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Informing interventions
in the refugee-hosting districts along the H-D-P nexus
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» FAO requested by OPM/DOR to generating evidence on food security, well-
being and resilience, building on ongoing work with OPM-RMU

» The Resilience Measurement Unit (RMU), composed by representatives
from FAO, UNICEF, WFP, IGAD and UBoS under the leadership of OPM,

leads in:
(i) organizing baseline, mid-line and end-line resilience analysis in Uganda, and

(i) ensuring strong linkages between analytical work and the policy processes.

» 2019 analysis covers all refugee-hosting districts and builds on the prior

FAO/OPM reports to monitor progress over time of resilience and self- rooosecmrr s asmimctor
reliance to generate evidence along the Humanitarian-Development-Peace "";‘__'“""-'""
nexus to ensure pathways towards peace and self-reliance. ' .
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Survey & analysis

» The 2019 survey:

1. 11 refugee-hosting districts (Adjumani, Arua, Isingiro, Kamwenge,
Kikuube, Kiryandongo, Kyegegwa, Koboko, Lamwo, Obongi and Yumbe);

2. refugee and host communities;

3. dynamics: unique panel data for Uganda — sample strategy was to re-
interview all hhs interviewed btw 2017 and 2019 (+ Koboko) - 3,824 hhs;

4. linkage of resilience and social cohesion in protracted displacement;

5. individual and household ProGres ID numbers.

» What’s new in the analysis?

- Panel/dynamic analysis on changes/drivers/pathways of food security and
resilience - controlling for attrition (39%);

- Role of types of assistance received;

- Social cohesion; human mobility; wild-food nutrition.
Survey map: district coverage
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The evidence we are presenting  today is based on the hh survey implemented during dec 2019 as well as previous data collected from 2017. 

It covers 11 refugee-hosting districts (Adjumani, Arua,  Isingiro, Kamwenge, Kikuube, Kiryandongo, Kyegegwa, Koboko, Lamwo, Obongi and Yumbe); 
It collects information from both refugee and host communities;
It allows dynamics: unique panel data for Uganda – sample strategy was to re-interview all hhs interviewed btw 2017 and 2019 (+ Koboko) - 3,824 hhs;
It builds the evidence to understand the linkage of resilience and social cohesion in protracted displacement;
It includes individual and household ProGres ID numbers.


Food security, resilience and wellbeing already analysed in the previous studies.  Now changes
Types of assistance to increase usability.
New topics

The findings come from mixed methodology: descriptive analysis, regression analysis, panel analysis controlling for attrition.
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Presentation Notes
The first topic analysed in the report is FS.



Food security

» Food security indicators by refugee and host communities, over time.

Food Consumption Score (FCS) Household Dietary Diversity Score (HHDDS)
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A broad range of food security indicators are analysed. 

In this slide FCS, HHDS by refugee/hosts and over time. In blu, refugees and orange  hosts. 
Each graph presents on the right side the follow-up data which refers to 2019 and the on the left-side the data referred to the same hhs in the past between 2017 and early 2019.  

When we say baseline we refer to the first time the hh has been visited , can be in 2017, 2010 or even  beginning of 2019.
Follow-up is the second time, that for all hhs correspond to December 2019.

FCS is a measure of food access. _________________
HDDS gives an idea on the diversity of food groups consumed. 


Over time, food security of hosts continue to be higher than refugees. With differences statistically significant. Refugees eat less food, and have a less diversified diet. 






Food security

» Food security indicators by refugee and host communities, over time (2).

Reduced Coping Strategy Index (R-CSI) Food expenditure (USD, per adult equivalent)

35.00 9.00
8.00

30.00
7.00

25.00
6.00
20.00 5.00
15.00 4.00
3.00

10.00
2.00

5.00
1.00
0.00 0.00

Baseline Follow-up Baseline Follow-up
M R-CSI Refugees  m R-CSI Hosts M Food exp Refugees M Food exp Hosts

Global Network
against

Food Crises


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Other 2 indicators used are RCSI and food exp.
The RCI combines questions like: 
a weighted sum of the number of days the household adopted different strategies to cope with food shortage in the past week. The strategies are weighted as a figure of 1-4 , including the following: Rely on less preferred or less expensive food (2); Purchase food on credit; Borrow food, or rely on help from a relative (2); Limit portion size at mealtime (3); Reduce consumption by adults in order for small children to eat (2); Reduce number of meals eaten in a day(3). The Reduced CSI has the limitation of not being contextualized with respect to the refugee-hosting districts of Uganda. Both the list of strategies and the assigned weights are standardized and applicable to all countries. While in two baseline surveys, the CSI has been contextualized to the refugee-hosting district, in the follow-up survey, the contextualization of the CSI has not been adopted. Therefore, to allow comparability, the reduced index has been used in this analysis. 

