderately and severely vulnerable households among the re-included was on average almost 3 times higher,
for all the sectors, than among the excluded houscholds. NFI and shelter show the biggest difference as the
percentage of moderately and severely vulnerable households are 4 times higher than the excluded , followed by
food security (3.3 times higher in the re-included households), and WASH (3 times higher in the re-included
houscholds). The difference in percentage of moderate and severe vulnerability between re-included and
excluded households reached 41 percent on average, with higher values among the re-included. The difference
ranged from 26 percent, for the health sector up to 48 percent for the WASH, shelter and NFI sectors.

Among the re-included households, the sectors with higher proportions in the categories of moderate and severe
vulnerability were: economic (96 percent), protection (78 percent), WASH (72 percent), Shelter (64 percent),
NFT (64 percent), education (62 percent), food security (55 percent) and health (47 percent). On the other hand,
among the excluded households, the percentage of moderately and severely vulnerable households followed a
slightly different order: economic (57 percent), protection (33 percent), WASH (24 percent), education (24
percent), health (21 percent), shelter (17 percent), NFI (16 percent) and food security (16 percent).

In the following sections, a more detailed description and discussion of the results is presented by sector.

7.1 Food Security

Food security is estimated according to three indicators: food consumption, food expenditure share and coping
strategies. Hach of these indicators is categorized into four vulnerability subgroups: low, mild, moderate and

Severe.

Figure 9 shows the vulnerability profile for food security of all the visited households by re-inclusion status.
These results highlighted that 90 percent of the overall families visited disclose some degree of food insecurity,
most of them being mildly food insecure. Twenty five percent of the total households assessed were classified
as moderately food insecure and only 13 cases (less than 0.01 percent) as severely food insecure. The food
security status of these houscholds varied significantly according to their re-inclusion status: among the re-
included beneficiaries 55 percent are moderately food insecure compared to 16 percent of the excluded.

While food consumption seemed to be acceptable for almost all visited households, the food expenditure share
appeared to be the major factor for food insecurity, followed by the coping strategies. As discussed previously,
food expenditure share might be overestimated given the fact that the total expenditure of the households had
been misunderstood as the sum of the food and rent expenditure exclusively. The re-included households spent
relatively more on food than the excluded ones, which may mean a higher risk of compromising other non-food

essential needs and apply more severe coping strategies.
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Figure 9: Proportion of households by food security situation and re-inclusion status
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Table 24: Food vulnerability profile by re-inclusion status and for each food security indicator

MILD FOOD MODERATE FOOD
INSECURITY INSECURITY
Excluded 14% 69.6% 16.4% .0%
Re-included 1.5% 43.7% 54.7% 1%
Total 11.2% 63.8% 25% .0%
. Acceptable with .
Food Consumption Acceptable coping strategies Borderline Poor
Excluded 24% 74.7% 1.3% 0%
Re-included 8.2% 89.1% 2.7% 0%
Total 20.5% 77.9% 1.6% 0%
2°°d Expenditure < 50% >=50- 65% >=65 -75% >=75%
roups
Excluded 44.2% 21.5% 13.1% 21.2%
Re-included 17.5% 12.4% 16% 54.1%
Total 38.1% 19.4% 13.8% 28.6%
Coping Strategies HH_not adoptlpg Stress coping Crisis coPlng E!nergenues_
coping strategies strategies strategies coping strategies
Excluded 32.2% 45.9% 18.6% 3.4%
Re-included 14.3% 46.6% 29.5% 9.5%
Total 28.2% 46% 21% 4.8%
Coping Capacity High coping Moderate coping Mild coping Low coping
Indicator capacity capacity capacity capacity
Excluded 15.1% 47.5% 33% 4.4%
Re-included 3.3% 21.9% 54.9% 19.8%
Total 12.5% 41.8% 37.9% 7.8%
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Table 24 shows the proportion of households per vulnerable categories and re-inclusion status, for each food
security indicator.

Ideally, the vulnerability score would lead to the inclusion of moderate and severe vulnerable people, while the
mild or low vulnerable population would be excluded from assistance. Results showed that out of the 13 cases
with severe food insecurity 6 were re-included as well as half of the 25 percent moderately food insecure, leading

to an exclusion error of about 50 percent.
Figure 10: Proportion of re-included and excluded households by food security category.

Food Security

3.2%
Food secure Mild food insecurity Moderate food Severe food insecurity

insecurity

W Excluded ™ Re-included

7.2 Economic Vulnerability

The classification of households according to their economic vulnerability is also based on food expenditure
share and food security-related coping strategies. However, instead of considering food consumption, the
proportion of the Minimum Expenditure Basket (MEB) covered by the total monthly expenditure as well as the
total amount of debt are considered. Just like for the food security, each indicator is categorized into four
subgroups from less to more vulnerable: low, mild, moderate and severe.

Figure 11 shows the proportion of households per level of vulnerability and re-inclusion status. More than 95
percent of the re-included households were moderately or severely economically vulnerable. This proportion
was significantly lower among the excluded (57 percent).

The findings highlighted that households’ monthly expenditure was the main determinant of severe vulnerability,
followed by food expenditure share for the re-included households as well as by the total amount of debt for
the excluded, and finally by the emergency coping strategies. In the case of moderate vulnerability, debt was the
major driver, followed by total expenditure for the excluded and crisis coping strategies for the re-included.

Due to the reasons previously mentioned on the limitations of data quality for the expenditure module, the
proportion of households that were moderately or severely vulnerable might be overestimated.
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Figure 11: Proportion of households by economic vulnerability category and re-inclusion status
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Table 25: Economic vulnerability profile by re-inclusion status and for each economic vulnerability indicator

LOW MILD MODERATE

VULNERABILITY VULNERABILITY VULNERABILITY
Excluded 5% 37.6% 51.7% 5.7%
Re-included 1% 4.1% 57.1% 38.7%
Total 3.9% 30.1% 52.9% 13.1%
HH monthly > 125% MEB 100-125% MEB 75%-100% MEB <75% MEB
expenditure
Excluded 9.2% 32.3% 23.4% 35.1%
Re-included .3% 6.8% 16.4% 76.5%
Total 7.2% 26.6% 21.8% 44.4%
Food
Expenditure < 50% >=50- 65% >=65 -75% >=75%
Groups
Excluded 44.2% 21.5% 13.1% 21.2%
Re-included 17.5% 12.4% 16.0% 54.1%
Total 38.1% 19.4% 13.8% 28.6%
zgﬁ' amount of 0 0-200% 200-600% >600%
Excluded 17.8% 25.8% 34.3% 22.2%
Re-included 8.2% 22.9% 40.6% 28.2%
Total 15.6% 25.1% 35.7% 23.5%
Coping HH not adopting Stress coping Crisis coping Emergencies
Strategies coping strategies strategies strategies coping strategies
Excluded 32.2% 45.9% 18.6% 3.4%
Re-included 14.3% 46.6% 29.5% 9.5%
Total 28.2% 46.0% 21% 4.8%
Coping Capacity High coping Moderate coping Mild coping Low coping
Indicator capacity capacity capacity capacity
Excluded 12% 54.6% 31.4% 2%
Re-included 2.4% 26.8% 62% 8.8%
Total 9.9% 48.3% 38.3% 3.5%




