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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Since the outbreak of hostilities in Syria in early 2011, there has been a massive influx of refugees 
into Lebanon.  By the end of October 2013 the official UNHCR figure for Syrian refugees in Leb-
anon had risen to over 800,000 individuals, not including thousands of Lebanese returnees and 
Palestinians refugees from Syria (PRS). This is 15 times the number compared to a year ago and 
six times the number of UNHCR-registered Syrian refugees at the beginning of 2013. With a total 
population of approximately 4.7 million,1 out of 6 persons in Lebanon is registered refugee. The 
sudden increase of assistance required, together with increasingly limited resources, required the 
humanitarian community to focus efforts on optimizing the cost-effectiveness of assistance.

To gain knowledge of the living conditions of Syrian refugees, and to inform decision-making and 
re-designing processes for programmatic activities, UNHCR, UNICEF and WFP agreed to con-
duct a joint multi-sectorial household survey of the registered and pre-registered Syrian refugee 
population in Lebanon. The assessment was designed so that accurate, multi-sectorial vulnera-
bility criteria could be derived for the implementation of humanitarian assistance.

A concept note, including the methodology and a multi-sectorial questionnaire, was agreed upon 
and drafted by the UN in collaboration with the Government of Lebanon (GoL). See appendix 3 
for the survey methodology and appendix 7 for the questionnaire. 

This concept note was shared and discussed with all stakeholders through regular multi-sectoral 
meetings and workshops.

More than 1,400 Syrian refugee households were interviewed in May and June 2013, which were 
selected on the basis of: 

1) a two-stage cluster of random selection proportional to population size, and 
2) a stratified sample according to registration date; 

o	 awaiting registration, 
o	 registered between zero and three months, 
o	 registered from three to six months, and 
o	 registered for more than six months.

In total, 350 households in each of above strata were interviewed.

Sector-specific criteria were discussed and agreed upon at the Inter-Agency sector working 
group level and through internal discussions. The criteria were divided between eight sectors, 
including; shelter, health, non-food items (NFIs), WASH, education, food security, protection, and 
economy. 

According to the criteria agreed by the eight sectors, households were classified under the fol-
lowing categories of vulnerability: severe, high, medium and low.

After an exhaustive overall review, the VASyR found that approximately 72% of individuals (equal 
to 68% of households) continue to be sufficiently vulnerable to warrant continued food and non-
food assistance. For specific sector results, please see details below.
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Main results 

Demographics:  Households consisted, on average, of seven to eight people – four adults, two 
children aged between five and 15 years and one or two children under five years of age. 72% 
of households had one or more children under five years old and 48% of households had one or 
more children under two.  

About one in five households had a person over the age of 60. 11% of households were headed 
by women, 6% of households were headed by people over 60 years old and 1.2% of households 
were headed by people under the age of 18. The sex ratio was 1.2 females per 1 male. Results 
showed a mean dependency ratio of 1.3.

Specific needs: Some 41% of households had at least one pregnant or lactating woman. In 
33% of households there was at least one member of working age (between 16 and 59) with a 
specific need (chronic disease, permanent disability, temporary disability or another issue). In 
10% of the households there were members who needed support with their daily basic activities. 

Arrival profile:  Nearly 60% of the interviewed refugees came from rural areas and 40% came 
from urban areas. The registration of members within households was uneven: Some 34% of 
households had members in their family that were not (yet) registered. This could be linked to the 
disparate arrival times to Lebanon of various members within households.

Shelter: 81% of households were paying rent; 59% of households lived in independent hous-
ing, mainly furnished or unfurnished rentals.  Some 18% of households lived in separate rooms 
and 12% of households lived in tented settlements. The average rent was US$ 250 per month. In 
general, housing conditions were better among those registered for longer than six months and 
worse among those awaiting registration.

