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INFOGRAPHIC ON COVER PAGE: Communities were asked about 13 For questions and feedback, please contact
protection issues, including whether they occur never, sometimes, commonly, Whole of Syria Protection sector coordinator,
or very commonly._ _The cover graph d|sp|a_ys the percentage_of co_mmun_ltles Jason Hepps ( hepps@unhcr.orq ).
reporting a specific number of protection issues occurring (i.e. either hepps@unher.org
sometimes, commonly, or very commonly). For example, 97% communities AND
had one or more protection issue occurring. 59% of communities had five or Whole of Syria Protection sector NGO co-lead,
more protection issues occurring. 7% of communities had all 13 issues
occurring. Only 3% of communities in Syria had no protection issues occurring
at all. In the ensuing pages, the 2018 Protection Needs Overview will provide (capucine.mausderolley@nrc.no)
detailed analysis at national and governorate level of each of these issues,

disaggregated by sex, age and disability.

Capucine Maus de Rolley
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1. OBJECTIVE

The Protection Needs Overview (PNO) provides a detailed analysis of protection needs and issues in communities inside the Syrian
Arab Republic (Syria). Its aim is to support the Sector/Cluster and its humanitarian actors in the development of their operational
response strategies, plans and projects in the field of protection. It is based on a series of assessments and data (as detailed below)
focusing on a number of key protection issues identified in Syria.

While the collected data presents a reliable picture of the needs and perceptions of those surveyed, it is important that the limitations
and constraints of these assessments are fully understood before applying their findings to programming or generating statistical
extrapolation. Humanitarian actors are therefore reminded of the utmost importance of reviewing this chapter in full before moving
onto the findings presented in chapter 2.

2. METHODOLOGY OF ASSESSMENTS

Three separate assessments, guided by a common set of indicators and tools, were conducted from July-August 2017 and serve as
a basis of this PNO. Below is the list of the assessments, further details on methodology and tools of each can be found in the
ANNEX-1.

a. SECTOR/CLUSTER-LED ASSESSMENTS (QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE)

- Assessments conducted by staff from organizations implementing protection activities in the Syria hub, including through
community direct observations by the staff themselves and key informant interviews where the protection staff acted as assessor/
enumerator: Syria Hub Protection Needs Assessments (SHPNA);

- Focus group discussions conducted by organizations implementing protection activities in Jordan and Turkey hubs (FGDs)

b. NON SECTOR/CLUSTER-LED ASSESSMENTS (QUANTITATIVE)

- A multi-sectoral needs assessment was led by OCHA through key informants (MSNA). A protection questionnaire developed by
the Protection sector was included as part of the MSNA tool (see ANNEX 1).

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE

Data included in this analysis was collected in 4,185 communities (including 32 urban neighbourhoods) located in 254 sub-districts
out of 272 sub-districts across the country. The map below shows the respective coverage of both SHPNA (Syria-hub led) and MSNA
(OCHA-led) assessments.

a. MAP OF COMMUNITIES COVERED IN THE ANALYSIS (SHPNA and MSNA)
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b. COMMUNITIES COVERED BY THE ASSESSMENTS BY GOVERNORATE

Coverage in the 2018 PNO

s Covered
Total number of communities o
Governorate i (5 CovEnmeEe Total SHPNA MSNA by both % covered
covered MSNA and
SHPNA

Aleppo 1,329 1,023 961 - 77%
Al-Hasakeh 823 799 429 370 - 97%
Ar-Raqga 350 313 192 121 - 89%
As-Sweida 134 108 105 1 2 81%
Damascus 2 2 1 - 1 100%
Dar'a 148 114 14 99 1 77%
Deir-ez-Zor 146 143 - 143 - 98%
Hama 553 433 265 146 22 78%
Homs 462 199 144 49 6 43%
Idleb 534 528 - 528 - 99%
Lattakia 419 78 78 - - 19%
Quneitra 49 44 6 38 - 90%
Rural Damascus 243 160 98 50 12 66%
Tartous 459 241 241 - - 53%
5,651 4,185 1,635 2,506 44 74%

NOTE: Damascus governorate will not be included in graphs and visualizations aiming at comparing occurrence in different
governorates as it only has two communities. For a better understanding of the situation in the governorate, please contact the
Protection sector for referral to observation-level data.

4. DATA CONSOLIDATION AND ANALYSIS

Data collected through these different assessments was consolidated for the analysis. A quantitative dataset merging data collected
by SHPNA and MSNA was produced. Data was also obtained through 117 Focus Group Discussions by Jordan and Turkey hubs
sector members and analysed separately.

This section elaborates the methodology for consolidating and analysing the quantitative datasets.

a. COMMON SET OF PROTECTION INDICATORS and CONCEPT OF OCCURRENCE AND FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

The SHPNA and MSNA used a common set of indicators, with minor differences in the phrasing of some questions. Below is a list of
all indicators used for this assessment and indications on how the analysis was conducted throughout this document

13 protection issues were surveyed (child labour preventing school attendance, child recruitment, domestic violence, early marriage,
economic exploitation, explosive hazards, family separation, harassment, housing, land and property issues, kidnapping, lack/loss of
civil documentation, sexual harassment and sexual violence).

Further information was collected on movement restrictions (causes and population groups affected); lack/loss of civil documentation
(reasons for not having documentation, type of documents that were not available, impact); housing, land and property concerns;
coping mechanisms, types of protection services present and needed and concerns related to delivery of humanitarian assistance.
For further indicators related to GBV, child protection and mine action, please refer to relevant sections of this document.

Attention was specifically devoted to sex and age disaggregation and each of the protection issue was detected for male, female,
boys, girls, adolescent boys, and adolescent girls and — in most cases — persons with disabilities.

The concept of occurrence used in this document refers to whether a concern occurred or did NOT occur (Yes/No) and was
supplemented by more detailed information on the “Frequency of occurrence” (detailing whether issues were “ never happening”;
happening “ sometimes”, “ common” or “ very common”) . In graphs/visualisations which refer to “Occurrence” (i.e. yes/no), if the
answer was the issue never occurs/happens/not needed/etc. then the Occurrence is a “No”. If the answer is the issue
occurs sometimes/common/very common, then the Occurrence is “Yes.” For more information on this point, refer to ANNEX 2.

1. Table of indicators

For further indicators related to GBV, child protection and mine action, please refer to relevant sections of this document.

POPULATION GROUP - BY AGE/SEX

INDICATORS NCY OF =T

ns
OCCURR Adolescent Bovs Adolescent Girls with
ENCE Men Women boys (12 to <1y2 girls (12 to <12 disabi
18) () 18) (<12) | ities

‘ NA

FREQUE

1. PROTECTION ISSUES Child labour preventing school

OCCURRING IN THE LAST { ‘ attendance - N ‘ v ‘ v ‘ v ‘ v ‘ v
THREE MONTHS 2 | child recruitment happens NA | NA | Y | v | Y | v | v
3 | Domestic violence . Y | Y | Y | Y | Y | Y | Y

) Sometimes
4 | Early marriage NA | NA | Y | Y | Y | Y | Y
5 | Economic Exploitation y | v | Y [ v | Y | v | v
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2. COPING MECHANISM

USED IN THE LAST THREE 1

MONTHS
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Accessing community services
(community centres/women centres)
Begging

Children dropping out of school to work
Early marriage

Engaging in illegal activities
Local/community support

Relying on humanitarian assistance

Restricting movement of women and
girls

Never used

Sometimes
used

Commonly
used

Always used

< < << << <

< < << <<=< <

< < << << <

< << < < << <

ZlZ|ZlZ2 22 2

z

3. MOVEMENT
RESTRICTION:

b. POPULATION GROUPS
AFFECTED

© O N O O~ WN -

5.CONCERNS/PROBLEMS 1

ABOUT HUMANITARIAN

ASSISTANCE DELIVERED IN

THE LAST THREE MONTHS 2
3
4
5
6

6. CIVIL DOCUMENTATION: b.
b. TYPE OF DOCUMENTS
AVAILABLE

N o A WN =

Persons with disabilities

Girls (<18) moving alone

Girls (<18) moving with a companion
Women moving alone

Women moving with a companion
Boys (<18)

Men

People without civil documentation
IDPs

Assistance given is not what the
community needs
Discrimination/ exclusion (based on,
but not limited to age, gender, religion,
community, status, etc.)

Humanitarian assistance is not free/
Money is asked in exchange for
assistance

Request for civil documentation to
access assistance

Request of sexual favour/ exploitation
in exchange for humanitarian
assistance

Sexual harassment

Birth Certificate
Civil record (extract)
Marriage Certificate
Divorce record
Family Booklet
Death Certificate
Disability ID
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Never
happens

Sometimes

Common
issue

Very common
issue

Never
happens

Sometimes

Common
issue

Very common
issue

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA



©

Syrian ID
Passport
Travel authorisation document

=
- O ©

Approval for lease agreement
Deed/Tabou

Residence support document
No impact

Arrest

A a
N

AW N 2 O N O OB ON =2 W

6. CIVIL DOCUMENTATION:
c. IMPACT OF NOT HAVING
DOCUMENTATION

Restricted Freedom of movement

Cannot register birth/marriage/death
Cannot claim property N

Cannot register land/access
transactions

Unable to access basic services
Unable to access humanitarian
assistance

7. CONCERNS RELATED TO Damage of land or property
HOUSING, LAND AND
PROPERTY IN THE LAST
THREE MONTHS

Looting of private property
Property is unlawfully occupied by Never
others happens

Disputed ownership .
= Sometimes
Rental disputes (landlord/tenant

problems) CETTER N
No housing available issue
Lack of documents

Rules and processes on housing and
land not clear or changing

Cannot access/lost access housing
because can afford it

Very common
issue

o N o O

©

b. GEOGRAPHIC LEVEL OF DATA COLLECTION AND AGGREGATION

Data from all the assessments (both quantitative and qualitative) were collected at community level®. For quantitative data gathered
through MSNA and SHPNA, data was collected from several respondents within each community. A pre-defined sampling
methodology was not used to define the profiles or number of respondents, limiting attribution of geographic or population group
representation to the responses obtained within a community. For the purpose of analysis presented in the document, the data from
both the assessments was aggregated at community level and represented at national and governorate level.

e Aggregation at community level: Data collected from within a community is aggregated to the community level:

- For indicators where an option to measure frequency of occurrence was available, an average of all the frequencies
reported by different respondents was calculated (Refer ANNEX 3 for further details on the methodology). Considering
that GBV-related protection issues (Domestic violence, Sexual harassment and Sexual violence) are generally
underreported, an exception was made to the above-mentioned aggregation methodology. GBV indicators were
aggregated by taking the most severe/highest frequency reported by any of the respondents.

- Forindicators where measuring frequency of occurrence was not an option (ref. above table), if those indicators were
reported as occurring by any of the respondents, it is was interpreted as occurring in the community, irrespective of the
proportion of the respondents that have reported as occurring. The reader is requested to keep in mind that occurrence
in a community may reflect different frequencies of occurrence

The analysis provided through this document does not assume the reported indicator to be occurring all across the community.

e Aggregation at governorate level: At governorate level, information is represented as the percentage of covered
communities in that governorate which have reported occurrence or a frequency of occurrence of an indicator.

e Aggregation at national level: Similar to the governorate level, information at national level is presented as percentage of
covered communities through the country, which have reported occurrence or frequency of occurrence of an indicator.

c. AGGREGATION BETWEEN POPULATION GROUPS

For indicators which have the option to disaggregate between different populations groups (Refer Table above), aggregation was
required to facilitate an overall representation of protection issues reported in the community. Two different aggregations were done
to enable analyses of nuances of age/sex disaggregation:

1) Calculating an average of the frequencies of occurrence;
2) Using the most severe frequency of occurrence reported for any of the population groups.

These aggregation options are displayed in ANNEX 3 of this document, as well as in specific sections of this document.

d. SEVERITY OF NEEDS SCALE AND INDICATORS

To complement the analysis from data gathered through multiple assessments, the sector also provides a needs severity map by
sub-district. The map considers a different set of indicators, namely: 1) percentage of IDPs and returnees? in the population, 2) conflict

For three cities, data at neighbourhood level from MSNA was available and considered as separate communities.
2For the purposes of calculating the percentage, the IDP and returnee figures are combined, if their total percentage is >X% then the sub-district is within the respective
severity category for that indicator.
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incidents weighted? according to the extent of impact 3) population in Hard-to-Reach (“HTR”) communities?, overlaid with besieged®
and militarily encircled locations. This map is intended to help assess severity of need - in a changing context - on a regular basis.
The indicators are explained in the table below.

e.

Protection Sector Severity scale definitions and indicators

GUIDE TO ANALYSIS PROVIDED IN THE DOCUMENT

Analysis is given at three geographic levels. Chapters 2-4 provide a national overview including detail from the three Protection Sector
Areas of Responsibility (“AoRs”): Child Protection, Gender-Based Violence and Mine Action. Chapter 5 provides analysis, figures
and infographics at the Governorate level.

f.

National overview:

Chapter 2 begins with highlights of the main indicators and explores inter-linkages of the 13 Protection risks at
community level. The chapter also looks at the changes in context, where possible, along with the severity scale. Topical
graphs present the occurrence or frequency of occurrence of each indicator as a percentage of a covered communities.
The number of communities covered with each indicator may vary within a topic, therefore each graph of occurrence is
accompanied by a graph of number of communities covered. It is followed by a table providing the percentage of
communities by Governorate.

Overview specific to urban communities: Chapter 2 continues with highlights of the protection situation in urban
communities that were covered as part of this assessment, based on analysis of occurrence of each protection issue,
frequency of occurrence of each protection issue, by population groups, maps and percentage of communities
displaying frequency of occurrence across population groups for each issue and detailed analysis of additional
indicators (e.g. movement restrictions, civil documentation, concerns related to humanitarian assistance, housing, land
and property issues).

Overview specific to AoRs: Chapter 3 looks at the national overview specific to each of the three AoRs.

Overview of governorates: Chapter 4 provides highlights of protection issues in each governorate, based on analysis of
occurrence of each protection issue, frequency of occurrence of each protection issue by population groups, maps and
percentage of communities displaying frequency of occurrence across population groups for each issue and detailed
analysis of additional indicators (e.g. movement restrictions, civil documentation, concerns related to humanitarian
assistance, housing, land and property issues).

USING DATA BEYOND THIS DOCUMENT

This document presents analysis aggregated to national, governorate or sub-district level. Further analysis and data can be made
available upon request to the Whole of Syria Protection sector: Jason Hepps (hepps@unhcr.org); Capucine Maus de Rolley
(capucine.mausderolley@nrc.no) and Ambika Mukund (mukund@unhcr.org).

3Weighted incident index is measured in terms of the number of incidents under the incident types. Each incident type is assigned a relative weight depending on possible
extent of effect on population and the index per sub-district is calculated by multiplying # incidents by weight per type.

4 An area that is not regularly accessible to humanitarian actors for the purposes of sustained humanitarian programming as a result of denial of access, including the need
to negotiate access on an ad hoc basis, or due to restrictions such a s active conflict, multiple security checkpoints, or failure of the authorities to provide timely approval.
The list of HTR areas are reviewed on a quarterly basis.

5 An area surrounded by armed actors with the sustained effect that humanitarian assistance cannot regularly enter, and civilians, the sick and wounded cannot regularly
exit the area. The list if reviewed by the UN Security Council on a quarterly basis.
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CHAPTER 2: NATIONAL OVERVIEW AND CONTEXT CHANGES

1. SUMMARY OF TOPLINE INFORMATION
a. KEY MESSAGES

In 2017, protection issues remained widespread, with 97% of covered communities reporting the occurrence of at least one protection
concern for one or more population groups. Despite a steady increase of protection interventions, responses and services throughout
the country, the magnitude of protection needs still outstrip response capacities.

Grave violations of International Humanitarian and Human Rights Law continue to be reported in areas affected by active hostilities,
including targeting of civilians and indiscriminate attacks, while widespread contamination of explosive hazards still endangers the
lives of civilians. In areas where a reduction of hostilities has been registered, civilians suffer the effects of seven years of conflict:
disintegration of community structures, safety nets and rule of law, proliferation of weapons, continuous strain on resources and high
levels of trauma and psychological distress. Violence is described as pervasive. Forced and multiple displacements, coupled with
family separation, have resulted in poor coping strategies, weakened family and community support structures as well as an
increasingly complex and high risk protection environment.

All 13 protection issues that have been assessed for the purpose of this needs overview are prevalent across the country and they
affect all population groups, while there are nuances in terms of risks and vulnerabilities. Geographical mapping demonstrates a high
occurrence of several protection issues in areas that are currently affected by active hostilities, such as Ar-Ragga governorate, a
trend which is also reflected in the updated version of the severity map of protection needs. Resorting to negative coping
mechanisms, such as child labour or child marriage is frequent, as is the reliance by affected communities on humanitarian
assistance. However, a number of concerns related to the way humanitarian assistance was delivered continue to be reported, such
as: the need for civil documentation to access assistance, the concern that assistance does not meet the needs of communities,
discrimination, as well as cases of sexual violence and harassment. Movement restrictions, issues related to the lack/loss of civil
documentation, as well as Housing, Land and Property concerns also constitute key protection challenges for the majority of assessed
communities, on which this document provides further analysis.

An overview of protection issues in urban communities indicates that all surveyed protection issues are even more prevalent in an
urban context.

In this context, a variety of protection services is still needed to address acute and complex protection needs of all population groups.
While they may be present in some locations, needs seems to overwhelm the offer of services. Findings indicate an emphasis on
needs for protection services for children, persons with disabilities and the elderly, civil documentation while important gaps in other
protection services is highlighted in certain governorates.

b. OVERVIEW OF PROTECTION ISSUES

- 4,185 communities were covered with one or more of the 13 protection issues.

- All surveyed protection issues present a high occurrence, between 83% of assessed communities for the highest occurrence
(lack/loss of civil documentation) and 24% of assessed communities for the lowest occurrence (kidnapping).

- Lack/loss of civil documentation and child labour preventing school attendance are reported as occurring in more than 80%
of assessed communities.

- Each protection issue should however be understood and analysed in its respective context.

i Percentage of covered communities reporting occurrence of protection issues®

83% 82%
69%
57%
52% 51%
47%
42% 41%
== 28%
0

o 2 2
& R © « ~ e e; © -
@ g§ & 2 & & ..\\ 42 & S 8 ) 0\?}\ &
& & @ (c\\ Q,Q’b N N @ P & & & ?;ob
& > & @ G 5 & @ o & & R N\
D & 2> K N & O S o R &
S § \ NS Q> ! 3
& B < Q&Q {(,b@ Ooé‘ o & S & > &
& ) N4 & &
\© & O « ©
N\ Q N
S ) S
N & &
& Ry
S
S
&
RS
A
€

Protection issues occur everywhere, with 97% of assessed communities reporting at least one protection issue. The high-
occurrence of multiple protection issues at the community-level demonstrates that they converge in many instances.

8 For explosive hazards indicator: this % applies to communities located in sub-districts where 99% of conflict incidents in the country, have taken place since January
2015.
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59% of the 4,185 communities reported occurrence of at least five protection issues. More than 25% of assessed communities
reported the occurrence of at least 9 protection issues.

ii. Percentage of covered communities reporting a number of protection issues as occurring

Number of assessed communities

97%
92%
84%
71%
59%
47%
38%
32%
("
26% " "
3% 8 13%
9 10 11

%
12 13
Number of protection issues

The occurrence of many (e.g. even 10-13) protection issues in a single community is evident in select locations in most governorates.
Deterioration of the protection situation in Ar-Ragqga governorate, where active hostilities and increased influxes of internally displaced
persons were registered in 2017, is reflected in the high number of communities reporting at least 10 protection issues.

iii. Communities reporting a number of protection issues as occurring

2018 PROTECTION NEEDS OVERVIEW 9



iv. Percentage of covered communities reporting five or more protection issues as occurring

The percentage of communities reporting the occurrence of at least five protection issues is exceptionally high in Ar-Raqqga (96%),
Deir-er-Zor (87%) and Rural Damascus (87%) governorates.