Table 25 shows the proportion of households included and excluded per vulnerability category. The criteria
applied to determine the inclusion status of a household had a high specificity for this sector, as 4 percent of the
34 percent considered as households with low and mild vulnerability were re-included. Furthermore, severely
vulnerable households were significantly more likely to be re-included, but this was not the case for the
moderately vulnerable. As observed in the Figure 12, more than 75 percent of the moderately vulnerable
households were excluded due to their overall vulnerability classification.

Figure 12: Proportion of re-included and excluded households by economic vulnerability

Economic Vulnerability

3% 3.1%
Low Vulnerability Mild Vulnerability Moderate Economic Severe Economic

insecurity insecurity

B Excluded M Reincluded

7.3 Health

Health vulnerability is estimated on the basis of the probability for a household to require health care, that is,
the probability of having extra health expenditure needs that either cannot be covered or are compromising
other essential expenditures. Indirectly, it also serves as a proxy for a household’s capacity to generate income.
The indicators used to determine the health vulnerability include: the number of children under 5 years old,
elderly members and pregnant and lactating women (PLW), as well as the number of members with specific
needs.

Table 26 shows the proportion of households according to the number of family members corresponding to
each indicator, as well as the re-inclusion status. The results showed that 47 percent of the re-included
households with 3 or more members who can be considered as more vulnerable, while excluded households
have less than half of this value (21 percent). On average people with specific needs influenced health
vulnerability score the most, followed by the children under 5, PLW and elders.
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Figure 13: Proportion of households by health vulnerability situation and re-inclusion status
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Table 26: Health vulnerability profile by re-inclusion status and for each health vulnerability indicator

Low MILD HIGH -

VULNERABILITY | VULNERABILITY | VULNERABILITY
Number of children under <1 2 3 >4
5 years old
Excluded 86% 12.4% 1.1% .5%
Re-included 76.7% 16.8% 4% 2.4%
Total 83.9% 13.4% 1.8% 9%
Number of elders =1 2 3 =4
Excluded 98.4% 1.3% 1% 2%
Re-included 95.4% 3% 4% 1.2%
Total 97.7% 1.6% 2% 4%
Number of PLW =<1 2 3 =4
Excluded 99.2% .5% 1% 1%
Re-included 98% 1.3% 1% .6%
Total 98.9% 7% 1% .2%
i e Wik 2 2
Excluded 85.3% 10.8% 2.4% 1.4%
Re-included 67.9% 20% 7.6% 4.4%
Total 81.4% 12.9% 3.6% 2.1%
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Figure 14: Proportion of re-included and excluded households by health vulnerability

Health
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Figure 14 shows the percentage of excluded and re-included households in relation to their vulnerability
situation: the more vulnerable members within a household, the more likely to be re-included. Forty eight percent
of the households who were found to be severely vulnerable and 31 percent of those who were moderately
vulnerable were re-included for assistance. Moreover, 13 percent of the households with low vulnerability and

20 percent with mild vulnerability were also re-included.

7.4 Shelter

Household classification for shelter vulnerability is based on six indicators: type of housing, occupancy, crowding
index (density), toilet facilities, access to bathroom and access to enough water to cover their basic needs (WEP

2013)10,

Figure 15: Shelter vulnerability situation by re-inclusion status
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10 \WFP 2013. Targeting verification criteria.
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Figure 15 shows the vulnerability profile for shelter of the households verified by their re-inclusion status. The

percentage of severely and moderately vulnerable was 4 times higher among the re-included households (64

percent) than among the excluded ones (16.5 percent). The main determinant of shelter vulnerability is the

number of people per square meter (density), due to the relative high percentage of households with less than

7m? per person (40 percent of the excluded households and 75 percent of the re-included).

Table 27: Shelter vulnerability profile by re-inclusion status and for each shelter vulnerability indicator

Toilet facilities

latrine with
cement slab /

latrine/ without
slab/ open pit
shared with less

Latrine with 15
people or more

MILD MODERATE SEVERE
VULNERABILITY VULNERABILITY VULNERABILITY
. >10.5 7-10.5 ) _ )
Density TR R 3.5-7 m?/person <=3.5 m?/person
Excluded 37.4% 23.2% 26.4% 13.1%
Re-included 8.9% 16.2% 37.5% 37.4%
Total 30.9% 21.6% 28.9% 18.6%
Improved Ll Jafel o Open air (bush,

stream)/ corner
place in the

Flush latrine than 15 people compound
Excluded 49.7% 39.1% 10.8% 0.3%
Re-included 20% 47.7% 29.3% 3%
Total 44% 40.8% 14.3% 0.9%
Type of housing
Excluded 59% 25.7% 15.1% 0.2%
Re-included 24.8% 30.5% 43.7% 1.1%
Total 51.3% 26.7% 21.5% 0.4%
Type of occupancy
Excluded 20.5% 69.2% 9.9% 0.5%
Re-included 9.8% 59.5% 26.9% 3.8%
Total 18.1% 67% 13.7% 1.2%
Bathroom Yes No
Excluded 92.6% 7.4%
Re-included 66.9% 33.1%
Total 86.8% 13.2%
Access to water Yes No
Excluded 84% 16%
Re-included 63.7% 36.3%
Total 79.4% 20.6%
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Figure 16: Proportion of re-included and excluded households by shelter vulnerability
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Figure 16 shows the percentage of households re-included and excluded by the shelter vulnerability category.
Seventy three percent of the households who were found to be severely vulnerable for shelter, as well as 37
percent of moderately vulnerable families were all re-included. Some households who were classified as low and
mildly vulnerable were also re-included, 5 percent and 17 percent respectively. The high level of re-inclusion of
severely vulnerable households highlighted a potential strong correlation of the severe vulnerability for shelter

with other sectors vulnerability.