At the baseline more precise questions / module have been used to construct the CSI.

Refugees adopt more strategies to cope with food shortage. Over time, the RCSI of refugees decreased. 
You can see the reduction of the blue bar.



2) Refugees spend less on food wrt to hosts.

A note on caution should be raised on the comparability over time of the expenditures figures since the surveys used different modules.
At the baseline, very long and detailed food consumption module has been used, asking questions regarding more than 50 food items.
At the follow-up a shorter questionnaire has been used asking questions only for food groups. 

It has been demonstrated that longer and more detailed module bring to higher values. 
We suggest the food exp. Specifically to be used for comparing R/H rather than over time dynamics. 




Food security

» Food security levels for refugees and hosts disaggregated by:

e districts;

e sex of household heads.

» In-depth analysis of factors explaining food security:
- Assets are important drivers of food security

- On average, refugees have less than one acre (0.38) of land for crop production and
0.15 Tropical Livestock Unit (TLU) while host communities more than two acres (2.13)

of land and 1.09 TLU.
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Presentation Notes
All the FS indicators have been disaggregated by districts and gender of hh head. 
At district level, each indicator is presented. By R/H.
Female-headed hhs have significantly lower food security levels than male-headed hhs in the host sample.



Furthermore, a stronger statistical analysis - behind descriptive evidence – has been done to understand the factors correlated with food security improvements.
It emerges that the key factors correlated with food sec improvement are: 



Food security

» Food security improvement and types of assistance received

Food security enhancement

FCS food expenditure = HHDDS CSlI
(1,955) (1,842) (834) (1,561) > In-depth analysis:
* Training on agricultural practices

No assistance 33% 31% 31% 37% bQOStS fO_Od chsumption and

67% 69% 69% 63% dietary diversity.
_ * Cash and food assistance support

food consumption improvement,

Cash (only) 13% 13% 10% 13% _ .
Food (only) 539% 539 550 519 e Cash assistance strengthening food

expenditure too.
Input (only) 2% 2% 2% 2%

Training (only) 9% 7% 9% 10%
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Presentation Notes
As new feature of the report, The FS evolution over time has been analysed in relation to the type of assistance received. 

Each column of the table shows the hhs that increased food security measured by the different indicator., first columns for fcs, second for food exp, etc…

Looking at the first 2 rows, The majority of households (approximately 70%) that increased food security over time received assistance.  This applies to all food sec indicators used. 

Each cell shows the % of hhs improving fs by type that received the spefic support. For example, 13 % of those increasing fcs, received cash.

Attention to derive conclusions – comparison/reference category is missing! What is the level of food security of those not receiving cash; not receiving  food, inputs and training?

The analysis by type highlights that food and cash have been the most frequently assistance received to those who improved food security. 

To understand how the different types of assistance contributed to food security improvements, an in-depth analysis is used , using regression models.
This analysis has two main features: 1) it looks at differences in food sec between those, for example, receiving and not-receiving cash; and 2) controls for other characteristics , such as other types of assistance received, or value of assets or districts where the hhs live.  
  


Trainings have a positive effect on increasing the amount of food consumed and dietary diversity by guiding farmers on improved practices to increase the carrying capacity of agriculture land and reducing the risk of climatic shocks, among other factors in production.  
Assistance through in-kind (relief food and food for work) and cash (cash assistance and cash for work) enhances household food consumption.
Cash assistance enabling an increase in food expenditure and dietary diversity too. 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The resilience – a second topic of the report and of today presentation – is measured by the FAO RIMa tool. 



Resilience: how to measure it?

» The FAO-Resilience Index Measurement and Analysis enables a rigorous quantitative measurement
and analysis of how households cope with shocks and stressors in a given country/area.

» Added-value of RIMA methodology for refugee-host evidence:

* Facilitating the comparison and understanding of resilience features between refugee and host
households;

* Assessing the link between interventions and household resilience;

* Incorporating features useful for programming, e.g. social cohesion.

» How?
» Resilience Capacity Index (RCl) estimated for refugee and host households through RIMA;

» Resilience pillars and indicators analysed by refugee and host households.
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The tool is very flexibile…

Who is more resilient than who?
Why? How are the profiles structurally different?