96%
87% 87% )
0,
81% N 80% NN - o I 760,
69% B 65%
62%
48%
36%

ArRaqgga Deir-ez-Zor  Rural Lattakia Homs Tartous Dara  As-Sweida Al-Hasakeh Hama Quneitra  Aleppo Idleb
Damascus
2 Percentage of covered communities reporting a number of protection issues as “very common” for one or more

population group.
Number of covered communities

4185 —— — — — e —————————
79%
3,294
21%
452 315 5% 4% 3% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%
207 151 112 92 77 57 46 33 22 8
- - | ] —
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Number of protection issues

When considering issues reported with “very common” frequency of occurrence, 21% of assessed communities report at least one
protection as “very common” for one or more population group. The eight communities reporting all 13 protection issues as “very
common” are all located in Ar-Raqga governorate.

c. SEVERITY OF NEEDS — UPDATED MAP (SEPT 2017)

The Severity ranking by sub-district using three different indicators (1) % of IDPs and returnees in the population (as of August 2017)
(2) conflict incidents (January 2015 to end-July 2017) weighted according to the extent of impact and (3) population in HTR
communities (as of September 2017) was updated for September 2017 and yielded the below findings.

i Changes in severity of needs since September 2016
e Changein situation in terms of number of sub-districts: 106 out of 272 sub-districts had a change in their categorization
in the severity scale. 63 of them moved to the better side of the scale and 43 showed increased protection needs severity.
164 sub-districts showed no change in needs severity and for two sub-districts in Quneitra, data is not available.

e Population in Severity ranks 6 (catastrophic) & 5 (critical): The population in sub-districts in catastrophic and critical
categories taken together, show a decrease of around 959,000 in the total population. This includes a decrease of 850,100
in IDPs but with an additional 532,600 returnees. Much of this decrease is linked to the very large decrease in persons in
besieged and HTR areas.

e Sub-districts in severity rank 6:

- 10 sub-districts have been categorised as facing catastrophic problems, three more than in September 2016

- Only three of them, namely Az-Zabdani (Rural Damascus), Ar-Ragga and Quneitra were in the same category in
2016 (Though hostilities and besiegement have ceased in Az-Zabdani, protection needs severity remain the same due
to return).

- Al-Bab, Haritan, Maskana (Aleppo), Badama (Idleb), Kafr Zeita, Suran (Hama) and Ein Elfijeh (Rural Damascus)
have moved to catastrophic severity of needs mostly owing to returns.

- All of these sub-districts show increased incident index since last September.

- Most of Al Bab and Maskana sub-districts are not anymore HTR.

- Increase in IDPs are seen in Al Bab, Badama and Ein Elfijeh.

- Azaz (Aleppo), Qatana (Rural Damacus), Homs and Al-Hasakeh show decrease in the protection needs severity
relative to other sub-districts, i.e. from catastrophic to critical category, due to decrease in IDP population. Communities
which were HTR in Azaz, Homs and Al-Hasakeh are all accessible now.

e Sub-districts deteriorating by two or more categories: 16 sub-districts, nine in Aleppo Governorate, five in Ar-Raqga
and two in Hama show increased protection needs severity by more than two categories.
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e Sub-districts improving by two or more categories: Two sub-districts have moved by two categories with relative
decrease in protection needs severity, namely Dhameer (Rural Damascus) which shows a decrease in %IDPs in population
and Hameidiyyeh (Tartous) showing a decrease in incident index.

e Besieged and Military-Encircled Area (MEA) population: None of the besieged locations are in catastrophic sub-
districts. 22 out of 30 are in critical sub-districts, with five in severe and the rest three in sub-districts categorized as major
problem. 75% of the population in MEA are in sub-districts categorized as critical or severe problem with 5% in
catastrophic.

e Protection Interventions: 58% of the interventions done by the Protection sector from Jan-Sep 2017 are in sub-districts
categorized as catastrophic or critical.

ii. Updated severity ranking maps
Map a. Overall severity ranking map
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Map b. Severity ranking map, Indicator 1: % of IDPs and returnees in population (as of August 2017)

Map c. Severity ranking map: Indicator 2: Weighted incident index (Incidents from January 2015 to end-July 2017)

2018 PROTECTION NEEDS OVERVIEW

12



Map d. Severity ranking map, Indicator 3: Population in Hard-to-reach communities (as of September 2017)

d. CONVERGENCE BETWEEN INDICATORS

Inter-linkages of protection issues at the community level continues to be observed. While detailed analysis is needed to draw
correlation between different protection issues, convergence between the following protection issues has been highlighted for the
following protection issues:

e 53% of covered communities have reported occurrence of both lack/loss of civil documentation and housing, land and
property issues;

e 45% of covered communities have reported occurrence of both family separation and lack/loss of civil documentation;

e 45% of covered communities have reported occurrence of both early marriage and domestic violence;

e  45% of covered communities have reported occurrence of both family separation and early marriage;

e  41% of covered communities have reported occurrence of both child labor and child recruitment.

e  31% covered communities have reported family separation, child labor and economic exploitation occurring together;

e 36% of covered communities have reported family separation, child labor and domestic violence occurring together;

e 23% of covered communities have reported family separation, early marriage and sexual violence occurring together.

e. MOVEMENT RESTRICTIONS

“There are no restrictions to the freedom of movement of men, but there is
restriction for the movement of women because of the status of the woman that
demands receiving the consent of the husband or the parents”

- woman, Tartous Governorate

“My dad allows my brother to go everywhere, but we can't because we are girls”

Not .
- adolescent girl, Homs Governorate

reported
44%

“Sometimes the way people look at us and the way they talk about us prevent us
from moving freely. My mother limits my movement; she doesn’t allow me to go out
more than one time a day” - adolescent girl, Damascus Governorate
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f. PROTECTION CONCERNS DURING DELIVERY OF HUMANITARIAN
ASSISTANCE

“For me, | feel that the worst kind of violence is the humiliation we
receive when we receive aid. Those responsible for the distribution
make us feel like beggars” - adolescent girl, Idleb Governorate

“Distributions are rarely given to those who deserve them”

- adolescent girl, Idleb Governorate _ B
ISSuUes,

36%
“Many organizations ask for official documentations although there

have not been any official departments in our community for 6 years”
- men, Aleppo Governorate

“The distributions are given to certain people only and there is a lot of
discrimination. Some people are blackmailed and harassed, especially
the women, the old and the young ones”

- woman, Rural Damascus Governorate

“Some women are harassed while receiving aid”
- woman, Homs Governorate

“We heard about women being blackmailed were the distributor asked
for favours from women in exchange for services (such as spending a
night with them)”

- adolescent girl, Homs Governorate

g. QUOTES EXTRACTED FROM FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS

“Beating has become a widespread habit in the family; the
father beats his children, and the children beat each other.”

i ) — woman
“The lack of documentations causes most people to lose their

rights” — adolescent girl Aleppo Governorate

“Obtaining official documentations of a property is as much as the | bR RIEL e Rl e el s ifee) )
price of the property itself’ — woman “Currently we live in constant fear. There is no safety” -

) adolescent girl
“We have been affected psychologically, and so have our

children. We have become short-tempered. There is no safe place
to go, and that is why we are always scared and tense” - woman “Some accidents related to sexual violence occur in our
community. A young man kidnapped a girl because she
refused to marry him.” - adolescent girl

“There is a gun in every house”- woman

Dar’a Governorate

Idleb Governorate
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NATIONAL OVERVIEW PROTECTION ISSUES

2. DETAILED ANALYSIS OF INDICATORS
1. PROTECTION ISSUES

a. Occurrence of protection issues
HIGHLIGHTS

- One or more protection issues were covered in 4,185 communities.

- Lack/loss of documents and child labor preventing school attendance were reported as occurring in more than 80% of covered
communities (i.e. occurring at least “sometimes” or more frequently for one or more of the population groups).

- Occurrence of protection issues by governorate indicate the high prevalence of certain issues across all governorates (e.g. lack/loss of
civil documentation) and high occurrence of all protection issues across some governorates (e.g. Ar-Raqgqa).

i. Analysis coverage (number of communities covered in the analysis and number of those communities reporting occurrence of protection
issues)

(e.g. Child labour preventing school attendance was covered in 4,091 communities, out of which a total of 3,361 reported child labor preventing school
attendance as occurring)

m Covered in the analysis m Reported as occurring (at least sometimes) Total number of communities in Syria

5,654

3,988 3,986

1,129 942
X Q
& & <8
’bév& 4\&0 08)0
& N
o &
&
&
ii. Percentage of covered communities reporting protection issues as occurring
(e.g. 82% of covered communities reported child labor preventing school attendance as occurring)
Lack/loss of civil documents 83%
Child labour preventing school attendance 82%

Early marriage 69%

Housing/land/property issues 57%

Family separation 52%

Domestic violence 51%

Child recruitment 47%

Explosive hazards* 42%

Economic exploitation 41%

Harassment 33%

Sexual harassment 28%

Sexual violence 27%

Kidnapping/Abduction 24%

*For explosive hazards indicator: this % applies to communities located in sub-districts where 99% of conflict incidents have taken place since January 2015.
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NATIONAL OVERVIEW PROTECTION ISSUES

iii. Percentage of communities reporting protection issues as occurring by governorate
(e.g. 86% of covered communities in Aleppo governorate reported child labour preventing school attendance as occurring)

Number of Lack/loss of
GOVERNORATES communities |child labour preventing Child Domestic Early Economic Explosive |Family Housing/land/p |Kidnapping/A |civil Sexual Sexual
covered recruitment |violence marriage |exploitation |hazards separation Harassment |roperty issues |bduction documents harassment |violence

Aleppo
Al-Hasakeh
Ar-Raqga

38% 30% 50% 14% 25% 45%

As-Sweida

7]
o
=
o
o
2
@
=]
o
)
S
o
@

Dar'a
Deir-ez-Zor

Hama 35%

Homs
Idleb
Lattakia

34%
1%
52%
Quneitra 25%
Rural Damascus 160

Tartous 241

35%

SN
A | o

27%

iv. Percentage of communities reporting a number of protection issues as occurring by governorate
(e.g. 95% of covered communities located in Aleppo governorate reported the occurrence of at least one protection issues)

Aleppo 15% 1% 4% 3% 2% 1% 1%
Al-Hasakeh 42% 38% 33% 25% 14%
Ar-Raqga & 61% 58% 55% 51% 29%
As-Sweida 37% 29% 24% 15% 6%
Dar'a 36% 27% 18% 16% 12% 4%
Deir-ez-Zor 10% 3% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Hama 3 24% 19% 14% 1% 4%
Homs 46% 38% 24% 10% 5%

Idleb - 2% 2% 1% 1% 0%

i o o o %
uneitra 18% 11% 9% 2

Tartous 241 41% 31% 21% 15% 4%

2018 PROTECTION NEEDS OVERVIEW 16



NATIONAL OVERVIEW

PROTECTION ISSUES

b. Overview of Protection issues with frequency of occurrence

HIGHLIGHTS

- All protection issues were described as “very common” to a certain extent, highest values being provided for lack/loss of civil documentation, domestic violence and child labor (with aggregation

option 2).
- E.g. with lack/loss of civil documentation:

a. aggregation option 1 (highest frequency of occurrence among the population groups): in 7.9% of covered communities, lack/loss of civil documentation was described as a “very common” issue for

at least one population group.

b. aggregation option 2 (averaging findings across all population groups): 3% of covered communities indicated that lack/loss and civil documentation was described as a “very common” issue.
- Geographical visualization of each protection issue (using both disaggregation options) is provided in the following pages.

i. Graphs showing percentage out of communities that were covered in the analysis, using two different aggregation options across population groups

Graph a: Taking the highest frequency of occurrence at community level
(e.g. 27% of assessed communities reported that child labour preventing school attendance was a common issue for one or more population group)

18%
53% 49%

48%

7.5% 3.9% 71%

Child labour preventing
school attendance

Child recruitment Domestic violence

31%

Early marriage

59%

Economic exploitation

Graph b: Taking the average frequency of occurrence at community level
(e.g. As an average, 15% of covered communities reported that child labour preventing school attendance was a common issue)

18%
53% 49%
66%
36%
42%
D
1.1% 0.3% 1.4%

Child labour preventing Child recruitment Domestic violence

school attendance

31%

64%

4%
0.3%

Early marriage

59%

35%

L 6%
0.6%

Economic exploitation

58%

Explosive hazards

58%

32%

2.2%

Explosive hazards

48% 43%
67%

40% 43%
22%

3.1% 3.4% 3.0%

Family separation Harassment Housing/land/property

issues

48% 43%
67%
47% 51%
29%
5% La% 6%
0.4% 0.2% 0.4%

Family separation Harassment Housing/land/property

issues

17%
76%

53%
16%
2.6% 7.9%

Lack/loss of civil
documents

Kidnapping/Abduction

m\ery common issue ®Common issue

17%
76%
63%
3%
0.2% 3.0%

Lack/loss of civil
documents

Kidnapping/Abduction

2%

15%

4.5%

Sexual harassment

72%

22%

L 6%
0.5%

Sexual harassment

Sometimes

73%

15%

3.8%

Sexual violence

Never happens

73%

21%

5%
0.5%

Sexual violence
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NATIONAL OVERVIEW

PROTECTION ISSUES

c. Percentage of communities reporting protection issues by frequency of occurrence per population group

HIGHLIGHTS

- 13 protection issues were covered for 7 populations groups, with age and sex disaggregation to inform programming: persons with disabilities, men, women, adolescent boys (12-17 y.old),

adolescent girls (12-17 y.old), boys and girls.

- All population groups are affected by the 13 protection issues, while there are nuances of risks and vulnerabilities depending on age and sex.
- Lack/loss of civil documentation is an issue for all population groups, with nuances depending on age (adults are more affected).
- Child labor preventing school attendance and early marriage were reported as the main issues affecting children, boys and girls alike, especially for the adolescent age group.
- Sexual violence particularly affects women and girls, even though boys and adolescent boys are also exposed.

i. Population groups by protection issue
(E.g. In graph for men, 24% of covered communities reported that domestic violence was happening “sometimes” for men)

Men

65%

24%

1.6%

Domestic violence

Women

51%

29%

3.8%

Domestic violence

62%

29%

1.8%

Economic exploitation

62%

29%

1.6%

Economic exploitation

59%

31%

2.7%

Explosive hazards

62%

30%

2.2%
Explosive hazards

55%

38%

L 6%
1.1%

Family separation

54%

38%

1.3%
Family separation

80%

17%
3%
0.6%

Harassment

69%

24%

6%
1.4%

Harassment

mVery common issue

44%

45%

2.0%

Housing/land/property issues

52%

41%

1.0%
Housing/land/property issues

= Common issue Sometimes
18%
78% 0
56% 85%
0
17% 11%
4% 4%
0,
0.8% 42% 0.5%
Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil documents Sexual harassment
22%
73%
84%
57%
18%
13%
3% _
0.8% 3.9% 1.9%
Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil documents Sexual harassment

Never happens

86%

9%
A%
0.7%

Sexual violence

75%

17%

1.7%

Sexual violence
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NATIONAL OVERVIEW

PROTECTION ISSUES

Adolescent boys

18%
46%
[
54% 56% 63%
° 2.8% 2.8% 1.8% 1.5%
Child labour preventing Child recruitment Domestic violence Early marriage Economic exploitation
school attendance
Adolescent girls
30% 32%
53%
0
75% 67%
4.7% 0.8% 3.2% 3.6% 1.3%

Child labour preventing Child recruitment Domestic violence

school attendance

Early marriage Economic exploitation

Boys
38%
55%
78% 74% 70%
1.5% 0.9% 3.4% 0.6% 1.0%

Child labour preventing Child recruitment Domestic violence

school attendance

Early marriage Economic exploitation

Explosive hazards

Explosive hazards

60%

2.6%

62%

2.3%

61%

2.8%

Explosive hazards

59%

1.3%

Family separation

62%

1.0%

Family separation

77%

0.5%

Harassment

70%

1.3%

Harassment

67%

1.0%

Family separation

m\Very common issue  ®Common issue B Sometimes Never happens
26%
67%
82% 81% 84%
o
0.9% 0.8% 4.0% 1.2% 0.9%
Housing/land/property  Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil Sexual harassment Sexual violence
issues documents
28%
68% o
84% 74% 78%
0,
0.9% 0.8% 4.2% 2.0% 1.4%
Housing/land/property  Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil Sexual harassment Sexual violence
issues documents
33%
o
i 85% 83% 85%
o
0.7% 0.9% 41% 1.7% 1.3%
Harassment Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil Sexual harassment Sexual violence
documents
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NATIONAL OVERVIEW PROTECTION ISSUES

Girls m\Very common issue  BCommon issue  #Sometimes Never happens

33%

46%

56% o
71% 71% 62% 68% 78% )
84% ° 86% 81% 84%

0 0
1.6% 0.5% 3.7% 0.6% 1.2% 2.6% 12% 0.9% 0.9% 4.2% 2.0% 17%
Child labour preventing Child recruitment Domestic violence Early marriage Economic exploitation Explosive hazards Family separation Harassment Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil Sexual harassment Sexual violence
school attendance documents
Persons with disabilities
43%
72% 70% 78% 73% 75% 71%
o o Ly
91% 86% 79% 90% 86% 87%
0.9% 0.5% 1.6% 0.5% 0.9% 1.7% 0.6% 1.0% 0.7% 0.5% 2.3% 0.8% 0.7%
Child labour preventing Child recruitment Domestic violence Early marriage Economic exploitation Explosive hazards Family separation Harassment Housing/land/property  Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil Sexual harassment Sexual violence
school attendance issues documents
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ii. Maps showing communities reporting each protection issue by frequency of occurrence, using two different
aggregation options across population groups

1. CHILD LABOUR PREVENTING SCHOOL ATTENDANCE
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at least one or more population groups in a community
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2. CHILD RECRUITMENT

HIGHEST frequency occurrence as per
at least one or more population groups in a community
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4. EARLY MARRIAGE

HIGHEST frequency occurrence as per
at least one or more population groups in a community
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5. ECONOMIC EXPLOITATION

HIGHEST frequency occurrence as per
at least one or more population groups in a community
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6. EXPLOSIVE HAZARDS

HIGHEST frequency occurrence as per
at least one or more population groups in a community
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7. FAMILY SEPARATION

HIGHEST frequency occurrence as per
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8. HARASSMENT

HIGHEST frequency occurrence as per
at least one or more population groups in a community
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9. HOUSING/LAND AND PROPERTY ISSUES

HIGHEST frequency occurrence as per
at least one or more population groups in a community
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10. KIDNAPPING/ABDUCTION

HIGHEST frequency occurrence as per
at least one or more population groups in a community
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11. LACK/LOSS OF CIVIL DOCUMENTATION

HIGHEST frequency occurrence as per
at least one or more population groups in a community
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Protection issues by population group
1. CHILD LABOUR PREVENTING SCHOOL ATTENDANCE

®Very common issue

18% 18% 18%

30%

1.1% 7.5% 6.1% 4.7%
Aggregated (average Aggregated (highest  Adolescent boys Adolescent girls
frequency) frequency)
2. CHILD RECRUITMENT
53% 53% 54%
75%
0.3% 3.9% 2.8% 0.8%
Aggregated (average Aggregated (highest Adolescent boys Adolescent girls
frequency) frequency)

3. DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

49% 49%

51%

56%
65%

1.4% 7.1% 1 6% 3.8% 2.8%
B 0
Aggregated Aggregated Men Women Adolescent boys
(average (highest frequency)
frequency)

mCommon issue = Sometimes Never happens

38%

46%

2%

1.5% 1.6% 0.9%

Boys Girls Persons with
disabilities
78% o
84% 9%
0.9% 0.5% 0.5%
Boys Girls Persons with disabilities
53% 55% 56%

70%

3.2% 1.6%
Adolescent girls Boys Girls Persons with
disabilities
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4. EARLY MARRIAGE

31% 31%

46%

0.3% 4.5% 1.8%
Aggregated (average Aggregated (highest Adolescent boys
frequency) frequency)

5. ECONOMIC EXPLOITATION

59% 59% 62% 62%

0.6% 4.1% 1.8% 1.6%
Aggregated Aggregated Men Women
(average (highest frequency)
frequency)

6. EXPLOSIVE HAZARDS

58% 58% 59% 62%

m\Very common issue  mCommon issue = Sometimes Never happens

32%

74% 1%
86%

3.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.5%
Adolescent girls Boys Girls Persons with disabilities

63% 67%

70% 9
o 71% 78%
1.5% 1.3% 1.0% 1.2% 0.9%
Adolescent boys  Adolescent girls Boys Girls Persons with
disabilities
60% 62% 61% 62%
73%

2.2% 4.3% 27% 229 2.6% 2.3% 2.8% 2.6% 1.7%
Aggregated Aggregated Men Women Adolescent boys  Adolescent girls Boys Girls Persons with
(average (highest frequency) disabilities

frequency)
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7. FAMILY SEPARATION

mVery common issue  mCommon issue  ® Sometimes Never happens

48% 48%

55% 54%
59% 62% o o
67% 68% 75%
0.4% 3.1% 11% 1.3% 1.3% 1.0% 1.0% 1.2% 0.6%
Aggregated Aggregated Men Women Adolescent boys  Adolescent girls Boys Girls Persons with
(average (highest frequency) disabilities
frequency)
8. HARASSMENT
67% 67% 69% 70%
80% ’ 7% ’ 80% 78% 79%
0.2% 3.4% 5% 1.4% 0.5% 1.3% 0.7% 0.9% 1.0%
Aggregated Aggregated R?Ieﬁ’ Women Adolescent boys  Adolescent girls Boys Girls Persons with
(average (highest frequency) disabilities
frequency)
9. HOUSING, LAND AND PROPERTY ISSUES
43% 43% 9
o o 44% 529
67% 68% 71%
0.4% 3.0% 2.0% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.7%
Aggregated (average Aggregated (highest Men Women Adolescent boys Adolescent girls Persons with disabilities

frequency) frequency)
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10. KIDNAPPING

m\ery common issue  ECommon issue = Sometimes Never happens

769 769
0% 0% 8% 84% 82% 84% 85% 86% 9
90%
, i I H E B B ==
0.2% 2.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.5%
Aggregated Aggregated Men Women Adolescent boys  Adolescent girls Boys Girls Persons with
(average (highest frequency) disabilities
frequency)

11. LACK/LOSS OF CIVIL DOCUMENTS

17% 17% 18%

22% 260 0
" AR 33% 33%
I I 43%
0, 0,

3.0% 7.9% 4.0% 4.2% 4.2% 23%
Aggregated Aggregated Men Women Adolescent boys  Adolescent girls Boys Girls Persons with
(average (highest frequency) disabilities

frequency)
12. SEXUAL HARASSMENT
m\ery common issue m Common issue = Sometimes Never happens
72% 72% 73% 9
85% ° 81% 4% 83% 81% 6%

0.5% 4.5% 0.5% 1.9% 1.2% 2.0% 1.7% 2.0%

0.8%
Aggregated Aggregated Men Women Adolescent boys  Adolescent girls Boys Girls Persons with
(average (highest frequency) disabilities
frequency)
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2. COPING MECHANISMS
HIGHLIGHTS

- Coping mechanisms to meet needs can be positive (e.g. using community services) or negative (resorting to early marriage and illegal activities).