7.5 WASH

WASH (Water Sanitation and Hygiene) vulnerability is determined by availability and type of toilets and access
to water and hygiene items, as well as the presence of children under 5 years old. WASH vulnerability profile for
the total number of households visited is presented in the graph 17 by re-inclusion status. The percentage of
severely and moderately vulnerable households for WASH was 3 times higher among the re-included
households.

Figure 17: WASH vulnerability situation by re-inclusion status
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Considering the proportion of the households in the vulnerable categories per indicator (table 28), the highest

values were found among the households with children under 5, followed by those who did not have access to

enough hygiene items, who faced difficulties with access to water and toilet and those without access to

bathrooms.

The highest differences observed were the access to bathrooms and types of toilet facilities. Among the re-

included group, the percentage of households without bathrooms was 4.5 times higher than among the excluded.

Furthermore, the percentage of the re-included households with no toilet facilities was 10 times higher, while

for those sharing the toilet with more than 14 people was almost 3 times higher among the re-included compared

to the exclude. These results revealed that bathroom access and type of toilet were good proxies for vulnerability.

Table 28: WASH vulnerability profile by re-inclusion status and for each WASH vulnerability indicator

Toilet facilities

Improved latrine
with cement

Mild WASH
vulnerability

Moderate WASH
vulnerability

Severe WASH
vulnerability

Traditional pit
latrine/ without
slab/ open pit

Traditional pit latrine/
without slab/ open pit

Open air (bush,
stream)/ corner

SIa|Zt/ril:|I:Sh shared with less shared witr:olri people or F:;I:;?p:]uf:je
than 15 people

Excluded 49.7% 39.1% 10.8% 0.3%
Re-included 20% 47.7% 29.3% 3%
Total 44% 40.8% 14.3% 0.9%
Bathroom Yes No

Excluded 92.6% 7.4%

Re-included 66.9% 33.1%

Total 86.8% 13.2%

o o

Excluded 77.3% 22.7%

Re-included 50.4% 49.6%

Total 71.2% 28.8%

Access to water Yes No

Excluded 84% 16%

Re-included 63.7% 36.3%

Total 79.4% 20.6%

Children under 5 No Yes

Excluded 55.5% 44.5%

Re-included 47% 53%

Total 53.6% 46.4%

Graph 18 shows the proportion of households by wash vulnerability level and re-inclusion status. Among the

households who were found to be severely vulnerable for WASH, 63 percent were re-included, as well as 35

percent of the moderately vulnerable families. Most of the low and mildly vulnerable families for WASH were
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excluded (97 percent and 89 percent, respectively). The likelihood to be re-included increased proportionally
with the level of vulnerability observed for WASH. Severely vulnerable households were 24 times more likely to
be re-included than those with low vulnerability, who were almost 6 times more than mildly vulnerable
households and almost 2 times more than those moderately vulnerable for WASH.

Figure 18: Proportion of re-included and excluded households by WASH vulnerability

WASH
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7.6 Non-Food Item (NFI) sector vulnerability

The classification for NFI sector vulnerability is based on households’ accessibility to assets and on their ability
to purchase these assets which is estimated by the total household expenditure compared to the MEB and on
the dependency ratio.

The percentage of severely vulnerable households for NFIs was significantly higher (4 times) among the re-
included households than the excluded (Figure 19).

Figure 19: NFI vulnerability situation by re-inclusion status
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Among other indicators, the relation between the total monthly expenditure and MEB revealed a higher
percentage of households in the high and severe categories. The number of NFIs that the household had access
to seemed to be the second most influencing indicator of the vulnerability level, followed by the dependency
ratio (Table 29). However, the difference between the re-included and excluded households was as follows: the
household was more vulnerable as the dependency ratio was higher and the total expenditure score increased.
The proportion of the households with a dependency ratio higher than 1.5 (3 dependents for every 2 non-
dependents) among the re-included households was 4.6 times higher than among the excluded ones. The

percentage of the households with access to less than 5 items was 2.6 times higher among re-included than
excluded households.

Table 29: NFI vulnerability profile by re-inclusion status and for each NFI vulnerability indicator

Mild NFI ModerateNFI Severe NFI

vulnerability vulnerability vulnerability
NFI items >4 =4
Excluded 77.6% 22.4%
Included 42.8% 57.2%
Total 69.8% 30.2%
::;?t':x"e"d't"re PEr | > 12506 MEB | 100-125% MEB | 75%-100% MEB <75% MEB
Excluded 27% 14.6% 23.4% 35.1%
Included 3.9% 3.2% 16.4% 76.5%
Total 21.8% 12% 21.8% 44.4%
Dependency ratio <1 1.1-1.5 1.6-2 >2
Excluded 86.9% 8.5% 2.3% 2.3%
Included 61.3% 17.7% 9% 12%
Total 81.1% 10.6% 3.8% 4.5%

Eighty one percent of the severely vulnerable and 49 percent of moderately vulnerable households for NFIs
were re-included, which means that there was a high correlation of these vulnerable groups with other
vulnerability sectors. The NFI vulnerability had the lowest exclusion error among all sectors. Almost all of the
households in the low vulnerability category and 85 percent of the mildly vulnerable households were excluded
(Figure 20).

Figure 20: Proportion of re-included and excluded households by NFI vulnerability
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7.7 Protection

The categorization of households for protection vulnerability is based on the demographic categories proposed
by UNHCR for the burden score (female and child headed households, disability, etc.) added to the crisis and
emergency coping strategies (begging, illegal/exploitative jobs, eatly matriage, child labor, etc.), the main
livelihood source, the dependency ratio and economic vulnerability!!.

As shown in Figure 21 below, less than 2 percent of the households visited were classified as having low
vulnerability for protection and 55 percent of them were classified as mildly vulnerable (65 percent for the
excluded). Although these percentages were consistent with those found in the 2013 VASyR (3 percent of low
vulnerability and 41 percent of mild vulnerability) they could reflect insufficient sensitivity, in other words low
capacity to detect the different levels of low vulnerability for this sector. However, the possibility that most of
the population presents some degree of vulnerability in relation to these indicators cannot be ruled out. Among
the re-included households, 78 percent were moderately or severely vulnerable, which represented 45 percent
more than among the excluded.