RIMA indicators for panel analysis

Education; Share of

Improved toilet; active members;
V4

Improved water;
Closeness to school, Formal transfers; Income sources

hospital, livestock Wealth index; Informal transfers; ~ diversification;
agricultural and Agricultural-asset  participation in Training; Crop
trade markets. index; TLU, Land. association; Credit.  diversification.
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Presentation Notes
the estimation of the RCI is based on a two-stage procedure.

1. First, the resilience pillars are estimated from observed variables through Factor Analysis (FA). The definition of each pillar of resilience and the related variables are reported below in table A3.1.
2. Second, the RCI is estimated from the pillars, taking into account the indicators of food security using the Multiple Indicators Multiple Causes (MIMIC) model. The food security indicators are considered outcomes of resilience.
After estimating the pillars, the RCI is jointly estimated through its pillars and by taking into account the food security indicators. The RIMA model has been estimated separately for baseline and follow-up sample using the same set of indicators. 

Panel analysis – same indicators for 2 point in times to estimate 2 RCI.


RCI by refugees/ hosts, districts receiving-not receiving.

RCI (average) over time by refugees and hosts
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Presentation Notes
After estimation of the TRCI, the most is done, you can compare resilience evolution for R/H.

Looking at the left graph, 
The average RCI is presented for R in green – and H in blu and over time. Fist column represents the past and the second column the most recent evidence based on the 2019 data. 

 
1. Resilience increased on average for refugee and host households – second columns for both higher than first one.

2. Host communities have exhibited higher resilience capacity as compared to refugee households, both at baseline and follow up survey 

In other words, they were more resilient in the past and they also managed to increase their resilience more than what refugees did. 

3. The increase is irrespective if they live in districts receiving new refugees or not.
Districts with new comers have slight higher RCI. 
Possible explanations for this overall trend is additional funding provide support to those districts receiving refugees as well as interventions that explicitly targeted refugee livelihoods interventions at an earlier stage of arrival.




Resilience

RCI by district, refugee/ hosts, receiving-not receiving (2).

Refugee RCI (average) over time by district Host RCI (average) over time by district
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RCI is analysed by district;

The report shown the data by district too:
Green for refugees and blue for hosts – light for the past and dark for the most recent. 

For R in green; 
Improvement in lamwo and kyegegwa. kikube too. 


For hosts in blue;
Improvement in kikube and kyegegwa.


Overall, The districts showing overall improved resilience are Kikuube and Lamwo 
Looking further into the trends the resilience capacity of households, Figure 8 provides an overview of the resilience capacity index over time and by districts for both refugee and host community households. Kikuube district recorded the highest increase in RCI in both refugee and host community households, this was followed by host communities and refugees in Lamwo compared to the other districts





Resilience

Resilience structure: the role of pillars by refugees and hosts over time

Correlation of pillar to RCI

Host community - Baseline Refugee - Baseline Host community - Follow up Refugee - Follow up
- — [ | —
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Source: Author's Calculation
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RIMA allows understanding the factors which constitute the resilience capacity of hosts and refugees. 

Figure 7 presents the role of the different resilience components for R/H.  
(relationship between RCI and pillars by refugee and host community over time). 

There are 4 columns; first 2 refer to previous data, the first for Host and the second for R.
Column 3 and 4 refer to most recent data. 3 column for hosts, and 4 for refugees.

4 different colors are used to represent the contribution of each pillar to resilience. Blu abs, yellow ast, gren ssn and orange for ac. 

Refugees: column 2 and 4: 
(1) The pillar contributing most to the resilience capacity of refugee households is social safety nets, followed by the assets pillar. 

Specifically, key factors contributing to increased resilience of refugee households include participation in social networks and access to credit within the social safety nets pillar for the refugee households. 

41 percent of refugee households participate to social networks. The primary associations documented include livelihood association, such as farmer groups, and savings associations, such as village savings and lending associations.
About 21 percent of refugee households had access to credit in the 12 months preceding the survey


(2) Nevertheless, over time, the role of social safety nets decreased with assets and adaptive capacity gaining importance for refugees’ resilience, highlighting a positive pathway toward self-reliance through the early establishment of social networks that can over time facilitate refugees to access credit to enable access to productive assets.



(3) Hosts: columns 1 and 3:
For the host community households, asset and social safety nets have been the consistent contributing pillars to the resilience capacity, with an increased trend in the contribution of the adaptive capacity pillar, specifically from the baseline to follow up analysis. 



(4) Access to basic services in blue marginally contributes to RCI for both refugee and host community households.  Critical for current situation!

However, access to agricultural/crops market is limited in the districts of Adjumani and Arua for refugee and host community households, while trade market accessibility required to be improved in the districts of Kyegegwa and Lamwo districts. 