- Coping mechanisms were covered for around 3,700 communities.

- Community services and local community support are reportedly “never used” in more than 75% of covered communities.

- 69% of covered communities reported resorting to humanitarian assistance as a coping mechanism (used at least “sometimes” for any one of the
population groups) making humanitarian assistance the main recourse for affected populations.

- Negative coping mechanisms with a specific impact on children are also mentioned, such as dropping out of school to work in 82% covered communities
and early marriage in 57% covered communities.

- While the use of some coping mechanisms are reported across the country (e.g. humanitarian assistance, except in Deiz-ez-Zor where humanitarian
presence is extremely limited), some findings are more contrasted depending on the geographical area (e.g. restrictions of movement of women and girls
are described as prevalent in current/former ISIL-controlled areas such as Ar-Raqqa and Deir-ez-Zor governorates).

i. Analysis coverage

Number of communities covered in the analysis and number of communities reporting use of coping mechanism (i.e. used at least “sometimes” or more)
(e.g. Among 3,809 communities where children dropping out of school to work as a coping mechanism was covered, 3,112 communities reported it as

occurring)

m Covered in the analysis ~ ®mReported as occurring (at least sometimes) Total number of communities in Syria

I EEEREF

5,654

Children dropping out of  Relying on humanitarian Early marriage CM Restricting movements of Engaging in illegal Begging Local/community support  Accessing community
school to work assistance women and girls activities (i.e theft, services (community
smuggling) centres, women centres)

Il. Percentage OT coverea communities reporting use of coping mechanisms
(e.g. 82% of covered communities reported that children dropping out of school to work as a coping mechanism was occurring)

Children dropping out of school to work 82%
Relying on humanitarian assistance
Early marriage CM 57%
Restricting movements of women and girls 47%

Engaging in illegal activities (i.e theft, smuggling) 45%

Begging 41%
Local/community support
Accessing community services (community centres, women centres)

iii. Percentage of covered communities reporting use of coping mechanism (by occurrence) by governorate (e.g. 25% of covered communities in
Aleppo governorate reported that begging as a coping mechanism was occurring)

community
Engaging in services
Children illegal Restricting (community

GOVERNORATES Number of dropping out activities (i.e |movements of|Relying on centres,
communities of school to  |Early theft, women and  |humanitarian |women Local/commu
covered Begging work marriage CM |[smuggling) girls assistance centres) nity support

Alvasaken B I B o B - DN
o e D B | e e

Dar'a 114 25% 37% 34% 12% 1%
Deir-ez-Zor 143 26% 9% 36% 23% _ 3% 0% 0%
Hama e on R s oo N e
Homs T N e - S WS
Idleb 28 13% % 52% 16% 25% o es% 11% 7%

Lettadia O e e | I —
Quneita “EECEE o [

T ) T N N . - N

27% 0%

Tartous 241
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iv. Percentage of covered communities reporting the use of coping mechanisms by frequency of occurrence across population groups

Across population groups

Graph a: Taking the highest frequency of occurrence at community level
(e.g 23% of covered communities have reported that “children dropping out of schools” was a coping mechanism that was “commonly used” by one or

more population group.)

18%
Never used 43%
59%
m = Sometimes used
= ®Commonly used
m mAlways used
5%
Begglng Children Early marriage
dropping out of CM

school to work

0% 0%
31% 27% 28%
55% 53% m Always used
# Commonly used
Sometimes used
= Never used
4% g 7%
Engaging in Restricting Relying on Accessing community  Local/community
illegal activities movements of  humanitarian services (community support
(i.e theft, women and girls  assistance centres, women

smuggling)

Graph b: Taking the average frequency of occurrence at community level
(e.g. 4% of covered communities have reported that “children dropping out of schools” was a coping mechanism that was “commonly used”)

18%
Never used
59%
= mSometimes used
= mCommonly used
m mAlways used
1% 4%
Begging Children

dropping out of
school to work

By population groups

43%

3%

Early marriage

CM

55% 53%

centres)

1%

31%
29%

1% 5%

Engaging in Restricting Relying on Accessing community
illegal activities movements of  humanitarian services (community
(i.e theft, women and girls  assistance centres, women

smuggling)

centres)

1%

30% mAlways used

m Commonly used
Sometimes used

= Never used

Local/community
support

Boys (e.g. 30% of covered communities have reported that “begging” was a coping mechanism that was “commonly used” for boys.)

19%
Never used

63%

®  mSometimes used

= mCommonly used

= mAlways used
2% ’

Begging Children

dropping out of
school to work

Girls

30%
Never used

64%

= = Sometimes used

= mCommonly used
m mAlways used
2% 4%
Begging

out of school to
work

53%

2%

Early marriage Engaging in

CM

43%

4%

Children dropping Early marriage

38%
65%
2% 4%
Relying on
illegal activities humanitarian
(i.e theft, assistance
smuggling)

54%

1 %
Engaging in Restricting
illegal activites ~ movements of
(i.e theft, women and girls
smuggling)

1%
T 5% |

26%

Accessing
community services
(community centres,

women centres)

1%
5%

38% 28%

I . I I

4%
Relying on  Accessing community
humanitarian  Services (community
assistance centres, women

centres)

1%
T 5%

27%

Local/community
support

u Always used

# Commonly used

Sometimes used

= Never used

1%

27%

mAlways used
= Commonly used
Sometimes used

= Never used

Local/community
support
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Percentage of covered communities reporting the use of coping mechanisms by frequency of occurrence - contd

By population group - contd

Men

Never used
m = Sometimes used
m mCommonly used

m mAlways used

Women

Never used

®  wSometimes used

®  mCommonly used

m  mAlways used

66%

1%
Begging

63%

1%
Begging

32%

57%

20 5%
Engaging inillegal Relying on
activities (i.e theft, humanitarian

smuggling) assistance
54%
74%

1% 1%

26% 29%

Local/community

H Always used
® Commonly used
Sometimes used

= Never used

Accessing community

services (community support
centres, women
centres)
1% 1%
T T 5%
29% 30%

m Always used

®Commonly used

Sometimes used

= Never used

1% 5%
Engaging in Restricting Relying on Accessing community Local/community
illegal activities movements of humanitarian services (community support
(i.e theft, women and girls assistance centres, women
smuggling) centres)
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3. MOVEMENT RESTRICTIONS

HIGHLIGHTS

- Movement restrictions was covered in 4,044 communities in Syria. NO

- 56% of covered communities have reported movement restrictions. (movement

- Among communities reporting movement restrictions, the top three causes are lack of identity documents restrictions \7=
(80%), checkpoints (77%) and screening processes (71%). are not (movement
- While some causes of movement restrictions are prevalent across the country (e.g. lack of identity documents, CRRIEERY  restrictions
with the lowest value of 47% registered in Dar'a), some are more localized (e.g. curfews and explosive hazards). CEERIULYY  are reported
- Among communities reporting movement restrictions, the three population groups that are reported as the L as occurring

44%
most affected by movement restrictions are people without civil documentation (81%), men (78%) and boys ’

(71%).

a.Causes of movement restrictions
i. Analysis coverage
Number of communities covered by the analysis and number of communities reporting causes of movement restrictions as occurring

(e.g. Out of 4,013 communities, 1,287 reported that activities of armed groups cause movement restrictions in their communities.)

m Covered in the analysis m Reported as occurring (as least sometimes) Total number of communities in Syria
5,654
0
Activities of armed Checkpoints Curfews General violence Lack of identity Presence of explosive Rules imposed by Screening processes
groups documents hazards concerned authorities

ii. Percentage of communities reporting causes of movement restrictions (by frequency of occurrence)
(e.g. 6.7% of communities reported that movement restrictions due to lack of identity documents is very common)

m\Very common issue mCommon issue Sometimes Never happens
57% 55% 60%
o 64% ©
67% 75% 70% 77%
22% 25% o
18% 229 24%
0,
] —_ e e
3.0% 7.0% 2.9% 2.6% 6.7% 1.9% 3.4% 4.8%
Activities of armed Checkpoints Curfews General violence Lack of identity Presence of Rules imposed by  Screening processes
groups documents explosive hazards concerned authorities

iii. Percentage of communities reporting causes of movement restrictions (by occurrence)

Of the 2,272 communities reporting that movement restrictions occur (ref. graph iii.a.), % of covered of communities reporting causes of movement
restrictions (by occurrence).

Lack of identity documents 80%
Checkpoints 77%
Screening processes 71%
Rules imposed by concerned authorities 64%
Activities of armed groups 57%
General violence )

Curfews 44%

Presence of explosive hazards 40%
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iv. Percentage of communities reporting causes of movement restrictions as occurring, by governorate
(e.g. Of the 447 communities in Aleppo which reported movement restrictions occurring, 72% cite “activities of armed groups” as one of
the causes of the restrictions)

Number of
communities

VERNORATE reporting ___ -
G0 ) = occurrence of Activities of Lack of Presence of | Rules imposed

movement armed General identity explosive by concerned Screening
restrictions groups Checkpoints Curfews violence | documents hazards authorities processes

Aleppo 447

Al-Hasakel 572

Ar-Raqga 224

Deir-ez-Zor
Hama

dieb
Lattakia

Quneitra

Rural Damascus

Tartous 72

b. Population groups affected by Movement restrictions

i. Analysis coverage

Number of communities covered by the analysis and number of communities reporting population groups affected by movement restrictions (by
occurrence)

(e.g. Out of 3,954 communities, 642 reported that persons with disabilities are affected by movement restrictions in their communities.)

Total number of communities in Syria

5654 . MCoveredinthe analysis mReported as occurring (as least sometimes)  eEndmheroicommuniies i Byna
3,963 3,961 3,964 3,963 3,947
1,559 s 1,449
g 1,100
Persons with Girls (<18) moving  Girls (<18) moving Women moving Women moving with Boys (<18) People without civil IDPs
disabilities alone with a companion alone a companion documentation

ii. Percentage of communities reporting population groups affected by movement restrictions (by frequency of occurrence)
(e.g. 8% of communities reported that it is common for girls moving alone to be affected by movement restrictions)

m\/ery common issue = Common issue = Sometimes Never happens
0,
. 59% 56% SRt 62%
66% 71% 65% 71% o
82%

0.3% 3.1% 1.6% 3.1% 0.7% 3.3% 4.8% % 6.1%
Persons with Girls (<18) moving Girls (<18) moving  Women moving alone Women moving with a Boys (<18) Men People without civil IDPs

disabilities alone with a companion companion documentation
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iii. Percentage of communities reporting populations groups affected by movement restrictions (by occurrence)
(e.g. Of communities where movement restrictions occur, 81% reported people without civil documentation as an affected group.)

People without civil documentation 81%

Men 78%

Boys (<18) 71%

IDPs 67%

Women moving alone 62%

Girls (<18) moving alone 60%

Women moving with a companion 50%

Girls (<18) moving with a companion 49%

iv. Percentage of communities reporting population groups affected by movement restrictions (by occurrence) by governorate
(e.g. Persons with disabilities are affected by movement restrictions in 41% of the 447 communities in Aleppo which reported movement
restrictions.)

Der o
0 e
epo g Peo Py
O RNORA o ence o 8 ome ome 0
oveme Perso 8 0] g a 0] g 0 g a ao entatio
e 0 disab e 0 g one omp 0 alone ompanio Bo 8 e DP
Aleppo 44
a asake 26% 35% 39%
Ar-Raqgqa 4
A elda 40
Dar'a 00 14% 47% 38% 48% 35% 47% 53% 45%
Deir-ez-Zo 4 6%
ama 69%
O 4 17% 34% 24% 37% 21% 54% 41%
aieo 5% 23% 7% 23% 8% 23% 24% 51% 19%
S 4 27% 37% 32% 51% 41%
Quneitra 4 29% 50% 21% 50% 21% 50%
Rural Dama 9 22% 47% 35%
arto 26% 50% 42% 52% 40% 62% 37%
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4. PROTECTION SERVICES
HIGHLIGHTS

- Presence and need of protection services were covered for around 3,300 communities.

- A need for protection services was recorded when communities reported that services were either “present but insufficient”

- Protection services for children (73%), persons with disabilities (72%)

- In terms of modality/types of services needed, community centers (72%), explosive hazards risk education (72%), women and girls’ centers (71%),

psychological support (71%) and legal services (69% for civil document

and the elderly (71%) were among the most needed.

ation and 65% for HLP) were among the most mentioned.

- Some governorates present important gaps across all types of services (e.g. Ar-Raqga, Deir-ez-Zor and As-Sweida governorates).

- Every protection service is needed —

ii. Analysis coverage

to a certain extent — for all population groups.

or “not present but needed”.

Number of communities covered by the analysis and number of communities reporting needs of protection services (i.e. “present but insufficient” or “not
present but needed) (e.g. among 3,374 communities covered, 2475 reported a need for protection services for children).

m Reported as needed

m Covered in the analysis

5,654

Total number of communities in Syria

Protection services Services for persons  Community centres Explosive hazard risk Care mechanisms for  Women and girls Psychosocwa\ supportLegal services for civilRecreational activities Legal services for  Psychosocial support Medical treatment for

for children with disabilities education elderly persons

Housing, Land and ~ for sexual/domestic
violence survivors

centres services documentation

Property issues

ii.Percentage of communities reporting needs of protection services (“present but insufficient” or “Needed but not present")
(e.g. In communities where services are needed, 73% need protection services for children.)

Protection services for children

Services for persons with disabilities

Community centres

Explosive hazard risk education

Care mechanisms for elderly persons

Women and girls centres

Psychosocial support services

Legal services for civil documentation

Recreational activities

Legal services for Housing, Land and Property issues
Psychosocial support for sexual/domestic violence survivors

Medical treatment for sexual/domestic violence survivors

iii. Percentage of communities reporting needs of protection services (either “present but insufficient” or “not present but needed) by

Governorate
(e.g. in Aleppo governorate, among communities in need of protection

Legal

GOVERNORATES

Comm |Women |Explosive|services

Number of unity |and hazard [for civil

communities |centre |girls risk
covered S centres |education|tation

54% 54% 54% 65%

Aleppo
Al-Hasakeh 799 WL
313

108 70%
64%

Ar-Raqga
As-Sweida
Dar'a 114 LA
143 Gk
433

Homs 199

Idleb 528 R
Lattakia 63% 69%
Quneitra 48%
Rural Damascus 63%
Tartous 68%

62%

N
w

Deir-ez-Zor

Hama 71%

52%

57% 56%

61%

documen |Property

73%
2%
2%
2%
I 71%
T 71%
T 71%
I 69%
. 69%
T 65%
T 61%
I 45%

serves, 54% of communities need community centres.)

Medical

treatment
Psychosocial |for
survivors

Legal
services
for Psycho |support for
Housing, |social |[survivors of |of sexual |Protection
Land and |support|sexual violence/do |services
service |violence/dom |mestic for

estic violence|violence children es

Care

ational|s for
activiti|elderly
issues

54% 50% 51%

61% 44% 24%

67% 61% 63%

62% 65%

47% 54% 54% 6% 69% 46% 62%

61%

e g ok e | s e v
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iv. Percentage of communities reporting presence and needs of protection services across population groups
Across population groups

Graph a: Taking the most severe status of needs and presence (e.g. 52% of covered communities have reported that community centres are not
present in the community but needed for one or more of the population groups)

mNeeded but not present  mPresent but insufficient Present and sufficient Not present and not needed  m Series9
22% 23% Ui 18% 22% 22%

o 21% 24% 23% 22%
o, 6% 12% 12% 12% 6% — 45% % 6% % %
(]
9%
0 49% 51% 53% 50%
52% 50% 45% 39% 38% 49% 43%
Community centres ~ Women and girls

Explosive hazard risk ~ Legal services for Legal services for

Psychosocial support Psychosocial support Medical treatment for  Protection services Recreational Care Services for persons
centres education civil documentation ~ Housing, Land and services for survivors of sexual survivors of sexual for children activities mechanisms/services  with disabilities
Property issues violence/domestic violence/domestic for elderly persons
violence violence
Graph b: Taking the average status of needs and presence

(e.g. 48% of covered communities have reported that community centres are needed but not present in the community)

22% 23% G 18% T 21% 24% 23% 22%
6% 6% 12% 12%

45% 6%
13% % 1% ° 8% 6% 6%
10%
48% 50% o, 45% 49% 449 53% 47%
42% 37% 35% ° 39% 20% % 2

Community centres Women and girls  Explosive hazard risk  Legal services for
centres education

22% 22%

Legal services for  Psychosocial support Psychosocial support Medical treatment for Protection services Services for persons
civil documentation ~ Housing, Land and services for survivors of sexual  survivors of sexual mechanisms/services  with disabilities
violence/domestic violence/domestic for elderly persons
violence violence

Recreational Care

for children activities
Property issues

By population groups
Men

(e.g. 48% of covered communities have reported that community centres are not present in the community but needed for men)

23% s 19% 22% 24% BT 28% 23% 23%
. 12% 12% 139, o 48%
0

6% 6%
12% 9%
10%
52% .
5 47%
46% 28% b
28%

35%
Community centres Explosive hazard risk Legal services for civil Legal services for Psychosocial support  Psychosocial support for ~ Medical treatment for Recreational activities Care Services for persons with
education documentation Housing, Land and services survivors of sexual survivors of sexual mechanism: rvices for ili
Property issues violence/domestic violence/domestic elderly persons
violence violence
Women

0, 0,

22% 23% i 19% 22% 23% 28% 27% 23% 22%
0, 0

6% 6% 12% 13% 13% 7% 45%

Y .I
11% 8% '
9%
52% o,
45% 47%
35% A 40% 29% :

48% 48%
37%
Community centres Women and girls Explosive hazard risk ~ Legal services for civil Legal services for Psychosocial support  Psychosocial support ~ Medical treatment for ~ Recreational activities Care Services for persons
centres education documentation Housing, Land and services for survivors of sexual  survivors of sexual mechanism: Vi with
Property issues violence/domestic violence/domestic for elderly persons
violence violence
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Percentage of communities reporting presence and needs of protection services across population groups
By population groups - contd

(e.g. 47% of covered communities have reported that community centres are needed but not present in the community for boys)

Boys
mNeeded but not present H Present but insufficient Present and sufficient Not present and not needed
9 0
22% 16% 19% 23% 23% o 21% 24% 23%
9 0,
6% 12% 13% 13% 7% 47% 6% 7% 6%
()
1%
o,
48% 45% 46%
42% 37% o
(]
S0 28%
Community centres Explosive hazard risk Legal services for civil Legal services for Psychosocial support  Psychosocial support for  Medical treatment for Protection services for Recreational activities ~ Services for persons with
education documentation Housing, Land and services survivors of sexual survivors of sexual children disabilities
Property issues violence/domestic violence/domestic
violence violence
Girls
o o 17% 19% o o 21% o o
22% 23% o 23% 23% 28% o 24% 22%
0
6% 6% et 13% 139, 8% 46% 6%
(]
11%
9%
48%
47% 48% 44% )
36% 34% 39% 28%
Community centres Women and girls Explosive hazard risk  Legal services for civil Legal services for Psychosocial support  Psychosocial support  Medical treatment for ~ Protection services for Recreational activities ~ Services for persons
centres education documentation Housing, Land and services for survivors of sexual  survivors of sexual children with disabilities
Property issues ioler ioler
violence violence
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5. CONCERNS/PROBLEMS DURING DELIVERY OF HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE

HIGHLIGHTS

- Concerns about how humanitarian assistance is delivered in the last three months were covered for 3,378
communities in Syria.