Figure 21: Protection vulnerability situation by re-inclusion status
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Table 30: Head of the household by re-inclusion status
Excluded Re-included Total

Vulnerability categories

Female HHH 3043 13.2% 1057 16% 4100 13.9%
HH size 27 1439 6% 1650 24% 3089 10.1%
Elderly HHH 864 3.6% 348 5.1% 1212 4%
Single HHH 1289 5.5% 727 10.7% 2016 6.7%
Disabled adult 624 2.6% 444 6.5% 1068 3.5%
Unaccompanied or ® ® ®
separate child 438 1.8% 221 3.2% 659 2.1%
More than 2 disabled

members 106 4% 106 1.5% 212 7%
HH with no employment 6031 26% 2619 39.4% 8650 29%

IT\WEP 2013. Tatgeting verification critetia.
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Table 31: Head of the household and Copying Strategy (CS) by re-inclusion status
Determinant Excluded Re-included

variables for severe N % N %o N %
Child HHH 34 0.1% 49 0.7% 83 0.3%
S BES DOl 4728 20.7% 2603 38.7% 7331 24.8%
livelihood source

Early Marriage (CS) 119 5% 100 1.5% 219 7%
Begging (CS) 113 5% 201 3% 314 1%
zggs);al, EOIEEE 162 7% 123 1.9% 285 9%
Child labor (CS) 268 1.1% 340 5.2% 608 2%

The economic vulnerability had the biggest proportion of households in moderate or severe category (66
percent). The difference of moderately and severely vulnerable proportions between the re-included and
excluded houscholds was higher for the dependency ratio indicator (4.6 times higher among the re-included)
and lower for the economic vulnerability indicator (less than double).

Among the vulnerability categories that are considered for the calculation of the score called “sum of
vulnerabilities”, the variables that present a higher proportion of households are unemployment, female headed
houscholds and the family size of 7 or more members (Table 32). However, these high proportions of
houscholds will differ between re-included and excluded households: the household size as well as the presence
of two or more members with disabilities in a household were the two indicators showing the highest results,
with a percentage among the re-included almost 4 times of the percentage of the excluded. This difference by
re-inclusion status was lower than other indicators, such as the percentage of the households without
employment, female-headed households or elderly headed households considered.

As for variables considered as determinants of severe vulnerability for protection, the main one is the
begging/assistance/gifts as main livelihood soutce. It is, at the same time, the one that shows less difference
between the re-included and excluded households. This result was probably due to the fact that these livelihood
sources were considered as a package. It would be strongly recommended to disaggregate them into separate
livelihood sources. The variables showing higher discriminant power, by re-inclusions status, were: child-headed
houscholds, begging as coping strategy, and child labor. For these variables, the percentage among the re-
included was respectively 7, 6 and almost 5 times, higher than among the excluded houscholds.
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Table 32: Protection vulnerability profile by re-inclusion status and for each protection vulnerability indicator

Moderate Severe

Mild protection protection protection

vulnerability vulnerability vulnerability
\s::;:e:;bilities 0 1 2 >=3
Excluded 52.3% 35.6% 10% 2.1%
Included 27.3% 42.1% 22% 8.7%
Total 46.7% 37% 12.7% 3.6%
3::;:>T¢;Zir;tspv No Yes
Excluded 78.1% 21.9%
Included 55% 45%
Total 72.9% 27.1%
5:?::r:tl:i:lity \I;zmerability i e nETELD e lef:eer?I:ﬁity \slﬁ;’:;fability
Excluded 5% 37.6% 51.7% 5.7%
Included 1% 4.1% 57.1% 38.7%
Total 3.9% 30.1% 52.9% 13.1%
:t'i’:"de"cy <1 1.1-1.5 1.6 - 2 >2
Excluded 86.9% 8.5% 2.3% 2.3%
Included 61.3% 17.7% 9% 12%
Total 81.1% 10.6% 3.8% 4.5%

SPV: Severe protection vulnerability

The likelihood of being re-included was similar for moderate and severely protection-vulnerable households.
Similar to the economic vulnerability sector, the overall vulnerability for this sector was one of the highest (the
second after economic vulnerability) whereas its sensitivity is one of the lowest, together with economic
vulnerability and health. This result would indicate that low and mild protection vulnerability categories were
good proxies of the welfare of households. However, as previously mentioned, interpretation of the results
strongly related with expenditures were limited by the quality of the expenditure module.
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Figure 22: Proportion of re-included and excluded households by protection vulnerability
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7.8 Education

The household vulnerability for education estimates the risk of the household to have children who do not
attend school as a coping mechanism or due to specific needs. The vulnerability score for education is based on:

1) Number of school aged children in the household,

2) Specific coping mechanisms (withdrawal of children from school, child labor, early marriage and reduction in

non-food essential expenditures),

3) Specific needs of children under 16 years old,
4) Economic vulnerability,

5) Dependency ratio,

0) Specific cases of child-headed households that automatically classify the household as severely vulnerable for
education sector.

Figure 23 shows the vulnerability profile for education by re-inclusion status. Thirty two percent of the verified
households were classified as moderately or severely vulnerable for this sector. Among the re-included
houscholds the percentage reaches 62 percent, which was more than twice the proportion among the excluded
(24 percent). The difference between the re-included and excluded was bigger for the severe category: the
percentage among the re-included households was 6 times high of the excluded.
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Figure 23: Education vulnerability situation by re-inclusion status
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Table 33 shows the proportion of households per category of vulnerability for each indicator considered for the
calculation of education vulnerability score. The overall risk factor for school attendance is the indicator
considered for the calculation of this score that contributes with the highest percentage of houscholds in the
moderate and severe categories (76 percent). This is due to the fact that this indicator includes all the moderate
and severe cases of the risk factors considered (economic vulnerability, dependency ratio, coping risk factor and
specific needs risk factor). Out of these risk factors, economic vulnerability would be the indicator that
contributed to the highest proportion of households in the moderate and severe vulnerability categories (66
percent). However, as in other sectors, the biggest difference in the percentage of severely and moderately
vulnerable households between the re-included and excluded —always higher among re-included households-was
found for child-headed households (7 times higher), dependency ratio (4.6 times higher), followed by the number
of school age children (the percentage of households with 3 or more children in this age group is 3.1 times higher
among re-included) and children under 16 years old with specific needs (2.1 times higher). Coping risk factors,
economic vulnerability and overall risk factors showed the lowest difference (1.4 - 1.7 times higher), although

still statistically significant.
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Table 33: Education vulnerability profile by re-inclusion status and for each education vulnerability indicator