Resilience

Resilience structure: the role of pillars for refugees by district over time

Correlation of pillar to RCI

Baseline refugees Follow-up refugees

Adjumani Arua Isingiro Kamwenge Kikuube KiryandongKyegegwa Lamwo Moyo Yumbe Adjumani Arua Isingiro Kamwenge Kikuube KiryandongKyegegwa Lamwo Moyo Yumbe
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Presentation Notes
The same type of analysis is presented by district. This is an example for refugees. 

This is key for understanding potentials for investments and missing opportunities. 

agricultural assets contribute positively to household resilience in the districts of Isingiro and Kamwenge.

[Ownership of livestock (TLU) is also an important factor for refugee households in the districts of Adjumani, Arua, Kiryandongo and Obongi where refugees to some extent practice livestock production in addition to crop production. ]

For refugees in Isingiro and Kamwenge districts, land becomes a major contributing factor to their resilience as refugees in these districts engage predominately in crop production. 



Additional analysis for:

ReSi I ience » Male and female-headed

Resilience structure: the role of pillars for hosts by district over time hhs

Correlation of pillar to RCI

Baseline HC Follow-up HC

Adjumani Arua Isingiro Kamwenge Kikuube KiryandongKyegegwa Lamwo Moyo Yumbe Adjumani Arua Isingiro Kamwenge Kikuube Kiryandong(Kyegegwa Lamwo Moyo Yumbe

Source: Author's Calculation
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This is the analysis for hosts by districts. 
. 

Land is important for host community households in the districts of Adjumani, Isingiro and Yumbe, this was followed by ownership of physical assets as an additional contributor to RCI in the same districts. 

Host community households in the districts of Adjumani and Kiryandongo access from far distances the crop and livestock markets thus representing pathway opportunities to increase the resilience capacity in these districts. 


AC – Figures for hosts and refugees provide an overview of the increasing role of the adaptive capacity as a contributing factor to household resilience in both refugee and host community households when comparing the baseline and follow up surveys





Resilience

Adaptive capacity and type of assistance received

Increase in Adaptive Capacity

Host community HHs  Refugee HHs

* Increasing role of
the adaptive
capacity for
resilience.

e Higher rates of
resilience capacity
are found to be
among households
that have four or
more income importance, training,
sources (same from inputs and food
previous analyses). Food (only) 19 38% increased adaptive

capacity.

No assistance 10% 1%

32% 54% » In-depth analysis:
In the order of

Cash (only) 2% 15%

Input (only) 6% 6%

Training (only) 26% 34%
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A continuing area identified in prior RIMA reports as an opportunity to increase the resilience capacity of refugees is the further diversification of income sources. 

Higher rates of resilience capacity are found to be among households that have four or more income sources, with an average 10 percent higher resilience capacity than households with three or less income sources. In contrast, host community households have an average of two income sources both at baseline and as at follow up. Only about 10 percent of host community households have four or more income sources. Higher rates of resilience capacity are found to be among host community households that have four or more income sources, with an average 16 percent higher resilience capacity than households with three or less income sources.


Additional analysis on the role of increasing adaptive capacities and types of assistance that households received .
The role of training is key to to increase in the RCI of both refugee and host community households by increasing their adaptive capacity









» In-depth analysis:

ReSI I Ience Drought and high agri inputs

Shocks over time by refugee/host communities orices challenge resilience

Improvement.
Shocks over time: refugees Shocks over time: host communities
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Presentation Notes

The number of shocks reported to have affected livelihoods declined over time.
Left side- refugees
Right side- hosts.
Orange past situation – blue the most recent data.
Orange bars showing % of those reporting shocks bigger than blue bars. 

Drought, crop pests and diseases and high agricultural inputs prices pose the major challenges to the resilience of refugee and host community households,

This is exacerbated by a limited access to meteorological information and low levels of livelihood adoption practices to  mitigate against climate change.

Approximately 75 percent and 90 percent of host community and refugee households report not receiving any meteorological information or forecasts. About 54 and 58 percent of host community and refugee households respectively report experiencing problems with accessing meteorological information.

No action was taken on adjusting livelihoods to changes in weather and climate patterns as reported by 75 percent and 82 percent of host community and refugee households. Of the 25 percent of host community households and 18 percent of refugee households that adjusted their livelihoods to these changes, main actions undertaken included changing planting date and adjusting the crop type or crop variety planted.

Crop diversification is a component of AC. 
 



More in the report on .....

» Social cohesion
»Human mobility
» Wild-food nutrition

¢+ and programmatic aspects for each topic!
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