NO (concerns with

- 64% of the covered communities mentioned they faced issues with humanitarian assistance delivery. -
- The primary concern/problem that was reported is the need to have civil documentation to access humanitarian assistance are not
assistance (across all population groups: men, women, boys and girls). reported as

occurring), 1,201,

- 1,475 communities mentioned that assistance provided did not meet the needs of the community. .

- Discrimination in access to assistance, which was the primary concern last year, was highlighted in 557
communities.

- Old persons, women living alone and divorced or widowed women are reported to be the groups most at risk of
discrimination/exclusion during delivery of humanitarian assistance.

- Sexual harassment and request for sexual favours in exchange of assistance were also mentioned in a few hundred
communities, especially affecting women and girls.

i. Analysis coverage

Number of communities covered by the analysis and number of communities reporting concerns regarding how humanitarian assistance was delivered in
the last three months (by occurrence).

(e.g. Among 2,039 communities covered in the analysis, 1,620 reported concerns related to the request for civil documentation to access assistance)

5177 m Covered in the analysis mReported as occurring (at least sometimes) Number of communities reporting concerns with humanitarian assistance
2,039 2,043
1,884
0
Request for civil documentation to  Assistance given is not what the Discrimination/exclusion Sexual harassment CA Humanitarian assistance is not Request of sexual favour/
access assistance community needs free/ Money is asked in exchange exploitation in exchange for
for assistance humanitarian assistance

ii. Percentage of communities reporting types of concerns regarding how humanitarian assistance was delivered in the last three
months (by occurrence)

(e.g. Among 2,177 communities reporting concerns regarding how humanitarian assistance was delivered in the last three months, % of those communities
reporting types of concerns (by occurrence)

Request for civil documentation to access assistance
Assistance given is not what the community needs
Discrimination/exclusion
Sexual harassment CA

Humanitarian assistance is not free/ Money is asked in exchange for assistance

Request of sexual favour/ exploitation in exchange for humanitarian assistance

iii. Percentage of covered communities reporting concerns reg. the way humanitarian assistance was delivered in the last three months, by
governorate (e.g. 62% of communities reporting concerns with humanitarian assistance in Aleppo governorate indicated that assistance given was not
what the community needed)

Humanitarian Request of sexual
GOVERNORATES Number of assistance is not favour/ exploitation
communities |Assistance given is free/ Money is Request for civil in exchange for
that reported not what the Discrimination/excl| asked in exchange | documentation to humanitarian Sexual harassment
concerns community needs usion for assistance access assistance assistance CA

Aleppo
Al-Hasakeh
Ar-Raqga
As-Sweida
Dar'a
Deir-ez-Zor
Hama
Homs

Idleb
Lattakia

Quneitra

Rural Damascus

Tartous
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iv. Number of covered communities reporting concerns reg. the way humanitarian assistance was delivered in the last 3 months by frequency of
occurrence

a. Across population groups (For categories which required aggregation, highest frequency was adopted)
(e.g. out of 1,620 communities identifying request for civil documentation to access assistance as a concern, 266 indicated that this issue was “very

common”)
m\ery common issue mCommon issue = Sometimes
266
183
40 10 7 5

Request for civil Assistance given is not  Discrimination/exclusion Sexual harassment ~ Humanitarian assistance is Request of sexual favour/
documentation to access what the community needs not free/ Money is asked in exploitation in exchange
assistance exchange for assistance for humanitarian
assistance

b. By population groups (e.g. out of 253 communities identifying “humanitarian assistance is not free/money is asked in exchange for assistance” as a
concern, 163 indicated that this was affecting boys “sometimes”)

Humanitarian assistance is not free/ Money is asked in Request of sexual favour/ exploitation in exchange for humanitarian
exchange for assistance assistance
5 4 6 5 ) - 4
Boys Girls Men Women Boys Girls Men Women
Request for civil documentation to access assistance Sexual harassment
1 9
Boys Girls Men Women Boys Girls Men Women

v. Number of covered communities having reported discrimination as a concern reg. the way humanitarian assistance was delivered in the last
three months identifying population groups affected by discrimination

Out of 587 communities identifying ‘Discrimination’ as a concern regarding the delivery of humanitarian assistance in the last three months, a number of
communities identified particular groups at risk. Women living alone, divorced women and widows as well as old persons, were identified as the groups
most likely to be discriminated against, which further compounds existing risks and making them more vulnerable to protection threats, such as economic

or sexual exploitation.
Old persons 260

Women living alone

N
(9]
w

Divorced women
Widows
Women head of household 226
Men living alone
Persons with disabilities (HA)
Girls head of household
Boys head of household
Unaccompanied girls 131
Unaccompanied boys 121
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6. CIVIL DOCUMENTATION

HIGHLIGHTS

- 83% of the covered communities reported lack/loss of civil documents as an issue.

- 7% of covered communities reported it as a very common issue for one or more population group.

- Among communities reporting lack/loss of civil documentation as an issue, concerns of approaching authority and
loss of documents were described as the main reasons for not having official/government-issued documents, followed
by the unavailability of governmental services.

- Among communities reporting lack/loss of civil documentation as an issue, main official/government-issued
documents that were the most challenging to obtain were related to travel (i.e. passport and travel authorization YES (lack/loss of
documents); identity documents, generally used to access humanitarian assistance (i.e. identity documents, family documentation is
booklets) and HLP-related (deed/Tabou). reported as occurring)
- Among communities reporting lack/loss of civil documentation as an issue, respondents mentioned consequences of S BRI
restrictions of movement, inability to register life events, HLP-related transactions and access to humanitarian
assistance as main consequences of not having official/government-issued civil documentation.

NO (lack/los
documentati

a. Reasons for not having civil documents
i. Percentage of 3,428 communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identifying a specific reason for not having
civil documentation (e.g. 73% of communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identified “concerns of approaching
authority” as a reason)
Concerns of approaching authority 73%
Lost 70%
Expired document 62%
GoS Services not available 61%
Left behind when fleeing 57%
Never had it 51%
Could not afford it 48%
Confiscated 41%
Counselling/legal services not available 34%

Didn’t attempt to obtain it 32%

Another family member has possession of it 21%

ii. Percentage of covered communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identifying a specific reason for not
having civil documentation, by governorate

(e.g. 75% of covered communities in Aleppo having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation indicated that “never had {civil
documentation}” was a reason for lack/loss of civil documentation)

Another

GOVERNORATES Number of family
communities member has |Expired |Could i legal Services |Concerns of
approaching
Lost |available available |authority

13 o | asve [0 [ e ]

25%

24% 14% 52% 35% 34% 48% 69% 20% 28%

ool rme on Nemel el o (e wx s
33% 17% 28% 31% 15% -- 7% 2% 41%
301 39% 26% 23% 50% 39% 22% 44% 69% 24% 34% 52%
20% | 3% %A% 31% | 25% 8% a6% Bl 0% 3% 36%
39%  38% s51%  48%  29% | \71% | 71%  35% 9% | 76%

26% 35% 24% 41% 35% 14% 44% 60% 6% 6% 35%
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b. Type of document that is not possible to be obtained in the community

i. Percentage of 3,428 communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identifying a specific document that was not
possible to obtain in the community

(e.g. 82% communities having reported occurrence lack/loss of civil documentation identified passport as a document that it was not possible to obtain in
the community)

Passport 82%

Travel authorisation document 7%

Syrian ID 72%

Family Booklet 68%

Deed/Tabou 67%

Marriage Certificate 64%

Disability ID 63%

Civil record (extract)

Death Certificate 60%

Birth Certificate 60%

Residence support document 59%

Approval for lease agreement 58%

Divorce record 57%

| a
X
>

ii. Percentage of communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identifying a specific document that was not
possible to obtain in the community, by governorate

(e.g. 96% of covered urban communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identified birth certificate as a document that it
was not possible to obtain in Aleppo governorate)

Number of Travel Residen
GOVERNORATES communitie authoris |Approval ce

s where Birth Civil Marriage Death ation for lease support
LCDis Certificat|record |Certificat|Divorce |Family |Certificat|Disabilit docume |agreeme |Deed/Ta |docume
reported e (extract) |e record |Booklet |e y ID Syrian ID|Passport|nt nt bou nt

Aleppo 80

1

Ar-Raqga 305

As-Sweida 54

Dar'a B 43%

Deir-ez-Zor 14
(0]

Hama 3

2
T e
]

Homs 15
Idleb 481
Quneitra 41

Rural Damascus

Tartous

2018 PROTECTION NEEDS OVERVIEW 47



NATIONAL OVERVIEW
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c. Impact of not having civil documents

i. Percentage of 3,428 communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identifying a specific impact of not

having civil documents

(e.g. 76% of communities having reported occurrence lack/loss of civil documentation identified restricted freedom of movement as an impact of not having

documents in the community)

Restricted Freedom of movement

Cannot register birth/marriage/death

Cannot register land/access transactions

Cannot claim property

Unable to access humanitarian assistance

Unable to access basic services

Arrest

76%

73%

70%

65%

56%

55%

44%

ii. Percentage of communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identifying a specific impact of not having

documents, by governorate

(e.g. 39% of covered communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identified "Arrest" as an impact of not having

documents in Aleppo governorate)

GOVERNORAINumber of
communities
where LCD is
reported

Restricted
Freedom of Cannot register Cannot claim
movement birth/marriage/death |property

Arrest
Aleppo 801
Al-Hasakeh 688
Ar-Raqga 305
As-Sweida 54
Dar'a 113

Hama 301

Deir-ez-Zor

Homs 159

Lattakia 59

B o s

Rural Damasd 140
Tartous 142

Quneitra

Unable to access
Unable to access |humanitarian
basic services assistance

Cannot register
land/access
transactions
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7. HOUSING, LAND AND PROPERTY ISSUES

HIGHLIGHTS NO (HLP
- 2,280 (57%) out of 4,006 covered communities in Syria reported HLP as an issue, occurring at issues are

least sometimes for one or more of the population groups in the community. not reported YES (HLP

- HLP was reported as more of an issue for Men in the community than other population groups. occjrsring) issues are
- Occurrence of different types of HLP concerns in a community was covered for the 2,280 1,726 , 43% ANGIIERES
communities in Syria which identified HLP as an issue. Among nine types of HLP concerns, lack of occurring),

documents and disputed ownership were reported by more than 75% covered communities. S

a.Concerns related to Housing, land and property

i. Percentage of 2,280 covered communities reporting occurrence of specific HLP concerns
(e.g. 84% of covered communities having reported HLP concerns identified lack of documents as a specific concern)

Lack of documents 84%
Disputed ownership 81%
Rules and processes on housing and land not clear or changing 68%
Rental disputes (landlord/tenant problems) 65%
Property is unlawfully occupied by others 60%
No housing available 57%
Damage of land or property 57%

Cannot access/lost access housing because can afford it 57%

Looting of private property 56%

ii. Percentage of 2,280 covered communities reporting specific HLP concerns, by frequency of occurrence
(e.g. 11% of covered communities identified “damage of land or property” as a “common issue”)

m\ery common issue = Common issue Sometimes Never happens
19% U
0, 0,
43% 44%, 40% 35% 43% 32% 43%
63% 65%
53%
43% 43% 46% 53% 44% ° 44%
2.8% 3.0% 3.6% 2.9% 2.5% 3.3% 4.8% 2.6% 3.7%
Damage of land or Looting of private ~ Property is unlawfully Disputed ownership Rental disputes No housing available Lack of documents Rules and processes Cannot access/lost
property property occupied by others (landlord/tenant on housing and land access housing
problems) not clear or changing because can afford it

iii. Percentage of covered communities, having reported HLP concerns, identifying specific HLP concerns by governorate
(17% of covered communities in Aleppo governorate identified “damage or land or property” as a specific HLP concern)

Rules and
Nl Gfi Property is RENE] processes on
GOVERNORATES communities Damage of Looting of unlawfully disputes housing and land
reporting HLP as an land or private occupied by Disputed (landlord/tena| No housing | Lack of not clear or
issue property property others ownership | nt problems) | available |documents changing
Aleppo 453 17% 15% 16% 37% 21% 20% 40% 31%

Al-Hasakeh 445 [T 39% 42% s% 5% 41% 54% 49%

Ar-Ragaa A

As-Sweida 41 21% 25% 18% 33% 34% 22% 30% 17%

Dar'a _ 42% 31% 47% 37% 38% - 35%
peir-ez 701 AN EETCEEaTaS

~
w

Hama 35% 32% 30% 36% 27% 24% 34% 20%
Homs 42% 47% 6% 5%  51%  42% 54% 34%
Idleb 14% 7% 9% 20% 18% 13% 25% 13%
Quneitra 36% 16% 27% 30% 36% 36% 34% 16%

Rurel Damascus ah s s e s% s ow o

Tartous 25% 27% 36% _— 33% 36% 37%
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3. DETAILED ANALYSIS OF INDICATORS FOR URBAN COMMUNITIES

Definition used to classify a community as 'Urban': "For humanitarian purposes and for use as humanitarian planning figures for 2018 HNO analysis,
an urban area is defined as any location with 5,001 or more people. Any community with 5,000 or less people is classified as rural." (Source: UNHABITAT).
For the purpose of the PNO, 233 of the covered communities and 32 neighborhoods were identified as an urban community according to the above
definition. Refer ANNEX 4 for further details and list of communities.

1. PROTECTION ISSUES

HIGHLIGHTS

- One or more protection issues were covered in a total of 233 urban communities.

- 100% of covered urban communities reported the occurrence of at least one protection concern.

- Occurrence of all 13 protection issues was higher in urban areas in comparison with the national average.

- Lack/loss of civil documents was reported as occurring in more than 90% of covered urban communities, while child labor preventing school
attendance, domestic violence, early marriage and HLP concerns were reported as occurring in more than 80% covered urban communities.

- Percentage of urban communities describing domestic violence, sexual violence and sexual harassment as a “very common” issue for one or more
population group was higher than in the national average.

i. Analysis coverage
Number of urban communities covered in the analysis and number of urban communities reporting occurrence of protection issues

Covered urban communities

mReported as occurring (at least sometimes)

230
86
g &
&‘@Q &
& o
& &
IZQQ
&
ii. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting occurrence of protection
Lack/loss of civil documents 92%

Early marriage 85%

Child labour preventing school attendance 84%

Domestic violence 84%

Housing/land/property issues 81%

Family separation 74%

Economic exploitation 61%

Child recruitment 57%

Explosive hazards 53%

Sexual harassment 48%

Sexual violence 47%

Harassment 44%

Kidnapping/Abduction 37%

*For explosive hazards indicator: this % applies to communities located in sub-districts where 99% of conflict incidents have taken place since January 2015.
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c.J .l'-. overed Od O c Oocaled Aleppo gove orate reporied o e o0 a 1aPo preve g OO0l attenad c
Number of
GOVERNORATES Iotl:j;?iz:sl Child labour preventing Child Domestic Early Economic Explosive |Family Housing/land/p |Kidnapping/A I(;ia\ﬁlk/loss - Sexual Sexual
covered school attendance recruitment |violence marriage |exploitation |hazards separation Harassment |roperty issues |bduction documents harassment |violence
Aleppo 25 40% 689 40%
Al-Hasakeh 18 o° 40%
Ar-Ragqga 22 69
As-Sweida 0%
Damascus 2
Dar'a 27 0%
Deir-ez-Zor 41 0% 0%
Hama 19
Homs 13
Idleb 32 99 9 9
Lattakia 3 6 0% 6 5
Quneitra 1 0%
Rural Damascus 54 6°
Tartous 5 0% 80%
Pe > ajge O Dad O > epo J A per or prote O > a gD JO Orate
c.J ..'.. overed Dd O c OCdaled Aleppo gove orate reporiead c e € Ol d one prote O c
Number of
urban
GOVERNORATES | |scationst 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
covered
Aleppo 25 69 6° 6°
Al-Hasakeh 18 99 %
Ar-Ragqga 22 69
As-Sweida 3 0%
Damascus 2
Dar'a 27 0° 3
Deir-ez-Zor 41 0% 0% 0%
Hama 19
Homs 13 %
Idleb KV 0%
Lattakia 3 0%
Quneitra 1 0%
de eighborhood Raqqga, Deir-ez-Zor and Idleb
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PROTECTION ISSUES

v. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting protection issues by frequency of occurrence (i.e. never happens, sometimes, common issue, very common issue)

Graph a: Across population groups (taking the highest frequency of occurrence at community level) e.g. 32% of covered urban communities reported that

child labor preventing school attendance was a “common issue” for one or more population groups

15%

5.2%

16% 16%
I : I I
0
47% 2.2% 2.1%
Child labour preventing Child recruitment Domestic violence

school attendance

Graph b: Across between population groups (taking the average frequency of occurrence at community level)

Early marriage

Economic exploitation

19%
56% 63%
2.2% 1.7% 0.4%
Harassment Housing/land/property  Kidnapping/Abduction

issues

8%

5.2%

Lack/loss of civil

documents

m\/ery common issue

52% 53%
10.9% 6.5%
Sexual harassment Sexual violence

= Common issue

(e.g. 9% of covered urban communities reported that child labor preventing school attendance was a “common issue”) = Sometimes Never happens
0,
16% 16% 15% 19% =
43% .
I I I I : : : 53%
l I I l 5.7 0
0.0% 9.5% 0.0% . 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 1.7% ’ 43%
Child Iabour preventlng Child recruitment Domestic violence Early marriage Economic exploitation I it Housing/land/property  Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil Sexual harassment Sexual violence
school attendance issues documents
Graph c: Persons with disabilities
(e.g. 2% of assessed urban communities reported that child labor preventing school attendance was a “common issue” for persons with disabilities)
37%
o2 65%
74% 74% ° 73% 79%
0,
96% 88% 93%
0.4% 0.0% 7.0% 0.0% 0.4% 1.3% 0.4% 2.6% 3:1% 2.6%
Child labour preventing Child recruitment Domestic violence Early marriage Economic exploitation Harassment Housing/land/property  Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil Sexual harassment Sexual violence
school attendance issues documents
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Graph d: Men mVery common issue =Common issue
u Sometimes Never happens
9%
20% :
0, 360
37% 44% oo %

65%

70% 73%

76%

° 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 1.3% 0.9% 0.0% 2.6% 2.7% 2.2%

Domestic violence Economic exploitation Explosive hazards Family separation Harassment Housing/land/property issues KidnappiﬁglAbduction Lack/loss of civil documents Sexual harassment Sexual violence

Graph e: Women

139
21% 26% 3%
47% %%
° 54% 58% 53% 56%
79%
I I o ° 5.7%
0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 1.7%
Domestic violence Economic exploitation Explosive hazards Family separation Harassment Housing/land/property issues Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil documents Sexual harassment Sexual violence
Graph f: Adolescent boys
169 0
6% 259% " . 17%
o
44% 43% 49% 3%
; 64% clie 67%
I 68A) 76% o
0 5.7% 9
3.9% 1.8% 1.7% 0.4% 1.1% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 2.1% ’ 4.4%
Child labour preventing Child recruitment Domestic violence Early marriage Economic exploitation Explosive hazards Family sep: ion Housing/land/property  Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil Sexual harassment Sexual violence
school attendance issues documents
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Graph g: Adolescent girls

17%

30%

85%

1.3%

Child labour preventing
school attendance

0.4%

Child recruitment Domestic violence

Graph h: Boys

19%

30%

75%

0.4%

Child recruitment

0.0%
Child labour preventing
school attendance

Domestic violence

Graph i: Girls

19%
46%

92%

!!0

0.0%

Child recruitment

0.4%
Child labour preventing
school attendance

Domestic violence

16%

3.9%

Early marriage

70%

0.9%

Early marriage

61%

0.0%

Early marriage

m\Very common issue

52% 52%
0.4% 0.5%
Economic exploitation Explosive hazards

55%

0.0%

Economic exploitation

58%

0.0%

Economic exploitation

51%

0.5%

Explosive hazards

52%

0.5%

Explosive hazards

m Common issue

45%
60%
0.9% 1.7%
Family separation Harassment

54%

0.4%

Family separation

55%

0.9%

Family separation

m Sometimes Never happens
21%
65%
82%
o,
0.4% 0.0% 3.0%
Housing/land/property  Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil
issues documents
27%
71%
80%
0.9% 0.0% 2.1%
Harassment Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil
documents
27%
70%
82%
0.4% 0.0% 2.1%
Harassment Kidnapping/Abduction Lack/loss of civil
documents