- Mild education Moderate education E-TAE T [TTeE1d]0]))
vulnerability vulnerability vulnerability
Number of school

children =1 2 3 >=4
Excluded 77.4% 13% 7.6% 2%
Included 52.7% 18% 16.5% 12.9%
Total 71.8% 14.1% 9.6% 4.4%
Overall risk factor

for school 1 2 3 4
attendance

Excluded 3.8% 27.1% 55.3% 13.8%
Included 0% 1.2% 41.6% 57.2%
Total 3% 21.3% 52.3% 23.5%
Number of children

<16 with specific 0 1 >=2
needs

Excluded 90.2% 8.1% 1.7%
Included 79.8% 14.5% 5.7%
Total 87.8% 9.6% 2.6%
Coping risk factor 0 0 1 strategies >=2 strategies
Excluded 76.8% 17.7% 5.5%
Included 61.9% 23.1% 15%
Total 73.4% 18.9% 7.7%
sz(l):eorl::)?ﬁty \I;:‘I’l\:erability BRI UL f&ﬂiﬁiﬁnw \Sls:’:;fability
Excluded 5% 37.6% 51.7% 5.7%
Included .1% 4.1% 57.1% 38.7%
Total 3.9% 30.1% 52.9% 13.1%
Dependency ratio <1 1.1-1.5 1.6-2 >2
Excluded 86.9% 8.5% 2.3% 2.3%
Included 61.3% 17.7% 9.0% 12%
Total 81.1% 10.6% 3.8% 4.5%
Child HHH No Yes
Excluded 99.9% 0.1%
Included 99.3% 0.7%
Total 99.7% 0.3%

Out of the coping strategies considered, the most common was reducing non-food essential expenditures such
as education or health (22 percent), followed by withdrawal of children from school (12 percent), child labor (2
percent) and early marriage (1 percent) (Table 34). In terms of discriminant power based on the difference in
percentage between the re-included and excluded, child labor as the coping strategy showed the highest
difference (4.6 times higher among the re-included), followed by early marriage (2.9 times higher among the re-
included). Reducing essential non-food expenses had the lowest difference between the re-included and
excluded.

Regarding the risk factor related to specific needs of children under 16, chronic illness was the indicator with
the highest percentage of children in this situation, followed by pregnant and lactating women (PLW) and serious
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medical conditions. The lowest percentage was for children with disabilities (T'able 35). The major differences
between the re-included and excluded households were found in the proportion of children with disabilities (3
times higher among the re-included), followed by children with serious medical conditions (2.5 times higher)
and chronic illness (2.4 times higher). Young PLW did not seem to have a high The presence of young PLW did
not seem to have a high discriminant power between the re-included and excluded, not much atfecting re-
inclusion status.

Table 34: Copying Mechanisms by re-inclusion status

Excluded Re-included Total

Coping mechanisms

N % N % N %
Withdrew children from school 2135 9.3% 1325 19.9% 3460 11.7%
Reduced essential non-food ® 8 o
expenditures (education, health, etc) 4366 19.1% 2038 30.6% 6404 21.7%
Early Marriage 119 .5% 100 1.5% 219 7%
Child labor 260 1.1% 348 5.2% 608 2%

Table 35: Specific needs by re-inclusion status
Excluded Re-included

Specific needs

children <16 N % N % N %
PLW 491 2.5% 210 3.4% 701 2.7%
Disability 224 1% 180 2.9% 404 1.5%
Chronic illness 982 4.5% 663 10.6% 1645 5.9%
Serious medical
conditions 304 1.4% 217 3.5% 521 1.9%

As shown in Figure 24, 65 percent of the households who were found to be severely vulnerable and 33 percent
of those moderately vulnerable were re-included, pointing out a relatively high correlation between the severe
category with other sector vulnerabilities, therefore a high sensitivity of the overall score for this category. On
the other hand, relatively low proportion of re-inclusion of the moderately vulnerable households in addition to
the relatively high ones for the low and mild categories, indicated a limited discriminant power of vulnerabilities
among these categories which does not affect much the re-inclusion status.

Figure 24: Proportion of re-included and excluded households by Education vulnerability

Education
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8 CONCLUSION

Results showed that some of the households in need of assistance were excluded by the burden score,
confirming the need for a review process to verify the vulnerability of the households and reducing the
exclusion error that unavoidably occurred when the burden score was applied for targeting. Out of the
30,000 cases reviewed, 23 percent of them were re-included based on the verification criteria and 5.5
percent of them were re-included by the Multi-Functional Teams (MFTs) that also used qualitative
information gathered during the review process.

According to all indicators, the vulnerability of re-included households was significantly higher than the
vulnerability of excluded households confirming that the applied criteria allow for the identification of
vulnerable households.

Cases with specific vulnerabilities could be found among excluded households confirming that targeted
assistance was selecting the households most in need. Specific types of assistance- health, shelter, WASH
or protection, among others - may be needed by the excluded households, especially for those close to
the threshold for re-inclusion.

The sensitivity and specificity of the original verification criteria cannot be completely verified with the
results of the current analysis for two reasons. First, the original criteria was based on the household as
unit of observation and analysis, whereas the data collected for the verification analysis considers
UNHCR registration cases as units. In addition, due to the limited quality of the data collected for the
expenditure module, moderately and severely food insecure and economic vulnerable cases were not
automatically re-included in order to reduce the impact of the limitations of the data in the overall result.
According to the overall vulnerability score, 29 percent of the reviewed cases were classified as having
low vulnerability, 49 percent as mildly vulnerable, 20 percent were found as moderately vulnerable and
2 percent as severely vulnerable.

Economic, protection and WASH vulnerability were the sectors that contributed to the highest
percentage of houscholds classified as moderately or severely vulnerable.

The proportion of moderately and severely vulnerable houscholds among the re-included was on
average almost 3 times higher than among the excluded for all sectors. NFI and shelter showed the
biggest difference as their percentage which was 4 times higher for the re-included, followed by food
security (3.3 percent) and WASH (3 percent). Economic vulnerability was the sector that showed the
least difference between the re-included and excluded, with a proportion of moderately and severely
vulnerable 1.7 times higher among the re-included than the excluded.

NFTI and shelter, followed by food security, were the sectors that were better captured by the overall
vulnerability classification, with the highest proportion of severely and moderately vulnerable
houscholds included. On the other hand, the global vulnerability score is less sensitive to economic
vulnerability followed by health.

Considering the proportion of low and mildly vulnerable households who were re-included, economic
vulnerability was the sector that better identified these categories of welfare, resulting in a lesser
proportion of households re-included.

Considering sensitivity and specificity, NFI and WASH were the sectors that better identified global
vulnerability whereas health sector would have the least determining power, not much affecting the re-
inclusion status.

45



e Economy and NFI were the sectors that show better correlation with other sectors affecting the
vulnerability levels of the other sectors, followed by shelter and food security. The lowest correlation is
found for health.

e The indicators that show the highest difference in percentage between the re-included and excluded,
therefore appeared to be potential good proxies of vulnerability and were as follow: child-headed
houscholds, begging, children involved in income generation, early marriage and accepted illegal and
high risk jobs as coping strategies, big household size, disability, dependency ratio, households with
more than 2 children under 5, school-age children, elders or people with specific needs, more than 1
member under 18 with disability, access to bathroom, type of toilet, type of housing and occupancy,
NFI items, as well as expenditure per capita/MEB and sum of vulnerabilities for protection.

e Although these indicators captured a high proportion of the differences on vulnerability, the model
allowed for the correct identification of 68 percent of the vulnerable cases. The inclusion of other
indicators - although less individually powerful - increased the probability of adequately identifying a
higher percentage of vulnerable cases.

e  Given that the main purpose of the review process was the confirmation of household vulnerability, the
best criteria would be one that optimizes sensitivity and specificity, but giving relatively more importance
to sensitivity to reduce the exclusion error as much as possible.

e  Special vulnerable cases like child headed households, homeless households, the houscholds with no
access to toilet facilities, or that have resorted to begging as coping strategy or main livelihood source
could be found among the excluded households.

RECOMMENDATIONS

e Apply the verification tool to the households selected by the burden score and currently receiving
assistance in order to estimate the inclusion error and identify households wrongly included.

e Continue with the review of households excluded by the burden score that apply for re-inclusion as well
as referred cases.

e Increase the efforts and resources to improve the quality of collected data through closer supervision
of data collection and by developing a minimum standard training mandatory for all enumerators and
supervisors patticipating in data collection.

e Revise the variables and weights included in the criteria to ensure that they reflect the relative
discriminant power of the sectors and indicators identified as best proxies without reducing the
sensitivity of the overall critetia to global vulnerability.

e Consider household as a unit of observation and analysis instead of the UNHCR registration case, in
order to ensure that the data collected reflects the real living conditions of the members, especially in
terms of dependency ratio, expenditure module, coping strategies and food consumption.

e Replicate the analysis with the VASyR database to check whether the limitations observed in the
verification questionnaire - especially those related with the exclusion of special vulnerable cases - are
due to the limitations on the household issue and quality of data collection for the expenditure module
or are part of the criteria.
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e Given the objective of the review process and the implications for refugee houscholds, it is
recommended that while ensuring operational feasibility the verification criteria should optimize
sensitivity and specificity'? of vulnerability, giving more relative importance to sensitivity in order to
reduce exclusion error as much as possible.

e Include the indicators identified as good proxies of overall vulnerability in the model, unless its inclusion
implies a lower accuracy, especially in terms of sensitivity.

e  Pay special attention to the re-inclusion of specific vulnerable cases, such as child headed households,
homeless households or those without access to toilet facilities, the households who have resorted to
begging as coping strategy or main livelihood source, or the severely and moderately food insecure. An
in-depth analysis of these special cases is recommended to understand if they should constitute cases of
automatic re-inclusion independently of the vulnerability score obtained or imply a reduction on the
threshold for re-inclusion.

e Additional analysis on the vulnerability profile of verified households by region is recommended for
better understanding of the geographical differences in re-inclusion rate and informing the fine-tuning
of the criteria.

12'The capacity of the indicator to detect vulnerability and non-vulnerability.
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ANNEX 1- Verification questionnaire

COMPLETE BEFORE THE INTERVIEW ‘ aLlaal) Jus Sl
Date : | 171 1 /1 | OrganizationID: |___ | Interviewer Name : | |
&y Month Day Year
el asd) aaudl dalaial) 400 Caludl an
) Governorate/| | District/ | | Location| |
Locatl.on'ID Household/ | I
Gl iy s i o
Aladlae = Ol 8 jusd)

Consent: We are working for a humanitarian organization and we would like to ask you some questions about your family with the
aim of having a better understanding of your living conditions. The survey usually takes about 20 minutes to complete. Any information
that you provide will be kept strictly confidential. This is voluntary and you can choose not to answer any or all of the questions.
However we hope that you will participate since the information you will provide is essential to evaluate your situation. If you don't
have any questions, may I begin now? YES NO

Bale (3 paiadt Aliatin) Al ) el alal) Adipeall Cag plall Jumdl agd 1 55 Caagy lilile (e ALY (amy LUl () 5 555 Alas) dadaia il (e e

il pan e BlaY) s sl GliSayy el Jaall 138 LS el o)y Al Ay Latiin ) o slaally BliiaY) SiudeleSY 4582 55 e s
iags Lalal) s dgag of Cun GiSUiay Joli ad (KU ey 5 Y S 13 ABLY) wan
OV el ey Ja Al gl bl Ja

e

A household is defined as a group of people who routinely eat out of same pot and live in the same structure. ) .
L gl i (b ey ele sl (i (e JSU ) (5 ) JSin el (e Ao sane Ll B ) iy 2y