53%

Sexual harassment

63%

o

Sexual harassment

62%

o

Sexual harassment

60%

4.3%

Sexual violence

70%

4.4%

Sexual violence

68%

4.8%

Sexual violence

2018 PROTECTION NEEDS OVERVIEW

54



URBAN COMMUNITIES OVERVIEW COPING MECHANISMS

2. COPING MECHANISMS

HIGHLIGHTS

- Coping mechanisms were covered for around 233 urban communities.
- Positive coping mechanisms such as accessing community services and local community support reportedly ‘Never used’ in more than 40% of covered

urban communities.
- Around 81% of covered urban communities reported relying on humanitarian assistance as a coping mechanism, used at least sometimes by any of the

population groups.
- Boys and girls dropping out of school to work as a coping mechanism was reported in 84% of covered urban communities.

i. Analysis coverage: number of urban communities covered in the analysis and number of urban communities reporting use of coping
mechanism (i.e. used at least “sometimes” or more)

(e.g. Among 229 urban communities where children dropping out of school to work as a coping mechanism was covered, 192 covered urban communities
reported it as occurring)

m Reported as occurring (at least sometimes) Total number of communities in Syria

m Covered in the analysis
229
192

233

229 224

Children dropping out of  Relying on humanitarian Early marriage CM Engaging in illegal Begging Accessing community  Restricting movements of Local/community support
school to work assistance activities (i.e theft, services (community women and girls
smuggling) centres, women centres)

ii. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting use of coping mechanisms
(e.g. 84% of covered urban communities reported that children dropping out of school to work as a coping mechanism was occurring)

Children dropping out of school to work

Relying on humanitarian assistance
Early marriage CM
Engaging in illegal activities (i.e theft, smuggling)
Begging
Accessing community services (community centres, women centres)
Restricting movements of women and girls

Local/community support
iii. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting use of coping mechanism by governorate
(e.g. 50% of covered urban communities in Aleppo governorate reported begging as an occurring coping mechanism)

community
Engaging in services
Number of Children illegal Restricting (community
GOVERNORATES dropping out activities (i.e |movements of |Relying on centres,
of school to women and humanitarian |women Local/commu
work i i girls assistance centres) nity support

" Includes 32 neighborhoods in Ar-Raqqa, Deir-ez-Zor and Idleb
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iv. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting use of coping mechanisms across population groups

Across population groups

Graph a: Taking highest frequency of occurrence at community level
(e.g. 10% of covered urban communities reported that children dropping out of school to work as a “commonly used” coping mechan

ism for one or m opulation grou
0% 88% pop group)
N J 28%
ever use 9
41% 39% 41% m Always used
= Sometimes used #Commonly used
m = Commonly used Sometimes used
m mAlways used = Never used
1% 3% 3% 1% 11% A A ,
Begging Children Early marriage Engaging in Restricting Relying on Accessing community Local/community
dropping out of ™ illegal activities  movementsof  humanitarian  Services (community support
school to work (i.e theft, women and girls assistance centres, women

smuggling)
Graph b: Taking the average frequency of occurrence at community level

(for e.g. 8% of covered urban communities reported that children dropping out of school to work was a “commonly used” coping me

centres)

chanism)
1%
6% T ]
Never used 41% 36% 3%
m Always used
_ 46% 46%
® mSometimes used & Commonly used
= = Commonly used Sometimes used
m mAlways used = Never used
0% 1% 2% 0% > 8%
Begging Children Early marriage Engaging in Restricting Relying on Accessing community Local/community
dropping out of ™ illegal activities ~ movements of humanitarian services (community support
school to work (i.e theft, women and girls assistance centres, women
smuggling) centres)
By population groups
Graph c: Boys
(e.g. 45% of covered urban communities reported that begging was a coping mechanisms “sometimes used” by boys)
1% 1%
6% 219% T I
Never used 46% el 46%
37% 44% m Always used
= mSometimes used
m Commonly used
= = Commonly used Sometimes used
m mAlways used u Never used
6%
0% 3% 1% 0%
Begging Children Early marriage  Engaging in Relying on Accessing Local/community
dropping out of ™ illegal activities humanitarian community services support
school to work (i.e theft, assistance (community centres,
smuggling) women centres)
Graph d: Girls 1% 1%
30% 28%
48% 45%
Never used 41% 43% m Always used
75%
B = Sometimes used = Commonly used
® mCommonly used Sometimes used
= mAlways used = Never used
0,
0% 0% 3% 0% 4% 6%
Begging Children dropping  Early marriage Engaging in Restricting Relying on Accessing community Local/community
out of school to [« illegal activities movements of humanitarian ~ services (community support
work (i.e theft, women and girls assistance centres, women
smuggling)

centres)
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Percentage of covered urban communities reporting use of coping mechanisms by population groups - contd

(e.g. 41% of covered urban communities reported that begging was a coping mechanisms “sometimes used” by men)

Graph e: Men

20%

38%
Never used

54%

= wSometimes used

®  mCommonly used

H  mAlways used

1% 1% 8%
Begging Engaging inillegal Relying on
activities (i.e theft, humanitarian
smuggling) assistance
Graph f: Women
19%
Never used R S
66%
®  mSometimes used
m  mCommonly used
m  mAlways used
0% 0% % 10%
Begging Engagingin Restricting Relying on
illegal activities movements of humanitarian
(i.e theft, women and girls assistance
smuggling)

0%
5%

41%

0%

42%

Accessing community
services (community
centres, women
centres)

1%

43%

Accessing community
services (community

centres, women
centres)

Local/community
support

m Always used
mCommonly used
Sometimes used

= Never used

0%
B

42%

support

m Always used
®Commonly used
Sometimes used

= Never used

Local/community
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3. MOVEMENT RESTRICTIONS

HIGHLIGHTS

- The issue of movement restrictions was covered in 230 urban communities in Syria.
- 78% of covered urban communities have reported movement restrictions.

- Among urban communities reporting movement restrictions, lack of identity documents (76%), r':gtgzggﬁg‘g?
checkpoints (70%) and screening processes (66%) are reported as the three main reasons causing not reported a
movement restrictions. occurring)
- Among urban communities reporting movement restrictions, men (76%) and people without civil

documents (75%) are the most affected population groups by movement restrictions. YES (movement
restrictions are reported

as occurring)
179
78%

a.Causes of Movement restrictions

Number of urban communities covered in the analysis and number of urban communities where movement restrictions are reported as
occurring

(e.g. among 228 urban communities where “activities of armed groups” was covered as a cause for movement restrictions, 98 urban communities
reported the occurrence of “activities of armed groups” as a movement restriction)

mCovered in the analysis mReported as occurring (as least sometimes) Covered urban communities
Activities of armed Checkpoints Curfews General violence Lack of identity Presence of explosive Rules imposed by Screening processes
groups documents hazards concerned authorities

ii. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting causes of movement restrictions by frequency of occurrence
(e.g. 3% of covered urban communities reported that “activities of armed groups” causing movement restrictions was a “very common” issue)

m\ery common issue mCommon issue Sometimes Never happens
41%
46% 9
57% ’ 54% 57% 48%
71% 73%
33% 45%
36%
0y 0,
25% 37% 25%
S S S 1
3.0% . 30 0.9% 1.7% 4.3% 0.9% 5.2% 4.3%
Activities of armed Checkpoints Curfews General violence Lack of identity Presence of Rules imposed by Screening processes
groups documents explosive hazards concerned authorities

iii. Percentage of covered urban communities having reported movement restrictions identifying causes of movement restrictions by occurrence
a. (e.g. 76% of covered urban communities having reported occurrence of movement restrictions identified lack of identity documents as a cause for
movement restrictions)

Lack of identity documents 76%
Checkpoints 70%
Screening processes 66%
General violence 59%
Rules imposed by concerned authorities 56%
Activities of armed groups 55%

Curfews 37%

Presence of explosive hazards 33%
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iv. Percentage of covered urban communities having reported occurrence of movement restrictions identifying causes of movement restrictions
by occurrence by governorate

(e.g. 39% of covered urban communities having reported occurrence of movement restrictions identified ‘activities of armed groups” as a cause for
movement restrictions in Aleppo governorate)

Number of urban
locations® reporting
occurrence of
movement
restrictions

GOVERNORATES Lack of

identity
documents

Presence of
explosive
hazards

Activities of
armed
groups

Rules imposed
by concerned
authorities

General
violence

Screening

Checkpoints Curfews processes
Aleppo 18 28% 33% 39% 39% 44%

Al-Hasakeh

=
(&)

40%

o

Ar-Raqga
As-Sweida
Damascus
Dar'a

E
(e¢]

Deir-ez-Zor

N

N
N

b.Population groups affected by Movement restrictions

i. Number of urban communities covered in the analysis regarding population groups affected by movement restrictions and number of urban
communities identifying a population group as affected by movement restrictions

(e.g. 228 urban communities were covered regarding movement restrictions affecting persons with disabilities, out of which 36 urban communities reported
occurrence of movement restrictions affecting persons with disabilities)

. . . . C d urb: iti
233 m Covered in the analysis = Reported as occurring (as least sometimes) overed urban communities

228
81
0

Persons with Boys (<18)

disabilities

Girls (<18) moving
alone

Girls (<18) moving
with a companion

Women moving
alone

Women moving with
a companion

ii. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting population groups being affected by movement restrictions, by frequency of occurrence
(e.g. 15% of covered urban communities reported that movement restrictions were an issue happening “sometimes” for persons with disabilities)

People without civil IDPs
documentation

m\/ery common issue = Common issue Sometimes Never happens
40% 42%
o, o, 51% 50%
55% 64% 55% 65%
83%
43% 37%
29% 27% 31% 40%
0
24% 29%
e S M% 5% —e
0.0% 3.5% 0.0% 4.3% 0.0% 1.3% 2.6% 6.5% 2.6%
Persons with Girls (<18) moving Girls (<18) moving  Women moving alone Women moving with a Boys (<18) Men People without civil IDPs

disabilities

alone

with a companion companion

"Includes 32 neighborhoods in Ar-Raqqa, Deir-ez-Zor and Idleb

documentation
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iii. Percentage of covered urban communities having reported movement restrictions identifying a population group affected by movement
restrictions
(e.g. 76% of covered urban communities having reported movement restrictions identified men as a population affected by movement restrictions)

Men 76%

People without civil documentation 75%

IDPs 64%

Boys (<18) 62%

Girls (<18) moving alone 58%

Women moving alone 57%

Girls (<18) moving with a companion 46%

Women moving with a companion 44%

iv. Percentage of communities having reported movement restrictions identifying a population groups as affected by movement restrictions, by
governorate

(e.g. 17% of covered urban communities having reported movement restrictions indicated that persons with disabilities is a population group affected by
movement restrictions)

Number of urban

: . People
locations* reporting p
GOVERNOR, occurrence of Girls (<18) Women without civil

movement Persons with | Girls (<18) |moving with a Women moving with a documentatio
restrictions disabilities | moving alone| companion |moving alone| companion Boys (<18) n IDPs

Ar-Ragga 20
As-Sweida
Damascus

Dar'a

Deir-ez-Zor
Hama
Homs

Idleb
Lattakia

Quneitra

N N

Rural Damas

Tartous

"Includes 32 neighborhoods in Ar-Raqqa, Deir-ez-Zor and Idleb
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4. PROTECTION SERVICES

HIGHLIGHTS

- Presence and need of protection services were covered for around 209 urban communities.

- All types of protection services were described as needed in the vast majority of covered communities (10 out of 11 types of protection services are
described as needed between 64% and 77% of covered communities).

- High percentages of communities have reported needs for protection services for children (77%), for persons with disabilities (77%), community centers
(73%), recreational activities (73%).

i. Analysis coverage

Number of urban communities covered by the analysis of presence and needs of protection services and number of covered urban communities reporting
needs (i.e. “present but insufficient” or “needed but not present) of protection services

233 u Covered in the analysis E Reported as needed Total number of communities in Syria

208

148

Protection services for Services for persons  Community centres Recreational activities Women and girls ~ Psychosocial support Legal services for civil Care mechanisms for Psychosocial support Explosive hazard risk Legal services for Medical treatment for
children with disabilities centres services documentation elderly persons for sexual/domestic education Housing, Land and sexual/domestic
violence survivors Property issues violence survivors

ii. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting needs (“present but insufficient” or “Needed but not present") of protection services by
type of services

(e.g. 77% of covered urban communities reported a need for protection services for children)
Protection services for children [ 77%
Services for persons with disabilities I 77%
Community centres I 73%
Recreational activities I 73%
Women and girls centres [ . 71%
Psychosocial support services I 71%
Legal services for civil documentation [T 70%
Care mechanisms for elderly persons [T 68%
Psychosocial support for sexual/domestic violence survivors e 65%
Explosive hazard risk education . 64%
Legal services for Housing, Land and Property issues e 64%
Medical treatment for sexual/domestic violence survivors [N  40%
iii. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting needs (either “present but insufficient” or “Needed but not present) for protection

services by governorate
(e.g. 48% of covered urban communities reported a need for community centres in Aleppo governorate)

Medical
Legal treatment
services Psychosocial |for Care Services
Legal for Psycho [support for |survivors mechanis |for

GOVERNORATES  [Number of Comm |Women |Explosive|services |Housing, |social |survivors of |of sexual |Protection |Recre |ms/service|persons
urban unity |and hazard for civil |Land and |support|sexual violence/do |services ational|s for with
locations® centre |girls risk documen |Property |service |violence/dom |mestic for activiti|elderly disabiliti
covered s centres |education|tation issues s estic violence|violence children es persons |es

Aleppo 25| 48%  60% 52% 64% 48% 48% 44% 20% 52% 60% 52% 68%
Al-Hasakeh . 50% 7%  63% 43%
Ar-Raqga

As-Sweida

Damascus

Dar'a 56%
Deir-ez-Zor 36%

58%
64%

69%
6% 36% 14% 50% 57% 23% 57%

64%

Hama 63% 53% 63%
Homs 62%
Idleb ey 53% 41% 56% 41% 41% 47% 47% 0% 63% 50% 38% 56%

Lattakia - [100%|[100% | 67% [ 100% [ foow [ doo% || woow || doo% || 100w | fow | too [ 00% |
Quneitra ~ 100% 100% | 100%  100% | 100%  f00% (o ) [Eom ]

Rural Damascus

"Includes 32 neighborhoods in Ar-Raqqa, Deir-ez-Zor and Idleb

60%
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iv. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting needs for protection services across populations groups
Across population groups

Graph a: Taking the most severe status of needs and presence
(e.g. 29% of covered urban communities have reported that community centers were not present but needed for one or more population group)

mNeeded but not present u Present but insufficient Present and sufficient

Not present and not needed
10% 1% 12% % 12% 13% 16% 9% 1% 14% 10%
14% o 14% o, 13%
’ U 22% 21 23% 14% 18% 40% ) 1% -

29% 32%

24% 22%

18%
19%
37% 38% 33%
280 (']
22% 29% 24% 18% s

Legal services for

Community centres Women and girls  Explosive hazard risk  Legal services for Psychosocial support Psychosocial support Medical treatment for  Protection services
civil documentation ~ Housing, Land and

centres education

Recreational Care Services for persons
services for survivors of sexual  survivors of sexual for children activities mechani ic with disabil
Property issues ioler ioler for elderly persons
violence violence

Graph b: Taking the average status of need and presence
(e.g. 27% of covered communities have reported that community centres are needed but not present in the community)

10% 11% 12% 7% 12% 13% 16% 9% 1% 14% 10%

17% 17% 23%

14%
24% 18 ‘

) 13%
24% 19% AUt 7% 18%
20%
38%
32 9 32%
27% % e o o 24, i 6% 28% 31% b

Community centres Women and girls

Explosive hazard risk  Legal services for

Legal services for  Psychosocial support Psychosocial support Medical treatment for  Protection services Recreational Care Services for persons
centres education civil documentation ~ Housing, Land and services for survivors of sexual survivors of sexual for children activities mechanisms/services with disabilities
Property issues violence/domestic violence/domestic for elderly persons
violence violence
By population groups

Graph a: Men (e.g. 27% of covered communities have reported that community centres are not present in the community but needed for men)

0,
0, 0,
1% 14% 7% 13% 14% 17% 12% 14% 1%
0
16% 22% . e 13%
o 0
24% 23% 7% 21% 23% 18%
22%
0,
30% 38% 329,
v) 0,
27% 22% 21% 22% 25% 19% 149
()
Community centres Explosive hazard risk Legal services for civil Legal services for Psychosocial support  Psychosocial support for ~ Medical treatment for Recreational activities Care Services for persons with
education documentation Housing, Land and services survivors of sexual survivors of sexual mechanisms/services for disabilities
Property issues violence/domestic violence/domestic elderly persons
violence violence
Graph b: Women
1% 1% 12% 8% 13% 9 9 o 1%
o o o o 14% 16% 13% 15%
%
16% 17% 23% 0 40% L
0 o (]
24% 24% 15% 20% 21% 18%
20%
37%
31% 30% ° 30%
0, (] v
27% 23% 21% 21% 25% 22% 17%
Community centres Women and girls Explosive hazard risk ~ Legal services for civil Legal services for Psychosocial support  Psychosocial support ~ Medical treatment for ~ Recreational activities Care Services for persons
centres education documentation Housing, Land and services for survivors of sexual  survivors of sexual mechanism: rvi with di iti
Property issues violence/domestic violence/domestic

for elderly persons
violence

violence
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Percentage of covered urban communities reporting needs for protection services across populations groups - contd
By population - contd

(e.g. 26% of covered communities have reported that community centres are not present in the community but needed for boys)

Graph c: Boys

m Needed but not present m Present but insufficient Present and sufficient

Not present and not needed
10% 13% 7% 14% 13% 16% 9% 1% 10%
16% 23% L 15% 13%
; 23% ’ 24% 15% 21% e -
21%
26% 22% 21% 22%

27%
22%

20%

26% 30%

17%

Community centres Explosive hazard risk Legal services for civil

Legal services for Psychosocial support  Psychosocial support for ~ Medical treatment for Protection services for Recreational activities ~ Services for persons with
education documentation Housing, Land and services survivors of sexual survivors of sexual children disabilities
Property issues violence/domestic violence/domestic
violence violence
Graph d: Girls
0, 0,
1% 1% 12% 8% 13% 14% 16% el 1% 1%
% o)
16% 17% 24% 0 40% e 17% 13%
o 0
24% 24% et 20%

21%
. 28% 27% 29%
23% 21% 22% 22% 21% 17%
Community centres

0

26% 31%

Women and girls Explosive hazard risk  Legal services for civil
centres education

Legal services for

Psychosocial support  Psychosocial support  Medical treatment for ~ Protection services for Recreational activities ~ Services for persons
documentation Housing, Land and services for survivors of sexual  survivors of sexual children with disabilities
Property issues ioler ioler
violence violence

2018 PROTECTION NEEDS OVERVIEW

63



URBAN COMMUNITIES OVERVIEW CONCERNS WITH HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE

5. CONCERNS/PROBLEMS DURING DELIVERY OF HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE

HIGHLIGHTS NO (concern
Concerns regarding the way humanitarian assistance was delivered in the last three months were covered in 210 humanitari
urban communities in Syria; assistance a
- 81% of covered urban communities have identified concerns about the way humanitarian assistance was delivered reported
in the last three months ing), 3
- Among urban communities reporting concerns, 88% of covered urban communities indicated that the request for
civil documentation to access assistance was a concern, while 76% indicated that assistance provided was not what
the community needed

- Among urban communities reporting concerns, sexual harassment (25%) and request for sexual favors in exchange
of assistance (20%) were also reported.