What is the sex of the household .
head? Male = 1=_S9 What is the age of the household head?
1.1 % Wl . = e | 1.2 . 5 ) = |/ss=l years
% ¥l ) i A Female = 2=l (in years) ¢ s w¥l @) yee sp
CIRCLE the answeri i <
2.1. UNHCR Refugee Registration number: | 2.1.a. Relationship with Household head | |
s . . o ¥ e dlall a b | ———
CpiadN L) ya ghall (b Cpiadll Jyonsi o | | e
a. 0-23 b. 24 - 59 c. 5-15 d. 16 -17 e. 18-59 . g. TOTAL
| ot o0 . . .2 =)
Age = months ) months s years< i years< si years< sis f. 260 years —is & gana
2.1.1 b Al
members
Sl e S S S S S I S
E‘)my\
f. People in need
a. Fl’retg:?nt T e. Serious | of support to
or lactating isabili - Temporary | d.Chronically medical daily activities
b. Disabilit = Yy .
Age | BT IET ) ot y injured ill obas conditions | dals ias ol L) Uil
Jalsa el sel e 48 e Ailial i 5 )l imacigsh | ALY Al sl Zorea
Cilaa yall b yshd Aasll
0 - 17 years
212 | i | 1 S S S I I S
18 - 59
years Awlll o
Gl 53 e — — — — — — m—
Osmed g
260 years
R | S S ] [ [ S
O w A
2.3. Members non registered:
2.3.a. Relationship with Household head
Crlaase e ol I I 5 u¥) G dlall 4 L l—
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a. 0-23 b. 24 - 59 c. 5-15 d. 16 -17 e. 18-59 g. TOTAL
| o - ; L2 < s
Age ! months ¢! months ¢ years &5 years <l s years <l s f: =60 years =ls. T sana
# HH
2.3.1 members
3l axe
'é).u%!\
5 " & Genlos f. People in need
a. Pregnan c. Temporar : s of support to
or lactating | b. Disability in'uFr’ed V| R medical daily activities g. TOTAL
Age <=l . e g ] AIII Gpbas conditions PRI PRI £ sana
TR ! og 48 50 Llia) Aa e gl el m )::)L AL ol paclndl
- sl
0-17
years
2.3.2 Al - - - - - |
5 e daylull
18 - 59
years
B ke Al Gu
Gl
Ogmad g
=60
years
3 &0 [ | | [ |
Do g
Are you taking care of any child under 18 that is not member of your immediate
family? If yes, how many? <lijul i lsac gul bole 5 e A0l (s (53 dibs gl Ao 2 (50585 da
3. 98 cpa il pal (S 1) 95 ,50)
If no, write 0. s <SI <Y 13 | | no immediate family s 2lall/As) 5l 5 58 aa Gl
Type of housing ¢Sl g s CIRCLE ONLY ONE OPTION 48 1a/5 JLAS 5 ity g
1 2 3 4
4.1 Separate room / Factory/Warehouse/ Worksite Pedestrian Homeless/
. ) . Tl Garage/Magasin Gske 032/ (0 pdia
Villa / Independent House/ Collective shelter /ilaiwdi ¢ / Unfinished shelter/Tent/iss / ?
Apartment/é /Jitus J jie /4is =leall 5 Ll S e s slef e gisn [ginmn /
&:}LM
Type of occupancy 4y g CIRCLE ONLY ONE OPTION Lié 1a/y it 5 ils gio
1 2 3 4
4.2 Owned apartment/house Unfurnished rental ) Assistance) sas L Squattingothatiuy)
Furnished rental Provided by Employer/ cis s s Jal/
Hosted (for free) /<l /s, i Jlsil / deadl Calia lgia
(d._\\:u O32) daloatin)
If renting, how much per month Bathrooms <llal) Apje to use by your HH
4.3 (3$) | |$ LBP 4.4 | 1=Yes=pax 0=No=Y |
Sl Ja¥) J dad 8 L Jlal Ja A iyl U8 (o Lgalasind (Sadll
- . B ;
St e T T (Qeapies! 5y e Number of people sharing the living space
4.5 HH) . I 4.6 Limall lSa ¢ gamlily ) (uldl) 23e I
i i OSall Aabua ol il Lela s ) © =
What kind of toilet facility does your household use? CIRCLE ONLY ONE OPTION el jia (8 402t (o) (als jall g 53 98 e
L aafg LS g 54010 o
5. 1 2 3
Improved latrine with cement slab / Traditional pit latrine/ without Open air (bush, stream)/ corner place in the compound
Flush latrine (s b3k g disas anl ja slab/ open pit Jadl B oSy (LA /e ) e/
eyl /B3 ae pals e Aa giia b /B3 050 /g2l pala e 2 if 3, skip to question 5.2J)sd) ) Jaiil 2535 1)
If using latrines, are they shared with 15 or more people
5.1 ¢SS o Lt 5 e Funed wa 0 5S1 580 Jb (i) jall aladinl Ala 3 1= Yes= px | |
0=No=Y
. = Does the household have soap and hygiene
Does yfour h_otlj(s_ehold hs_ve acceﬁ_s to sugﬂuﬁnt No=Y items? (observation) 0=No =
5.2 \;Vjt;gsgg?drm ing, cooking washing and toilet 1=Yes= 5.3 2810 S il 3 pay o all o1 (52 s ) 1= Yes =
' prd CIRCLE ONLY ONE OPTION
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bl s Qe s 20 AIS olia e Jpemnll i Y ik da L a5 JLA Jsa b il pa
fuala el Clalial
CIRCLE ONLY ONE OPTION
Lﬁh‘})\é&d)&ﬁ)ﬁ\d =
6. Does the household have access to the minimum amount of the following items? (in usable condition) 0=no=Y 1=yes= =
Jlexinad AL Als ) € 3000 addl 5 il 5oV (e (3D 2225 50) 0] sy JR)
Winter Stove/ Kitchen Water
Mattress Beds/ clothes Blankets/ Refrigerator kitche:n/ utensils heater/
6.1 es/bA | o5 | M | g3 | /o | g4 | Sl |65 1 6.6 | /M3 |67 | /99 |68 | Lo
' s [ &ska — —
| l__| | [ | | | |
What is the level of education completed (Write the code) Head of the household s_x¥ «,
7 $ jaiall adedl) (5 e 5 Lo
0 None/eiY 1 Below secondary/ 4 sl dls jall (50 |
2 Secondary or higher / (8 Ly 4 5l dls jall
s How many household members have worked in the last 30 days? | 2 if 0, skip to question 8.2
* $4aalall 30 J) Al B ) shas ¢l 3yl 3 8 sas A< 8.2l ) il ¢ Jia 1)
Permanen Seasonal T
How many of the employments (income sources) of the last 30 days are t . SHPORSRY
8.1 permanent, seasonal or temporry? iy 4 dualall oA oY) A (3 jilas) e oS ) A ga e
(75 P9 3‘\ dsamga dadld
| | |
In the last 30 days, what was the main source of cash/income to sustain your household?
8.2 (Use the codes below) ||
AW Sgasll padiad) Seiyul Aoy Jaa / Bl Liaiy jiban 0 aal A L giaal) Lagy DAl B

1 = Income from labor/ ce gl Jaall
Janll
4 = Savings, sale of assets/hsa sall an D) 3]

3 = Remittances, informal commerce/
2_\.4.“;)}\ B a)\;_mj LULA“ u)ﬂ}aﬂ\
Uas R/ O 5 = Debts/Loans /