- Among urban communities reporting discrimination as a concern, women living alone, divorced or widowed women
are reported to be the most at risk of discrimination during humanitarian assistance.

i. Analysis coverage
No.of urban communities covered registering concerns related to the delivery of humanitarian assistance in the last three months and no.of covered urban
communities identifying specific concerns.

m Covered in the analysis m Reported as occurring (at least sometimes
Y P 9 ) Number of urban communities reporting concerns with humanitarian assistance

HMEELLA

Request for civil documentation to  Assistance given is not what the Discrimination/exclusion Sexual harassment CA Request of sexual favour/ Humanitarian assistance is not
access assistance community needs exploitation in exchange for free/ Money is asked in exchange
humanitarian assistance for assistance

ii. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting concerns reg. way humanitarian assistance was delivered in the last 3 months

Request for civil documentation to access assistance 88%
Assistance given is not what the community needs
Discrimination/exclusion
Sexual harassment CA
Request of sexual favour/ exploitation in exchange for humanitarian assistance
Humanitarian assistance is not free/ Money is asked in exchange for assistance

iii. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting concerns reg. the way humanitarian assistance was delivered in the last three months,
(e.g. among urban communities reporting concerns reg. humanitarian assistance in Aleppo governorate, 40% mentioned that assistance given is not
what the community needs in the last three months)

Number of Humanitarian Request of sexual
urban assistance is not favour/ exploitation

GOVERNORATES

locations® that| Assistance given is free/ Money is Request for civil in exchange for
reported not what the Discrimination/excl| asked in exchange | documentation to humanitarian Sexual harassment
concerns community needs usion for assistance access assistance assistance CA

Aleppo 40% 30% 10% 71% 19% 33%
Al-Hasakeh 25% 11%
Ar-Raqqa No data
As-Sweida ot00% oA 3%
Damascus

Dar'a

Deir-ez-Zor

REINE

Homs

Idleb

Lattakia

Quneitra

Rural Damascus

Tartous o s0%
64

33%

"Includes 32 neighborhoods in Ar-Raqqa, Deir-ez-Zor and Idleb
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CONCERNS WITH HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE

iv. Number of covered urban communities reporting concerns reg. the way humanitarian assistance was delivered in the last 3

months by frequency of occurrence

a. Across population groups (For categories which required aggregation, highest frequency was adopted)

(e.g. out of 150 urban communities identifying request for civil documentation to access assistance as a concern, 15 indicated that this issue was “very

common”)

Request for civil documentation Assistance given is not what the
to access assistance community needs

mVery common issue m Common issue m Sometimes

Sexual harassment

1

Discrimination/exclusion Humanitarian assistance is not
free/ Money is asked in

exchange for assistance

Request of sexual favour/
exploitation in exchange for
humanitarian assistance

b. By population groups (i. (e.g. out of 17 urban communities identifying “humanitarian assistance is not free/money is asked in exchange for assistance” as
a concern, 10 indicated that this was affecting boys “sometimes”)

Humanitarian assistance is not free/ Money is asked in
exchange for assistance

Boys Girls Men

Request for civil documentation to access assistance

12 12 I

Boys Girls Men

Request of sexual favour/ exploitation in exchange for humanitarian

assistance

Women Boys Girls Men Women
Sexual harassment

Women Boys Girls Men Women

v. Number of covered urban communities having reported discrimination as a concern reg. the way humanitarian assistance was
delivered in the last three months identifying population groups affected by discrimination

(e.g. Among the 70 urban communities having reported discrimination as a concern reg. the way humanitarian assistance was delivered in the last three
months, 43 identified women living alone as affected by discrimination during the delivery of humanitarian assistance)

Women living alone
Divorced women

Old persons

Men living alone

Widows

Women head of household
Unaccompanied girls

Girls head of household
Unaccompanied boys
Boys head of household

Persons with disabilities (HA)

43

w
(o)}

w
w

w
~ N
©

]
N
N N
N
W
=]
X
w
w
©

N
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6. CIVIL DOCUMENTATION

HIGHLIGHTS

- Lack/loss of civil documentation was covered in 233 urban communities, out of which 215 (92%)
reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation.

- Among covered urban communities reporting the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation,
concerns of approaching authority to obtain official/Government-issued documents (89%) and losing
documents (85%) were reported as the main reasons for not having documents. YES (lack/loss of

- Among covered urban communities reporting the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation, documentation is
passport (89%) and travel authorization documents (86%) were described as the most challenging reportezdlgs g;(;umng
documents to obtain. -

a. Reasons for not having civil documents

i. Percentage of urban communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identifying a specific reason for not
having civil documentation

(e.g. 89% of urban communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identified “concerns of approaching
authority” as a reason)

Concerns of approaching authority 89%
Lost 85%
Left behind when fleeing 81%
Expired document 77%
Could not afford it 66%
GoS Services not available 66%
Never had it 65%
Confiscated 55%
Counselling/legal services not available 52%

Didn’t attempt to obtain it 50%

Another family member has possession of it 45%

ii. Percentage of urban communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identifying a specific reason for not
having civil documentation, by governorate

(e.g. 79% of covered urban communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation indicated that “never had {civil
documentation}” was a reason for lack/loss of civil documentation)

Another
GOVERNORATES idn’ family
member has i i i Concerns of
approaching
authority

19% 38% 6% 56% 44% 31%

60%
50% 25%

"Includes 32 neighborhoods in Ar-Raqqa, Deir-ez-Zor and Idleb
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b. Type of document that is not possible to be obtained in the community

i. Percentage of urban communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identifying a specific document

that was not possible to obtain in the community

(e.g. 89% of urban communities having reported
was not possible to obtain in the community)

Passport

Travel authorisation document
Syrian ID

Deed/Tabou

Family Booklet

Marriage Certificate

Disability ID

Approval for lease agreement
Death Certificate

Civil record (extract)

Birth Certificate

Residence support document

Divorce record

occurrence lack/loss of civil documentation identified passport as a document that it

89%
86%
79%
78%
78%
75%
73%
69%
68%
67%
6

5%

63%

61%

ii. Percentage of communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identifying a specific document that was
not possible to obtain in the community, by governorate

(e.g. 88% of covered urban communities in Aleppo governorate having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation
identified birth certificate as a document that it was not possible to obtain in Aleppo governorate)

Number of
urban
locations® |Birth Civil
where LCD |Certificat|record
is reported |e

GOVERNORATES

(extract) |e
Aleppo
Al-Hasakeh
Ar-Raqga 21
As-Sweida

Damascus

26

40

T oo
12

29

3
] o
50

Dar'a
Deir-ez-Zor
Hama
Homs

Idleb
Lattakia

Quneitra
Rural Damascus
Tartous

Marriage
Certificat|Divorce |Family

24
16

Residen
ce
support
docume
nt

Travel
authoris
ation
docume
Syrian ID|Passport|nt

Approval

for lease
agreeme |Deed/Ta
nt bou

Death
Certificat|Disabilit
e y ID

record |Booklet

33% 33%

"Includes 32 neighborhoods in Ar-Raqqa, Deir-ez-Zor and Idleb
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c. Impact of not having civil documents

i. Percentage of communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identifying a specific impact of not having
civil documents

(e.g. 92% of urban communities having reported occurrence lack/loss of civil documentation identified restricted freedom of movement as
an impact of not having documents in the community)

Restricted Freedom of movement 92%

Cannot register birth/marriage/death 85%

Cannot register land/access transactions 84%

Cannot claim property 7%

Unable to access humanitarian assistance 71%

Unable to access basic services 71%

Arrest 57%

ii. Percentage of communities having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation identifying a specific impact of not having
documents, by governorate

(e.g. 54% of covered urban communities in Aleppo governorate having reported the occurrence of lack/loss of civil documentation
identified a"Arrest" as an impact of not having documents in Aleppo governorate)

Number of

GOVERNORA{urban
locations® Restricted Cannot register Unable to access
where LCD is Freedom of Cannot register Cannot claim land/access Unable to access |humanitarian
reported Arrest movement birth/marriage/death |property transactions basic services assistance

Aleppo 24

Al-Hasakeh 16
2

As-Sweida
Damascus
Dar'a 26
Hama 16
Homs 12

1

Quneitra
Rural Damasc
Tartous

"Includes 32 neighborhoods in Ar-Raqqa, Deir-ez-Zor and Idleb
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7. HOUSING, LAND AND PROPERTY ISSUES
HIGHLIGHTS NO (HLP
issues are
not reported
as
rring)
90/

- 189 (81%) out of 232 covered urban communities in Syria reported the occurrence of HLP issues YES (HLP
- Among nine types of HLP concerns that were covered in urban communities having reported the occurrence of issues are

HLP issues, lack of documents and disputed ownership were reported by more than 70% covered communities. reported as
occurring),

189, 81%

a.Concerns related to Housing, land and property

i. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting occurrence of specific HLP concerns
(e.g. 88% of covered urban communities having reported HLP concerns identified lack of documents as a specific concern)

Lack of documents 88%
Disputed ownership 74%
Looting of private property
Property is unlawfully occupied by others
Rules and processes on housing and land not clear or changing 64%
Rental disputes (landlord/tenant problems) 64%
Damage of land or property 64%

No housing available 58%

(o) [o)]
SHES

Cannot access/lost access housing because can afford it 51%

ii. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting specific HLP concerns, by frequency of occurrence
(e.g. 13% of covered urban communities, having reported HLP concerns, identified “damage of land or property” as a “common issue”)

m\ery common issue ® Common issue Sometimes Never happens
12%
36% 33% 33% 26% 36% 42% 36% 49%
) ) Y 76%
46% 56% 52% 67% 54% 49% 56% e
(]

4.3% 1.1% 1.6% 0.0% 0.5% 1.1% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6%
Damage of land or Looting of private  Property is unlawfully Disputed ownership Rental disputes No housing available Lack of documents Rules and processes Cannot access/lost
property property occupied by others (landlord/tenant on housing and land access housing
problems) not clear or changing because can afford it

iii. Percentage of covered urban communities reporting specific HLP concerns by governorate
(e.g. 50% of covered urban communities in Aleppo governorate having reported HLP concerns, identified “damage or land or property”
as a specific HLP concern)

Rules and
Number of urban Property is Rental processes on
GOVERNORATES locations' where| Damage of Looting of unlawfully disputes housing and land
HLP is reported land or private occupied by Disputed (landlord/tena| No housing | Lack of not clear or
as an issue property property others ownership | nt problems) | available |documents changing

Aleppo 21 50% 60% 44%
Al-Hasakeh 11 41% 65% 44%
Ar-Ragqa 9%
50%
67%
41%

44%
47%

41% 65%

41%

33%

67% 33%
50%

48%

S e

As-Sweida

Damascus 50%

44%

Dar'a

Deir-ez-Zor

Hama 53% 47% 58% 32%
Idleb 50% 47% 34%

67%

Lattakia 33%

Quneitra

67%

56%

I

Rural Damascus

[ ' N N
oo IS RN |w| N

50%

Tartous

"Includes 32 neighborhoods in Ar-Raqqa, Deir-ez-Zor and Idleb
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CHAPTER 3: ANALYSIS SPECIFIC TO PROTECTION SECTOR AREAS OF RESPONSIBILITY

1. CHILD PROTECTION AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY

Against a backdrop of violence, continuous displacements and worsening socio-economic

conditions, children continue to endure multiple protection risks and violations of their rights

on a daily basis. Grave child rights violations remain a critical concern with countless children [ ]
killed and injured through persistent use of explosive weapons in civilian areas, recruitment

and use of children by all parties to the conflict, torture, detention, abduction, sexual violence,

attacks on schools and hospitals and denial of humanitarian access particularly to children

living in UN-declared besieged areas’. The crisis has also impacted on the wellbeing of

caregivers, leaving children’s source of protection at breaking point. Children endure

violence in their homes, schools and communities, often by those entrusted with their care; Child Protection
they are faced with risks associated with explosive hazards, including permanent

impairment; lack civil documentation to prove their existence; and out of steer desperation

many girls and boys are married and withdrawn from school to work, often in dangerous condition. This toxic environment leaves
many girls and boys deprived of their psychosocial needs and experiencing profound distress.

The child protection issues outlined below represent a small extract of the child-specific protection data available as part of the 2018
HNO. A full length child protection report is being prepared and will be available in November 2017 to inform child protection actors’
programming, advocacy resource mobilization efforts.

Readers are reminded that child protection issues should be viewed as interconnected and compounding, as rarely do girls and boys
experience child protection issues in isolation of other protection issues and vulnerabilities. They are also reminded that 2018 data
collection focused on humanitarian needs and protection threats and did not comprehensively gather information on children and
their family’s strengths and resilience.

a. UNACCOMPANIED AND SEPARATED CHILDREN

Because of the war and the crisis in the country, many children are without family either because of the death of their parents, arrest

of their fathers, or because of divorce and the remarriage of their parents” (Focus Group Discussion with Men)

Key Terminology
Separated children under 18 years of age,® who have been separated from both parents, or from their previous legal or
customary primary caregiver, but not necessarily from other relatives. These may, therefore, include children
accompanied by other adult family members.®
Unaccompanied children are children who have been separated by both parents and other relatives, and who are not
being cared for by an adult, who by law or custom is responsible for doing so.°
Orphan is a child who has lost both parents (as a result of death)!. In many countries a child who has lost one parent is
considered an orphan, but this term should be avoided as it can result in the unnecessary placement of a child in
alternative care, rather than being supported by their surviving parent.

Summary of Findings

e Respondents to the 2018 HNO data collection exercises were asked their perceptions on unaccompanied and separated

children: 52% of assessed communities indicated it occurring either sometimes, commonly or very commonly. Adolescent
boys (41%) and girls (38%) between 12-17 years were reported to be the most affected child population group.

FAMILY SEPARATION
Very common issue Common issue Sometimes Never happens

GIRLS (<12)
BOYS (<12)
AG (12-17)

AB (12-17)

Unaccompanied and Separated Children-percentage of assessed communities reporting by frequency of occurrence-age and sex aggregated

e Raqga, Lattakia, Rural Damascus and Homs governorates had the highest proportion of assessed communities indicating
the occurrence of unaccompanied and separated children.

e There is no accurate data available on how many children have been separated from their families, Household Protection
Monitoring Report for Southern Syria undertaken by IRC found 9% of assessed households in Dar'a and 7% in Quneitra are
caring for a separated child.'?> The Nutrition sector found less than two percent of children under 5 were not living with their
usual caregivers.’3

e 2018 data continues to show patterns of both accidental (involuntary) and deliberate (voluntary) separation. Respondents
were asked their perception on reasons children are unaccompanied and separated from their usual caregivers. The most

7 Children and Armed Conflict Report of the Secretary General (A/72/361-S/2017/821), August 2017
8 UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, 1990. Article 1.

9 Minimum Standards for Child Protection in Humanitarian Action

10 Minimum Standards for Child Protection in Humanitarian Action

11 JAWG (2004) Interagency Guidelines on Unaccompanied and Separated Children

12 RC and UNHCR Household Protection Monitoring Report Southern Syria, June 2017

13 SMART Survey. 663 child from 0 -59 month from 449 HH had been included in the survey
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common reasons for all groups of children were: death of caregivers; divorce of caregivers and economic reasons. Child
marriage was reported to be a common cause of separation for girls in assessed communities, and child recruitment for
boys. Other reasons were moving to a safer location; disappearance of caregiver; caregivers willing to send children away;
family violence; abduction of the child; disappearance of the child and detention.

FGD data continues to indicate that the majority of children separated from their parents or other usual caregivers live in
kinship care arrangements in the community, a pre-existing cultural norm. Care is usually provided by maternal grandparents
or aunts/uncles. For some time there has been indication that the deteriorating economic situation and breakdown of family
and community safety nets may be adversely impacting this positive community response in many locations.

Children in alternative care arrangements were said to be more exposed to violence, abuse and neglect, not treated equally
to other children in the household and often engaged in child labour.

Adolescents’ experiences and observations on care arrangements
“This incident happened with me. My father has been detained for 7 years and my mother left us and went to Lebanon
and got married. Now we are with our grandmother” (FGD with Girls, 12-17 years)

“I know many children whose fathers were killed and whose mothers got married and left them to their grandparents.
Those children are always homeless because the tents of their grandparents can't house them all’ (FGD with Boys, 15-
17 years).

b. CHILD LABOUR

“We see children working everywhere, even in jobs that are not suitable for their ages. Too many of them have become the
breadwinners of their families” (FGD, Men).

“Most boys living in my camp are working in car repairing. This work is very hard, and they are beaten and insulted;
however, they are forced to be silent because they are in need of money” (FGD with Boys, 15-17 years).

Key Terminology

e Children in productive activities: Not all work done by children should be classified as child labour. Work that does
not affect children’s health and personal development or interfere with schooling can be contribute to children’s
development and provide them with skills and experience and help prepare for adult life.

e Child labour is work that deprives children of their childhood, their potential and their dignity, and that is harmful to
physical and mental development. It refers to work that is mentally, physically, socially or morally dangerous and harmful
to children; and interferes with their schooling by: depriving them of the opportunity to attend school; obliging them to
leave school prematurely; or requiring them to attempt to combine school attendance with excessively long and heavy
work.

e Worst forms of child labour is a subset of child labour and is to be eliminated as a matter of urgency. This includes
hazardous work, forced or bonded labour, use in armed conflict, trafficking for sexual or economic exploitation and illicit
work.

Summary of Findings

Child labour was a problem in Syria prior to the crisis that the humanitarian crisis has greatly exacerbated. As a result, many
children are now involved in economic activities that are mentally, physically or socially dangerous (i.e child labour) and
which limits — or denies - their basic rights, including to education. In its most extreme forms - such as child recruitment and
use in the conflict, or sexual exploitation - is a grave violation of children’s rights.

Absolute numbers of children affected are not available, but indications are that the proportion of children affected is very
significant. Respondents to the 2018 HNO data collection exercises were asked their perceptions on child labour: 82% of
assessed communities indicated it is occurring either sometimes, commonly and very commonly.

While girls and boys of all ages are indicated to be engaged in child labour, respondents felt adolescents were the most
affected groups - boys 15-17 years (81%), boys 12-14 years (75%) and girls 15-17 years (70%)."*

Quneitra and Hassakeh governorates (girls and boys of all age groups); followed by Aleppo for girls of all age groups, and
Dara’a for boys of all age groups reported the highest occurrence of child labour.

Never happens Sometimes Common issue Very common issue

GIRLS (<12)
BOYS (<12)
AG (12-14))
AB(12 14)
G(15-17)
AB (15-17)

Child Labour preventing school attendance -percentage of assessed communities reporting by frequency of occurrence-age and sex aggregated'®

FGDs participants reported children engaging in some of the worst forms of child labour: working with parties to conflict in
combat and support roles, smuggling; operating heavy machinery in factories and workshops; working as blacksmiths, in oil

14 Respondents were asked to consider the occurrence of child labour among different groups of children: boys and girls aged below 12; 12-14; and 15-17

years.

15 HNO data collection exercises were designed to capture information on whether children’s working patterns are interfering with their schooling, as per
definition of Child Labour. The age categories were designed to reflect the labour law in Syria - 15 years.
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refineries and quarries; begging; scavenging through garbage for valuable waste. Children are also involved labour activities
that may not be classified as “worst forms”, however their work may still deprive them of their childhood, potential and dignity
and be harmful for their development.

¢  While both girls and boys are working, boys are said to be more likely involved in hazardous forms of labour such as those
outlined above. Girls are reported to be more involved in domestic work (e.g. cooking, cleaning, hairdressing and sewing)
possibly owing to cultural and social norms around work outside of the home. Girls’ work may be both paid and unpaid. Both
girls and boys are involved in agriculture work. Data is not clear on the age that girls and boys start working: often starting
below 12 and at times as young as 56,

o Working girls and boys of all ages are exposed to a range of protection risks and working in unsafe environments, both in
terms of the nature of the work and the treatment by their employers.

c. CHILD RECRUITMENT AND USE BY PARTIES TO THE CONFLICT

“Can you see how they post fifteen year old children at roadblocks? How can he remember that he is a child?” (FGD with
Women)

Key Terminology
e Child Recruitment and Use by Parties to the Conflict: refers to a child associated with an armed force or armed
group below 18 years of age who is or who has been recruited or used by an armed force or armed group in any
capacity, including but not limited to children used as fighters, cooks, porters, messengers, spies or for sexual purposes.
It does not only refer to a child who is taking or has taken a direct part in hostilities. Recruitment refers to compulsory,
forced and voluntary conscription or enlistment of children into any kind of armed force or armed group.17

Summary of Findings

e Recruitment and use of children in the conflict is widespread according to the UN SG’s report on Children and Armed
Conflict. Children have been used by parties to the conflict in frontline combat roles, received military training and served in
support roles ranging from guarding checkpoints, aides-de-camps and for sexual exploitation. Children have been used to
conduct suicide attacks and executions8. Children have been killed and injured in hostilities,'® as well as arrested and
detained for their alleged association with armed groups?°.

e Whileitis not possible to provide information on the total number of children affected across Syria, as part of the 2018 HNO
data collection exercises 47% of assessed communities indicated it is occurring either sometimes, commonly and very
commonly.

e Adolescent boys 12-17 years were considered most affected with 47% of assessed communities indicating its occurrence,
followed by adolescent girls 12-17 years (25%), boys under 12 years (22%) and girls under 12 years (16%).

Never happens Sometimes Common issue  ®Very common issue

GIRLS (<12) !
BOYS (<12)

AG (12-17)

l
ﬂ
AB (12-17) E

Child Recruitment-percentage of assessed communities reporting by frequency of occurrence-age and sex aggregated

¢ Raqgga and Hassakeh governorates (girls and boys of all age groups), as well as Deir Ez Zor for boys aged under 12 years
and 12-17 years reported the highest occurrence of child recruitment.

e The use of young children has been documented for several years. In 2016 20 percent of verified cases involved children
under the age of 15,2" a trend that is continuing in 2017 - 16% of verified cases in the first half of 2017 involved children
below the age of 15, including as young as 12 years.?? Boys continue to be the most affected by recruitment and use by
parties to the conflict, although girls are also verified to engage in combat and support roles. Girls have also been used as
sexual slaves to fighters in extremist groups?2.

e Issues expressed in the Focus Group Discussions help to deepen the understanding of the interlinked nature of the drivers
of vulnerability that lead to child recruitment, such as: financial incentives; lack education and safe livelihood options; role
of family, peer and community influence, as well as psychosocial issues.

6 Analysis of FGD data

17 The Paris Principles: Principles and Guidelines on Children Associated with Armed Forces or Armed Groups, February 2007, see:
https://www.unicef.org/emerg/files/ParisPrinciples310107English.pdf

18 Report of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Children and Armed Conflict, September 2017

19 Report of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Children and Armed Conflict, July 2016

20 Report of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Children and Armed Conflict, September 2017

21 Report of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Children and Armed Conflict, September 2017

22 OCHA Humanitarian Response Plan Monitoring Report, January-June 2017
23 Report of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Children and Armed Conflict, September 2017
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Map: Recruitment and Use of Children by Parties to the Conflict: Communities indicating frequency of occurrence — adolescent boys 12-17 years

Observations on Drivers for Recruitment and Use in the Conflict
“I was forced to send my child, who is still 12 years old, to one of the armed factions in order to have a salary
and provide for the rest of the family... | sacrifice one so that the rest may live” (FGD with WWomen)

We want to join the armed groups for the salary” (FGD with boys, 12-17 years)

“In cases where the father has passed away, the eldest son joins armed groups to provide financial support for
his family” (FGD with men)
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2. GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY

Assessments have confirmed that gender-based violence, particularly verbal

harassment, domestic violence (including family violence against women and girls), early

marriages and the fear of sexual violence continue to pervade the lives of women and

girls in Syria inside and outside the home, resulting in very few spaces where women

and girls feel safe. The length of the crisis and the deep-rooted patriarchal structures

underpinning Syrian society, in conjunction the increasing lawlessness in some areas

are normalising this violence, with women’s rights continuing to be eroded. The fear of

sexual violence, often associated with kidnapping, is a concern raised by women and

girls and contributes to psychosocial stress and to limiting their movements. Freedom of

movement of women and girls limits their access to services, humanitarian aid and

ultimately their rights. The shame and stigma surrounding sexual violence contributes to

survivors not talking about violence when it happens. Women and girls also fear honour killing as a result of sexual violence
Families arrange marriages for girls, believing that it will protect them and also to ease the financial burden on the family. Girls are
reportedly being married younger. The socio-economic situation, lack of livelihood opportunities, and increased poverty is ultimately
leading more women to resort to negative coping mechanisms such as prostitution/survival sex.

It is interesting to note that female participants in all data sets highlighted the types of gender based violence that take place. This
is explained by the fact that women and girls experience the type of violence more than men and are able to speak to it?*.

Male vs. Female Respondents on Types of GBV (at Male vs. Female FGDs mentioning Types of GBV
record level)
86%
77% 1%
66% 59% 79
60% 61% 55% 51% o7%
0,
33% 24% ’
20% 20%
Sexual Violence Domestic Sexual Early Marriage Sexual Violence Domestic Violence Sexual Harassment Early Marriage
Violence Harrassment
mFemale Respondents Male Respondents mFemale FGDs = Male FGDs

A more in depth report on gender-based violence, Voices from Syria, based on HNO findings from quantitative and qualitative
various data sources can be found here:
http://www.humanitarianresponse.info/en/operations/whole-of-syria/gender-based-violence-gbv

a. TYPES OF GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE

Child Marriage: Marriage of children under 18 years old is not a new phenomenon in
Syria. However, with the protracted nature of the crisis child marriage has evolved from
a cultural practice to a coping mechanism in the crisis. Families arrange marriages for
girls, believing that it will protect them and also needing to ease the financial burden of
the family. According to GBV experts, this trend has been increasing in 2017 due to the
crisis, and there is an understanding that girls are being married at younger ages.

In rare cases, families may force child marriage on a girl survivor of sexual
assault, as a means of restoring honour.

Domestic Violence?>:

Domestic violence is one of the most
commonly mentioned types of violence in the qualitative data. It often occurs with
physical, emotional or verbal violence, sexual violence and economic violence.
Emotional/verbal violence could take the form of yelling, insults and threats (e.g. of divorce). Similarly, the crisis brought on changes
in traditional gender roles in some areas, where women began to work outside the house to contribute to or solely provide the family’s
income. This has also been linked to increases in domestic violence, as men perceive the change in family dynamics as a threat.
Domestic violence also occurs with family violence, where the husband beats not only his wife but his children as well. It is related to
movement restrictions and isolation from friends and family as means of manipulation and control of the woman.

2 GBV and in particular sexual violence is underreported and rarely discussed openly by both females and males. This is regardless of the culture, religion, or geographic region, as
studies have shown. (ER&P Participant Handbook, p. 32). In quantitative multi-sectoral assessments, the targeted population is often not familiar with the vocabulary around gender-
based violence, and enumerators without being specialised on GBV issues can face challenges in this regard, despite having been trained. Quantitative assessments are not expected to
accurately reflect the scale and nature of sexual violence in an emergency. What they can do is highlight broader safety concerns and help identify situations where additional GBV
expertise, resources and more in-depth GBV-specific assessment may be needed. For these reasons, the Syria HNO GBV analysis is based both on qualitative and quantitate data sources.

25 Domestic violence in the GBV section refers to intimate partner violence. However, many of the participants of the assessments interpreted domestic violence to also mean family
violence, which can include intimate partner violence, but also violence between father and son, brothers, brother against sister, brother in laws against women etc.
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Family Violence: Women also recount violence perpetrated by other family members, such in-laws and in particular the brother of
their husband. Violence against children by their parents was also noted as a concern. Boys and girls are both at risk of violence at
the hands of their parents or caregivers, more frequently noted as fathers and uncles rather than mothers or aunts. Consequences
of family violence can reach severe physical injury, and are also associated with psychological distress and depression.

Sexual Violence: Sexual violence is one of the most frequently cited types of violence discussed by participants in the qualitative
data and mostly by women in both qualitative and quantitative data sets. Women discussed daily fear of sexual violence including
street harassment and rape.

Participants in qualitative assessments noted that the purpose of
kidnapping and abduction of women and girls was often associated with rape and sexual assault. Displacement and living in camps
are noted as being particularly unsafe environments for women and girls and places were the risks for sexual violence were high.
Reasons given were a lack of privacy (in tents, or in latrines), overcrowding and mix of people who do not know each other, poverty
and financial desperation, and chaos or lawlessness.

Overall, the shame and social stigma associated with women and girls’ virginity deeply influence both the impact of sexual violence
and the coping mechanisms available to survivors. Murder of women and girls by their family members in the name of honour, victim
blaming and forced marriage to the perpetrators were mentioned without prompting more frequently this year compared to last.

Sexual Harassment: Shouts, insults, threats and other street harassment by men and boys toward women and girls poses a daily
nuisance and fear, often becoming an obstacle prohibiting them from leaving their homes to access markets, services, distributions,
school and work.

Sexual Exploitation: Assessments confirmed that women and girls also face sexual exploitation. Poverty, displacement, being head
of household (often linked to new work places), coupled with gender inequalities are all understood to contribute to this form of
gender-based violence.

Camps were identified as
locations that increased risks of sexual exploitation of women and girls.

Kidnapping:_FGD respondents of all ages and sexes spoke about the fear of kidnapping. Kidnapping of women and girls was
more commonly associated with rape and sexual assault or even forced marriage, compared to detention and forced conscription
for men and boys, or robbery and ransom for those with money.

Detention and Torture: There are first-hand accounts of women who had been arrested and detained in relation to the crisis, that
provide details of women'’s experiences during detention and after release.

b. POPULATION AT RISK

Findings from all data sources show that women and girls are disproportionally affected by gender-based violence in Syria, such as
early marriage, sexual violence and domestic violence. Displaced women and girls, specifically those living in camps, shelters and
informal settlements across the country were seen to be at particular risk of GBV, with reports in some areas of the country of widows
and divorced women being placed in separate sections of camps. With regards to sexual violence, early marriage and movement
restrictions, adolescent girls are particularly affected. Fear of kidnapping and sexual violence would further these restrictions, often
leading to families preventing their daughters of going to school. Overall, women and girls are described as in need of a ‘male
protector’.

Widows and separated/divorced girls and women were perceived to be at particular risk to sexual violence, emotional and verbal
abuse, forced marriage, polygamy and serial temporary marriages, movement restrictions, economic violence and exploitation,
among others. Widows and divorced women and girls expressed fear that their children would be taken away from them or that
they would be forced to leave their children in order to provide for income. When talking about the reasons why children would be
separated or abandoned in the community, death of the caregiver was mentioned most often, followed by the re-marriage of parents,
in particular the mother, and thirdly divorce. The lack or loss of civil documentation and/or property-related documents has also
major implications for widows and separated/divorced women and girls. FGD participants described how not having a family booklet
could hinder widows and separated/divorced women and girls in accessing to distributions, as they would be considered as part of
her parents’ family.

Female-headed households are also associated with an increased risk of sexual violence. People with disability (PWD) were
identified as particularly affected by violence, including GBYV, in Syria.

c. COPING MECHANISM

There is much shame and social stigma associated with women and girls’ virginity and upholding traditional gender roles. In many
cases of violence, even when families recognize that the act is non-consensual, the blame is placed on the shoulders of the woman.
This deeply influences the coping mechanisms available to prevent and minimize the risks of GBV, and also for survivors to cope
after experiencing GBV.

The most commonly cited strategy to minimize the risks of GBV for women and girls was to change or limit their movement,
appearance and behaviour. Women and girls either choose or are forced by their husband or family to stay at home, to only leave
the house during the day, or only leave the house only if accompanied by a husband, brother or parent. Many also describe avoiding
crowded places like markets and wearing clothes that are considered more “decent” in order to avoid sexual harassment.

Some coping strategies do not prevent harm; instead, potential threats are replaced by (perceptively) less harmful ones, or the best
available course of action (as for example described above for child marriage).

Across the different qualitative data sets, a range of negative coping strategies were reported. The most common were: movement
Restrictions, including dropping out of school - Dress Restrictions - Running Away Self-Defence/Carrying a weapon - Child Marriage
— divorce - survival Sex and prostitution.
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Perhaps unsurprisingly, the most frequently cited way for women and girls to cope after experiencing GBV was to tell no one about
it, to remain silent and keep it a secret. In fact, many FGD participants, both male and female, cited non-disclosure as the only
coping mechanism available to female survivors of violence in order to avoid scandal, gossip, shame and social stigma.

On the other hand, some women and girls did describe being able to talk to close friends about experiences of violence, to rely on
their family’s support, to seek justice, to rely on their own psychological strength, or to seek health or protection services as a means
of coping with violence.

d. MOVEMENT RESTRICTIONS

Men, women, girls and boys reported restrictions on their
movement due to safety issues linked with the crisis, such as
fear of detention and arrest, shelling and explosions and crime.
Men and boys’ movement restrictions were also strongly linked
to the fear of forced conscription. Women and girls expressed
additional reasons for movement restrictions, and in many areas
assessment participants cited that women and girls are more
affected and by more severe restrictions. Many girls report that
they have had to drop out of school due to movement
restrictions imposed by their parents, and a few participants
mentioned women that were locked in their homes during the
day while their husbands are away. In addition to and often
strongly correlated with movement restrictions is the restriction
of freedoms and rights of women and girls in general, and the
denial of resources, services and opportunities. (see section on
Coping Mechanism above)

e. AVAILABILITY AND ACCESS TO GBV SERVICES ACROSS SYRIA

In 2017, the geographical reach of GBV services has significantly increased, alongside the number of services being provided. In
August 2017, 38 more sub-districts were being reached with GBV activities compared to December 2016, bringing a total of 121
Sub-districts. Furthermore, during this period, the number of partner organizations offering GBV services has increased from 44 to
62. Data sources confirmed satisfaction with the GBV services where they existed, especially in relation to individual and group
counselling sessions, empowerment activities, such as vocational training courses, and awareness raising sessions. Participants in
FGDs expressed a need for more services for GBV survivors and 59% of communities reporting needing women and girl’s centers.
In large parts of the country the absence of legal services and judicial redress mechanisms for women and girls that are easily
accessible and non-partisan make comprehensive support for survivors of GBV even more difficult. Distance to service delivery
points and lack of transportation, especially in rural areas, family restrictions and a lack of trust or fear of stigmatization are the
main barriers for women and girls to access GBV services. A lack of awareness about the existence of GBV services was
mentioned as another barrier to accessing services as well as the lack of clear referral pathways for GBV survivors in some areas
of the country.

f. ACCESS TO HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE

As in 2016, concerns with access to humanitarian assistance were raised. Distribution sites are often perceived as unsafe places,
which are dominated by men. In some areas people described how they hesitated going to crowded distributions sites, especially
in camp settings, given that these were sometimes targets for aerial bombings. At the same time, participants of FGD said that
women and girls benefitted from distributions, as the whole family would be assisted. Women and girls would receive aid, but
indirectly.
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3. MINE ACTION AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY
a. SUMMARY

— FGD with
adolescent girls (Dar'a Governorate)

In 2017, the presence of explosive hazards?® continues to threaten the lives and livelihoods of affected
communities and endanger humanitarian actors seeking to provide them with aid. An estimated 8.2
million people are now living in 162 sub-districts most affected by incidents involving explosive weapons
over the past two years; an increase from the 6.3 million people reported in 2016 due to the shifting
battlegrounds of the conflict. Of all communities surveyed, 33% reported the presence of explosive
hazards, and in sub-districts that have experienced conflict incidents in the last two years, 43% of

communities reported the presence of explosive hazards?’.

There was a 25% decrease in all conflict incidents?® recorded from January to August 2017 (29,467) compared to the same period
in 2016 (39,419). However, as access for clearance to areas affected by the conflict is severely limited, this doesn’t signify a decrease
in the threat to the civilian population. The conflict incidents reported for the assessed period have created another layer of explosive
hazards that will continue to compound the crisis. The geographical spread at governorate level has shifted slightly towards the south
and east in accordance with the shifting battle lines compared to findings from last year.

There has been a noticeable increase in
conflict incidents Dar’a — prior to the signing
of the de-escalation zone agreement -, Ar-
Raqga and Deir-ez-Zor on a governorate
level. Air-dropped munitions and heavy
weapons fire continue to constitute the
majority of conflict incidents reported. 29,467
conflict incidents have occurred in the period
from January to August 2017, which can be
broken down as 49.4% heavy weapons fire
(HWF), 47.2% airstrikes, and improvised
explosive devices (IEDs) and other
explosions at 3.5%. The occurrence of
conflict incidents type varies significantly
from one area to another in reflection of the
conflict on the ground.

Overview of all conflict incidents on
district and sub-district level between”
as of Aug 2016” and “as of Aug 2017”

2 Explosive hazards include landmines, explosive remnants of war, and improvised explosive devices.

27 MSNA and SHPNA

28 Figures related to conflict incidents are from the Clash database. While there is information available on the specific nature and extent of explosive hazard contamination
for certain locations in Syria, which will guide the mine action response in those areas, there is a lack of comprehensive information on contamination across the country
as a whole. The clash database records incidents across all communities and therefore allows for the potential threat of explosive hazards to be compared across all areas.
The underlying assumption is that conflict generates explosive hazards and incidents involving weapons with a particularly high failure rate, i.e., air-dropped munitions,
heavy weapons fire, and improvised explosive devices, are particularly likely not to function and therefore leave behind explosives that endanger communities and could
be harvested for further IEDs.

2018 PROTECTION NEEDS OVERVIEW 7



b. THE NEED FOR A TAILORED MINE ACTION RESPONSE

While conflict incidents are widespread across the country, explosive Percentage of conflict incident types

weapons have affected certain communities more heavily than others 52% 50% 46% 47%

and in different ways. The type of explosive hazards resulting from

particular weapons will determine the mine action response required,

ranging from the removal of surface items such as cluster munitions

to the more technical expertise required to remove IEDs. There has 2% 3%

been limited shift in the type of explosive incidents taking place in
2017. In line with other contexts, it is possible that the use of IEDs as Airstirkes IEDs
a weapon of war may increase in the coming year should ISIL continue

to lose ground. mSep 2015 - Aug 2016 Sep 2016 - Aug 2017

Proportion of incidents involving air-dropped munitions, heavy weapons fire and IEDs by governorate (Sep 2016-Sep 2017)2°

i POTENTIAL HAZARDS RESULTING FROM AIR-DROPPED MUNITIONS
Overall, incidents involving air-dropped munitions decreased by 32% in the first eight months of 2017 compared to the same period
last year, due to the shifting context of the conflict on the ground. Dar’a, Ar-Raqqa, Deir ez-Zor and Tadmor sub-districts are among
those most affected by air-dropped munitions, collectively consisting of 40% of all airstrikes from January to August 2017.

56.25% of all incidents involving air-dropped munitions were recorded in besieged and hard-to-reach locations, which are among the
areas most in humanitarian need and most highly contaminated locations in Syria. The figure for besieged locations — 14% —
decreased by 6% compared to the 20% recorded during the same period in 2016 due to the reduction of besieged locations into
hard-to-reach areas.

2 In the map, the larger the circle, the greater the number of explosive incidents occurring in the governorate; percentages represent the proportion of that category
occurring in that governorate. 14.9% of all incidents involving air dropped munitions occurred in Deir Ez-Zor Governorate, followed by 15.3% of incidents in Hama.
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Comparative overview of airstrike conflict incidents by sub-district between Jan — Aug 2016 and 2017

Percentage of airstrike-related conflict incident occurrence by district (as of Sept. 2017)

ii. POTENTIAL HAZARDS RESULTING FROM HEAVY WEAPONS FIRE (HWF)
Incidents involving heavy weapons fire (HWF), such as artillery fire, rockets, and mortars, decreased by 17% in 2017 in comparison
to the same period in January to August 2016. The sub-districts most affected by these incidents have been Dar'a, Damascus, Ar-
Raqgqga, Suran, Duma, Tadmor, and Kansaba, making it likely that spot task clearance will be required in these areas once access is
feasible.

The majority (54%) of all incidents related to HWF have been concentrated in besieged and hard-to-reach areas, respectively broken
down into 22.76% for besieged and 31.2% in hard-to-reach locations.

Comparative overview of HWF conflict incidents by sub-district between Jan — Aug 2016 and 2017
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Occurrence of incidents involving HWF (as of Sept. 2017)

iii. POTENTIAL HAZARDS RESULTING FROM IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICES AND OTHER EXPLOSIONS

Numbers of conflict incidents involving improvised explosive devices (IEDs) and other explosions appear lower than other
events (accounting only for 3.5% of all conflict incidents), but this is due to the fact that bombardments are recorded as they occur
(causal event), whereas |IEDs are only recorded once they are found or an accident occurs (consequent event). IEDs are used as
access barriers/explosive obstacles intended to deny territory and hinder movement. There have been numerous reports of private
homes and other key civilian infrastructure being booby-trapped with IEDs, as a result, contaminated areas are likely to stifle
economic recovery, prevent communities from returning home and cause indiscriminate casualties for years to come.
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Ar-Raqqa, Deir ez-Zor, Al-Hasakeh, Ras al Ain,
Shadadah, Jabal Saman, and Mzeireb are the
sub-districts most affected by IEDs and
landmines since Jan 2015. The reported
incidents of IEDs and other explosions in Ar-
Raqqa sub-district has seen a dramatic increase
in the number of reported IEDs and explosions
from 4 in January-August in 2016 to 151 for the
same period in 2017. This equates to 17% of all
IEDs and explosions and has the highest of all
sub-districts. Ar-Ragga Governorate accounts
for 23% of all IED and landmine related
incidents. Clearance of IEDs and returning of
these areas back to the community will
require specialised technical experts, of which
there is severely limited capacity. The overall
presence of IEDs is likely to be under-reported
as there has been no comprehensive survey
work of the area and secondary reporting is
often incomplete (as IEDs tend only to be
reported following an accident or removal by a
specialist clearance team and reported). Occurrence of incidents involving IEDs (as of Sept. 2017)

Comparative overview of IED conflict incidents by sub-district between Jan — Aug 2016 and 2017

c. THE NEED FOR INTEGRATION WITH OTHER SECTORS

Explosive weapons with wide-area effects continue to be used in populated urban and rural areas, increasing the likelihood of civilian
casualties and compounding the vulnerability of transient populations, such as IDPs. One of the major drivers for displacement was
identified as the conflict, of which explosive weapons and hazards constitute 70% of the total incidents, which includes small arms
fire. Of the assessed communities reporting explosive hazard contamination, 37% reported known cases of injury or death?.
Agriculturalists, pastoralists, and reconstruction workers, particularly those involved in rubble removal, face an elevated risk of
exposure to explosive incidents along with children, who are exposed to the threat while playing and by mistaking explosive hazards
for toys. People moving between areas, including IDPs are also at increased risk due to the fact they will not know the localized
threats in the areas they are moving to.