2 = Assistance, begging, gifts / «helul/
Slgll ¢ Jguall

What is the estimated amount spent by the household during LAST MONTH for the following items:
9. A pualial) o oalall gl A ol pud AT 1) (g pa88) Alual) b L
Write O if there is no expenditure. Circle the currency used LAeadiadl Aleall g 5530 i i gl @llia G s (3 i (S
a. TOTAL £ | | LBN b. FOOD (Including voucher)xiball dll i L ) plakll ) c.  HOUSE RENTJja jai | | LBN
P $ | |LBNP § P 3
10 How many days in the last 7 days has your household eaten the following food items? Write the code:
. A daada) Shilile 4 o o5 bl £ gaall] sy oS
Nuts and Pulses Beans; lentils; Chick peas, Groundnut; Ground Bean; Peas, Other Nut/Pulse
a G ¢ an ¢ ) Al (o a0 o Ul ¢ Ll pualdl) 60 )y annl) ¢ utall a panll 1 ghll g &l puasall l—I
9 Fruits: banana, apple, avocado, citrus — (mandarin, lemon), melon, watermelon, pomme grenade
b syrup. ) [—
el Ol cgaad) ol o sadlll 5 o pailall) = clpmenl) ¢ galS @Y1 (il ¢ pall ;4S) 5dl)
10 Flesh meat. Beef; Goat; Pork; Chicken, turkey, sheep, other Meat, Liver, organ meat,
c i gumal o sl ) es Y1 agalll g Lie Y15 e sl il g rladll ¢y 3l aad ¢ Selall ¢ ill aal 1agall I
During the last 30 days, did you experience lack of food or money to buy food? .
. N o P A S N = No= V¥ = =
101 clabal 31l Jlal B g ¢ pladll b i 5 ) gl s A scaall Lags ¥+ J) DA 0= No=¥ > 1= Yes=es
11.2 During the last 7 days, did your household have to employ one of the following strategies to cope with a lack of food or money to buy it?
. € S50 Al Jlal) (el g £1380) (el e Jalail] AN i) Sa¥) s g o i pud & ) JA cdoplall auad) ALY A
a. Borrowed food or relied on help from friends or relatives (=l c.Reduced the number of meals eaten per day or portion size of meals
LYl et e sacbiall e slaie ) o132 0= No = Al cilin g ans o Lags OS5 ) aladall cilin g 30 (il
b
b. Spent days without eating s> (e 4klS ALY A5 | 1 =Yes =
i pxd d.Restrict consumption by adults in order to young-small children to eat?
Js aladall st jliall Sl il ) giad Julis
During the past 30 days, did anyone in your household have to do one of the following things because there was not enough food or money to buy
1.3 it? Read all of them. Write 0 if “No” or 1 if yes or if it was not applied because it was already done and it is not possible to continue doing it. Circle the

MAXIMUM code if any of the strategies below was applied.
$ 4l pad Jlall gl o138 8 65 e Cnens AU Jlae WUy ALY S5l 31 31 (ha 3] o S B ¢ guaalf La gy DN DA
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O sl Gk 5 13) (el 0aS Sy Jsn 00 o Sl Gl iy o (Saall (e ol 4l 5 cJrdlly 3 Y Al o ol 13) ) aad Gl sad) S 1Y) ol o MY IS 1) jia (S
oLl calaa) yiuy)
1 2 3 4
Sold ducti ts/ t t
© pro. uctive a§se S/. ranspor Had school age children (6 -15 y)
means (sewing machine, bicycle, car, . o .
. ol . A5 h involved in income generation
Spent savings/<l_aadl (3las) (| livestock) |l fe dncda dunll) e olad) Juabd e Ja Il
LAY Al Jal Jilas s / aiall il g all s e duald— sl Gl Jikl e G
. s Jaall saly y A4S Ll (A
LR PPN R P 35 EN BN Y =
Sold goods (TV, jewelry, etc) L Withdrew children from school L B d s |
\ & ¢l paall ¢ Sl ) St au) — Loyl e JUlY) — egged O —
one
o o
expenditures such as education, health, g . g? o . p_ y
Bought food on credit or e L jobs? (e.g. theft, prostitution)/ L
borrowed money to buy food Bl Jie il puill oo colidil, s D3l A8l il gl g Al Hllad) J 8
Ul il 58 ¢ aally aladall o) 5 Il el o Zlie pill % 5.//“&‘ i s 8 ull Jie) € Lo laia) Aol gl f 4 538
ekl o) i Jal e 5 leall
Marriage of children under 18 .
o g 5 . ) | Sold house or land u=_Y! sl Jjial) g |
A _plie AN s g 90 gl g g 35
12 During the past three months, did any member or your household borrow money or receive credit? 0= No =y 1= Yese s
S5 el e Jpaanll o Jall (ial 58 Sl ul (30 358 (ol o8 Ja cdaalall 250 e Dla =No= - e
Total amount of debt up to now
12.1 (Circle the answer) Slaa ) gl 1: No debt g ¥ 2: <=200 USD $ 3: 201-600 USD $ 4: >600 USD $
(RSY) dss 3000 p) GY) (S sl
13 Does your household have the possibility to generate in the future income to address your needs? 0 = No=¥ 1= Yes=a
€ A alal dilaliia) At 3001 0 ) Jaieadl) 3 SaY) Byl 5 o = No= = Yes=es
13.1 If not, why? Circle the answer code I. Lack of job opportunities Jexll ya % Jisiaxe 2. Serious medical condition (temporary or long term)
' Lol Jay dm 550 e TI3aL YY) | (DaYAdsh ) A85e) 5 bl Amaa dlls 3, Disability Jae / 4dle]
14, Observations
aUaadla
Recommended
15. referrals: a. Health/#aa[] b. Education/as3[ ] c. Protection / &3] d. Registration/Jaa [] e.
g sasall cdygatl)  Psychosocial/dstials i f. Shelter/ skl 0
16. Are you living with other registered families? 0 = No=Y 1= Yesz
Sepiadl Llal) dua giall (B cplanne dlipul b yuld o (8 & 2 iF N0, don't fill the next table B B =
UNHCR Refugee Registration Is this family living with you sharing Are you sharing your resources with them?
number: their resources with your family? £l ) gag Byua) 038 & LS JA
',‘a,)lwihéﬁd\gégﬁ)m S a8 51 SLa3 ) gay B 0 IS LGS JA
. _-__Cc_____ Yes O No O Yes O No O
o _-__C_____ Yes O No O Yes O No O
o _-__C_____ Yes O No O Yes O No O
e _-__C_____ Yes O No O Yes O No O
. _-__Cc_____ Yes O No O Yes O No O
o _-__C_____ Yes O No O Yes O No O
o _-__C_____ Yes O No O Yes O No O
o _-__Cc_____ Yes O No O Yes O No O
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