Explosive hazards restrict freedom of movement; of those that reported explosive hazards in their communities, 26% cited
contamination of roads. This contamination not only restricts freedom of movement, it can lead to injuries and deaths, 31% of
communities reported explosive hazard incidents while moving or traveling, and another 25% for incidents occurring en route to
school, increasing fears of sending their children to educational facilities®'.

—FGD
with adolescent girls, Dar'a Governorate.

30 MSNA and SHPNA
31 MSNA and SHPNA
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— FGD with adolescent girls ages
12-17, Dar'a Governorate

The deprivation of private homes, agricultural land, and other infrastructure necessary for livelihoods combined with absence of expert
clearance capacities, due in part to access restrictions, has purportedly promoted ad-hoc clearance and the collection of scrap metal
from contaminated areas. 28% of communities reported incidents occurring while attempting to remove an explosive hazard, and
another 25% while collecting scrap metal®?, often from former front lines or areas affected by the conflict. Those incidents from ad-
hoc clearance highlight not only the immediate need for further Risk Education, it informs of the great need for trained clearance
teams to deploy to remove explosives to reduce civilians taking it upon themselves to remove the items.

The defining feature of humanitarian mine action is its focus on benefiting affected civilian communities. Mine action is a precursor
to other life-saving interventions. Community participation in mine action is critical so that their priorities as well as those of the wider
humanitarian community are considered when planning survey, risk education, clearance and victim assistance.

i. Percentage of assessed sub-districts reporting contaminated land, Food Security
In 33% of assessed communities, it was reported that agricultural land was contaminated, occurring in over 90% of contaminated
sub-districts, highlighting the countrywide nature of the threat.3®> Contaminated land is thus rendered unusable for safe productive
use. The Food Security Sector estimates that 6.9 million people are food insecure and in need of assistance, with another 3.1 at risk
of food insecurity; displaced persons are identified as particularly vulnerable due to frequent displacement because of the conflict.3
As people return to their homes and begin to utilize more agricultural land and expand their livelihood programming, it is possible
other, currently unknown threats, may pose dangers in areas that are currently not reporting it as the land is currently un-used

— FGD with men,
Dar’a Governorate

For herders, inaccessibility to grazing lands
has contributed to the malnutrition of livestock
and the slow recovery of pastoral areas.

High levels of food insecurity may drive people
to engage in risk practices, such as farming
land that they know to be contaminated or
exposing livestock and themselves to
hazardous areas in search of available grazing
land. In such a context, it is essential that mine
action work alongside the Food Security
partners to identify rural areas to be prioritised
for clearance operations and that vulnerable
groups, such as farmers and herders, are
targeted for risk education as a mitigation
measure.

Conflict Incident overlay on HNO communities reporting contamination on agricultural areas (as of Sep. 2017)

ii. Housing, Land and Property
Private property was reported to be contaminated in 17% of assessed communities, these communities represent over 3 million
people, highlighting the issue that contamination of private property is largely an issue in urban environments. Given the levels of
displacement in Syria, the need to incorporate Housing, Land and Property ("HLP”) issues into mine action efforts from the outset
cannot be overstated. Clearance of hazards from homes, schools, and fields will facilitate safe return of IDPs, but mine action
efforts should involve HLP actors to ensure that clearance does not give rise new land disputes, lead to forced displacement, or
serve to reinforce or exacerbate economic inequalities.

iii. Health & Education
The impact of the conflict and explosive weapons is compounded by the lack of access and unserviceability of medical and health
facilities. According to WHO reports, 54% of health centers and 51% of public hospitals were determined to be partially functioning
or non-functioning, citing damage from the conflict as one of the causes; 46% of hospitals were reported to be fully damaged or
partially damaged.3> Attacks against healthcare facilities increased by 25% in 2017 compared to the same period in 2016.

The Health Sector identified 11.6 million people in need of medical and health services, with the most people in need located in the
Aleppo, Damascus, Idleb, and Rural Damascus Governorates. The assessed communities in the sub-districts of Ar-Raqqa, Sarin,

32 MSNA and SHPNA

33 MSNA and SHPNA

34 Food and Agriculture Organization, (2017) Syrian Arab Republic Situation Report July 2017 [Online] Available at:
http://www_.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/emergencies/docs/FAOSyria_SitReport-JULY2017.pdf

35 World Health Organisation, (2017) HeRAMS Syria, August 2017 Snapshot for Public Hospitals [online] Available at:
http:/applications.emro.who.int/docs/COPub_SYR_August 2017 EN_19558.pdf?ua=1; World Health Organisation, (2017) HeRAMS Syria, 2"¢ Quarter 2017 Snapshot
for Public Health Centers [online] Available at: http://applications.emro.who.int/docs/COPub SYR pub health centres 2nd g 2017 EN_19220.pdf?ua=1
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Tall ed-Daman, Atareb, Dar’a, and Busra esh-Sham reported war related trauma as the main cause of mortality, in line with the
occurrence of explosive conflict incidents and in correspondence of ongoing hostilities on the ground. Approximately, 70% of health
professionals in assessed communities indicated war related injuries as a serious or moderate problem.

The Health Sector recognized trauma as a leading cause of mortality and morbidity with 30% of cases resulting in permanent
disabilities that require long-term rehabilitation and care. Assistance for survivors of explosive hazards will need to be integrated
with other health services, including psychosocial support for recovery from trauma.

" FGD with women, Idleb Governorate

— FGD with men, Idleb Governorate.

For the Education Sector, the absence of safe and suitable learning spaces was identified as a major barrier to education. Direct
attacks on schools and personnel has increased by 42% in comparison to the previous assessed period, and that 40% or 1 in 3
schools was damaged or destroyed by the conflict or no longer accessible because of conflict-related hazards. 5.7 million children
are now in need of education assistance and many are being deprived of the possibility of schooling because travelling is perceived
to be too dangerous. School-children are being put at higher risk of being exposed to exploitation, abuse and their right to education

— FGD with boys 12-14, Aleppo
Governorate

— FGD with adolescent girls, Aleppo Governorate

The rehabilitation of health and education infrastructure will require a mine action component and risk education will have to be further
expanded into the Education Sector to ensure that children are aware of the dangers posed

iv. Early Recovery & Livelihoods, Child Protection

— FGD with women, Dar’a Governorate.

— FGD with men, Dar'a Governorate.

Lack of education opportunities due to facilities being damaged or lack of access, displacement due to the conflict, and explosive
hazard contamination have been identified as some of the major driver of vulnerabilities for children.

Mine action efforts will have to take into account the internal vulnerabilities of individuals and communities often struggling under
conditions of extreme poverty, who must negotiate their daily lives and generate their livelihoods in the face of the threat of explosive
hazards. This will be particularly important in mitigating negative coping mechanisms such as child labour, including cases where
economic pressures drives children to engage in the and the collection of scrap metal.

d. CONCLUSION

The continuation of conflict will inevitably generate more explosive hazards. Land cannot be declared completely safe in this
context, but the threat and impact posed by explosive hazards in Syria can be reduced. In 2018, the mine action sector will aim to:

- Removal of explosive hazards to reduce the risk of injury or death for civilians and humanitarian actors and remove explosive
hazards as a barrier to access to other humanitarian services.

- Conduct surveys to more accurately evaluate the scope of the explosive hazard contamination to better inform the needs
based prioritization of future clearance activities.

- Conduct casualty data collection so that risk education can be prioritised to reach those most in need

- Conduct risk education for at-risk groups including internally displaced persons, farmers, reconstruction workers, and children

- Provide victim assistance services to persons with disabilities, including survivors of explosive hazards

- Promote participation by communities and other sectors in priority-setting
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CHAPTER 4 — LINKS TO ANALYSIS BY GOVERNORATE

10.

11.

12.

13.

ALEPPO GOVERNORATE

https://www.dropbox.com/s/cz5huj84s1sxjc6/2018%20Wo0S%20Protection%20Needs%200verview %2
0-%20Aleppo%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0

AL-HASAKEH GOVERNORATE

https://www.dropbox.com/s/trix6h9ybr348Ir/2018%20Wo0 S%20Protection%20Needs%200verview %20-
%20Al-Hasakeh%20Governorate.pdf?2dI=0

AR-RAQQA GOVERNORATE
https://www.dropbox.com/s/fmgrtot6yb1sgx0/2018%20Wo0S%20Protection%20Needs%200
verview%20-%20Ar-Ragga%20Governorate.pdf?dI=0

AS-SWEIDA GOVERNORATE
https://www.dropbox.com/s/pviljwwgxgrce6me/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20
Overview%20-%20As-sweida%20Governorate.pdf?dI=0

DAR’A GOVERNORATE
https://lwww.dropbox.com/s/k81q2z02ymao04p/2018%20Wo0S%20Protection%20Needs %20
Overview %20-%20%20Dar%27a%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0

DEIR-EZ-ZOR GOVERNORATE
https://www.dropbox.com/s/dtwzvin797977z0/2018%20Wo0S%20Protection%20Needs %200
verview %20-%20Deir-ez-zor%20Governorate.pdf?d|=0

HAMA GOVERNORATE
https://lwww.dropbox.com/s/m113rusejtr7cvr/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%200v
erview%20-%20Hama%20Governorate.pdf?d|=0

HOMS GOVERNORATE
https://www.dropbox.com/s/iks4rel04y|7f23/2018%20W0S%20Protection%20Needs%200ve
rview %20-%20%20Homs%20Governorate.pdf?dI=0

IDLEB GOVERNORATE
https://lwww.dropbox.com/s/47ptl3jlrqt7uz3/2018%20Wo0S%20Protection%20Needs%200ve
rview%20-%20%20Idleb%20Governorate.pdf?dI=0

LATTAKIA GOVERNORATE
https://www.dropbox.com/s/52pfzzyzo0Qu6jhy/2018%20W0S%20Protection%20Needs%200v
erview%20-%20L attakia%20Governorate.pdf?dI=0

QUNEITRA GOVERNORATE
https://lwww.dropbox.com/s/glhumwrp0jyy4il/2018%20Wo0S%20Protection%20Needs%200v
erview%20-%200Quneitra%20Governorate.pdf?dI=0

RURAL DAMASCUS GOVERNORATE
https://www.dropbox.com/s/gatvbjooowcg00g/2018%20Wo0S%20Protection%20Needs %20
Overview %20-%20Rural Damascus%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0

TARTOUS GOVERNORATE
https://lwww.dropbox.com/s/xdtfzsjOhusOmp!/2018%20Wo0S%20Protection%20Needs%200v
erview%20-%20Tartous%20Governorate.pdf?dI=0



https://www.dropbox.com/s/cz5huj84s1sxjc6/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Aleppo%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/cz5huj84s1sxjc6/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Aleppo%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/fmgrtot6yb1sgxo/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Ar-Raqqa%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/fmgrtot6yb1sgxo/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Ar-Raqqa%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/pv1jwwqxqrce6me/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20As-sweida%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/pv1jwwqxqrce6me/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20As-sweida%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/k81q2z02ymao04p/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20%20Dar%27a%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/k81q2z02ymao04p/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20%20Dar%27a%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/dtwzvin797977z0/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Deir-ez-zor%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/dtwzvin797977z0/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Deir-ez-zor%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/m113rusejtr7cvr/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Hama%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/m113rusejtr7cvr/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Hama%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/47ptl3jlrqt7uz3/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20%20Idleb%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/47ptl3jlrqt7uz3/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20%20Idleb%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/52pfzzyzo0u6jhy/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Lattakia%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/52pfzzyzo0u6jhy/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Lattakia%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/glhumwrp0jyy4il/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Quneitra%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/glhumwrp0jyy4il/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Quneitra%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/qatvbjooowcg0og/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Rural_Damascus%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/qatvbjooowcg0og/2018%20WoS%20Protection%20Needs%20Overview%20-%20Rural_Damascus%20Governorate.pdf?dl=0

ANNEX

ANNEX 1: ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGIES

1. Syria hub Protection Needs Assessment (SHPNA) were coordinated by the Protection sector in Syria hub

Community Direct Observations (Partners fill the questionnaire acting as Key Informants/ community sources (as in 2016)
Key Informants/ Community Sources (Partners fill questionnaire through Kl / CS in each community covered and expands to
non-covered communities)
Expert Groups by area (Group of experts with knowledge of the area gathers to provide information on communities based on
their knowledge)
= 35 Sector partners participated in the exercise; all were NGOs conducting activities under the Protection Sector and the
majority were national NGOs working or with knowledge and contacts in the communities assessed;
= 1,488 forms/ questionnaires filled through Community Direct Observations (CDO) i.e. directly by protection partners
staff; of those 55% by female staff.
= 3,017 forms/ questionnaires compiled through Key Informants methodology with protection partners’ staff acting as
assessors/ enumerators; of those 55% compiled by female enumerators.
=  Considering both methodologies, 2,297 forms (50%) had female staff as respondents
= Some 40% forms/ questionnaires female enumerators interviewed female KiI
= The exercise is not based on a representative sample and does not allow for statistical extrapolation and generalization. It
remains a perception-driven assessment through protection staff and consulted community members providing general
trends on frequency of occurrence.
For more information on the Syria hub Protection and community services sector-led needs assessments, please contact PCSS
coordinator for Syria hub, Elisabetta Brumat (brumat@unhcr.org).

The questionnaire and guidelines can be found here.
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/Ivtogz0jw9thpri/AAB42R20iM07st1bzOeWrTPJa?dI=0

2. OCHA-led Multi-sector Needs Assessments

The OCHA led MSNA collected data from all populated communities in Syria. Below are the details.

- 31 partners

- 139,608 key informant interviews

- 98% face-to-face interviews

- 26% female key informants

- For the purpose of PNO, data for 2,550 communities were included from MSNA (Refer to Chapter 1, Geographic

Coverage)

For more information on the OCHA-led MSNA, please contact OCHA Regional office for Syria in Amman Jordan through Shannon
O'Hara sohara@immap.org.

The questionnaire and guidelines can be found here.
https://www.dropbox.com/s/u66 1iup4vqgt94v0/Multisector%20Needs%20Assessment%20Package.zip?dI=0

ANNEX 2: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON PROTECTION INDICATORS AND ANALYSIS

The below should be kept in mind in reference to use of the terms “occurrence” and “frequency of occurrence”:

1. For “Protection issues occurring in the last three months”: respondents were asked whether those issues were “never
happening”, happening “sometimes”, “common” or “very common”;
a. For this type of question: “not occurring” corresponds to an issue described as “never happening”;
b. For this type of question: “occurring” corresponds to an issue that was described as happening “sometimes”,
“common” or “very common”;
c. For this type of question: frequency of occurrence corresponds to “never happening”, happening “sometimes”,

“common” or “very common”;

2. For “Coping mechanisms used in the last three months”: respondents were asked whether those mechanisms were “never
used”, used “sometimes”, “commonly used” or “always used”;
a. For this type of question: “not used” corresponds to “never used”
b. For this type of question: “used” corresponds to either used “sometimes”, “commonly used” and “always used”

c. For this type of question: frequency of occurrence refers to “never used”, used “sometimes”, “commonly used” or
“always used”;

3. Movement restrictions:

a. Communities where movement restrictions were reported as occurring (=sometimes, common, very common) were
quantified under “yes”, while communities where movement restrictions were reported as not occurring (never
happens) were quantified under “no”

b. Movement restrictions: population groups affected: this indicator was only measured in communities where
movement restrictions where described as occurring

c. Movement restrictions: causes: this indicator was only measured in communities where movement restrictions
where described as occurring (either reported as happening sometimes, common or very common)
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10.

Type of protection services present or needed: respondents were asked whether each protection service was: not present
and not needed; not present but needed; present but insufficient, or; present and sufficient/
a. For this type of question: a protection service is considered “needed” if described as either “not present but needed”
or “present but insufficient”;
b. For this type of question: a protection service is considered “not needed”, if described as either “not present and
not needed” or “present and sufficient”;
c. For this type of question: frequency of occurrence refers to: not present and not needed; not present but needed;
present but insufficient; present and sufficient;

Concerns/problems about how humanitarian assistance was delivered in the last three months:

a. Communities where concerns with humanitarian assistance were reported as occurring (=sometimes, common,
very common) were quantified under “yes”, while communities where movement restrictions were reported as not
occurring (never happens) were quantified under “no”;

b. The indicator identifying specific concerns/problems about how humanitarian assistance was delivered in the last
three months was only measured in communities where there was occurrence of concerns/problems about how
humanitarian assistance was delivered in the last three months.

Civil documentation
a. Civil documentation: type of document available: this indicator was only measured in communities having reported
lack/loss of civil documentation as occurring (=sometimes, common, very common);
b. Civil documentation: reasons for not having documents: this indicator was only measured in communities having
reported lack/loss of civil documentation as occurring (=sometimes, common, very common);
c. Civil documentation: impact of not having documentation: this indicator was only measured in communities having
reported lack/loss of civil documentation as occurring (=sometimes, common, very common);

Housing, land and property concerns in the last three months:
a. Housing, land and property concerns: specific concerns: this indicator was only measured in communities having
reported housing, land and property as occurring (=sometimes, common, very common).

Disaggregation per sex, age, and disability was incorporated, with seven population groups (men; women; adolescent boys
aged 12-17 y. old; adolescent girls aged 12-17 y. old, boys and girls and persons with disabilities). The table above displays
indicators as well as the use of “frequency of occurrence” and age and sex disaggregation options throughout the
assessment.

When “in the last three months” was used in phrasing the question, this is to be understood from the time when the
assessment was conducted.

Indicators were intended to capture the occurrence and frequency of occurrence in a geographical area and did not measure
the impact, severity or gravity of the issue itself, nor are they meant to compare the severity or gravity of each specific issue
or risk to life.

ANNEX 3: DETAILED AGGREGATION METHODOLOGIES

Aggregation to community level (Average of the options)

A numerical value is assigned to each option and the option closest to the average of the numerical values is taken.

- For e.g. the categories for question 1 (Refer Annex 2) can be assigned values as
Never happens — 1;
Sometimes — 2;
Common issue — 3;
Very common issue — 4
If a community has 5 records, with 2 ‘Never happens’, 1 ‘Sometimes’ and 2 ‘Very common issue’,
Average = ((1%2) + (2x1) (4x2))+5=24
The closest option to the average numerical value, 2.4 i.e. ‘Sometimes’ is taken

- Similarly, for options for Q4 (Refer Annex 2) , the order below is taken.
Not present and not needed - 1
Present and sufficient - 2
Present but insufficient - 3
Not present and needed - 4

Aggregation among population groups level

1.

Average among “Yes” frequencies of occurrence

Similar to the methodology detailed above, a numerical value is assigned to each option and the option closest to the average of the
numerical values is taken though a difference is applied. Only difference applied is that if any of the population groups have

n o«

mentioned, “sometimes”, “common” or “very common”, the averaging is done between these frequencies without considering “Never

n o«

happens” in the calculation. Only if all the population groups have reported “Never happens”, “Never happens” is retained.

2.

Highest frequency reported among the population groups
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If ‘Very common issue’ is reported for any one of the population groups,”Very common issue” is taken. If the highest frequency
reported in ‘Common issue’, ‘Common issue’ is taken and if the reports only include ‘sometimes’ and ‘never happens’, sometimes is
taken.

ANNEX 4: URBAN COMMUNITIES (DEFINITIONS AND LIST OF COMMUNITIES)
Definition: For humanitarian purposes and for use as humanitarian planning figures for 2018 HNO analysis, an urban area is
defined as any location with 5,001 or more people. Any community with 5,000 or less people is classified as rural. (Source:
UNHABITAT)

This definition is based on the Syrian coding and classification. Human settlements in Syria were reclassified in 2011 into three
types: cities (above 50,000) and townships (10,001 to 50,000), and municipalities (5,001 to 10,000). Locations with 5,000 or less
people are considered as rural. The Population Task Force applied the Syrian code to current population projections to classify
urban and rural locations. This approach accounts for the displacement factor, current demographic realities and response planning
for the actual population load. (Source: UNHABITAT)

The list of urban communities covered in the analysis is in the link below.

https://www.dropbox.com/s/nngowz9suzt6dba/Urban%20locations%20analysed.xlsx?dI=0

END OF DOCUMENT
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	Sexual Exploitation: Assessments confirmed that women and girls also face sexual exploitation.  Poverty, displacement, being head of household (often linked to new work places), coupled with gender inequalities are all understood to contribute to this...