Water and Sanitation (WASH): Most households had access to safe drinking water with the 
main sources being purchased water (26% of households), following household connections 
(20%), and public standpipes (12%). A small percentage obtained water from unprotected sourc-
es. Access to water for all needs was reported to be insufficient by 28% households.
The majority of households (61%) had access to improved latrines. A third of the households 
used traditional pit latrines and 7% did not have access to toilet facilities and used the open field 
or springs. Just over 10% of interviewees reported sharing bathroom and/or toilet facilities with 
more than 15 people. Families awaiting registration generally had less access to hygiene facilities 
than those that had been registered for over six months.

Services: The majority of households (93%) used gas as the main source of fuel and electricity 
as the main source of lighting (97%). Nearly one-third of households reported not having suffi-
cient access to fuel for their cooking needs. Waste was generally collected by the municipality 
(88%). 

Household assets: Most households owned mattresses and blankets (93% and 89%). About 
half of the households owned refrigerators and a slightly lower proportion (43%) owned gas 
stoves and water heaters (41%).  In addition, 74% of households owned a TV.
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Education: 74% of children were of school age but more than half of these children did not 
attend school the week prior to the survey. The main reasons why children did not attend school 
were; lack of financial resources (59%), no space availability for enrollment into schools (18%), or 
newly arrived to Lebanon (13%). 

Health care: Syrian refugee households registered for a longer period of time enjoyed relatively 
more health benefits than those recently arrived.  Some 35% of households paid for all health-re-
lated costs and approximately 30% received partial or full benefits from humanitarian agencies. 

Safety and security: Some 10% of households reported experiencing some type of harass-
ment in Lebanon and 7% felt that insecurity limited their movement. Harassment came mostly 
from neighbors, landlords or members of the local community.

Livelihood sources: Around 57% of interviewed households relied on employment as a first 
livelihood source and nearly 30% of the households relied on some type of assistance as their 
main livelihood source. The three main livelihood sources were non-agricultural labor, skilled work 
and assistance in the form of food vouchers. Significant differences were found between refugee 
households depending on registration date. Those recently registered households relied more on 
various sources of cash whereas households registered for longer periods of time relied more on 
assistance. Less than 1% of the households had livestock and the same proportion had access 
to land for cultivation.
 
Expenditure: On average, a refugee household’s expenditure was $774 per month and near-
ly half of this amount was spent on food. Nearly $200 was the average expenditure on rent and 
some $70 was spent on healthcare. Households spent on food an average of $52 per person 
per month, of which the food voucher contributes $27 per month, just over 50% of average food 
expenditure. 

Food security: Nearly 70% of the households were found to be food insecure. Food insecurity 
seemed to decrease with the length of stay in Lebanon. Most households showed acceptable 
food consumption and diet diversity however there was a risk of a micronutrient deficiency.
 
Coping strategies: Nearly 50% of the interviewed Syrian refugees applied coping strategies. 
The main food-related coping strategies reported by 90% of those applying coping strategies 
were to rely less on preferred food as well as to reduce the meal frequency and portion sizes. The 
most common non-food related coping strategies were spending of savings (45%), buying food 
on credit or borrowing money to purchase food (39%), reducing essential non-food expenditures 
(30%) or having children working (13%). Households awaiting registration or recently registered 
were more likely to apply more severe coping strategies than those registered for a longer period 
of time.

Debts: 75% of households had debts and 70% reported borrowing money or receiving credit 
during the 3 months before the survey. The average amount of debt was US$ 600, but half of the 
interviewed households owed US$ 200 or less. Loans were mainly provided by friends or relatives 
to buy food (81%), pay the rent (52%) or cover health expenses (25%). Households registered 
longer ago were significantly more likely to have higher amounts of debts. 

Assistance: Over the last 3 months, nearly 75% of the households received food vouchers, 
30% received in kind food, 48% received hygiene kits, 20% received health care or drugs, 13% 
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received education support, 29% received furniture and clothing, and 12% received fuel subsi-
dies. 

Child health and nutritional status: Out of 1,690 children surveyed aged between six and 59 
months, 1 % were found to be moderately malnourished and 0.4% of children were found to be 
severely malnourished, based on Middle-Upper Arm Circumference (MUAC) measurement. This 
percentage was far below the emergency threshold and similar to that found in the last Nutritional 
Survey carried out in September 2012.

Vulnerability prospects: Given the evolving situation in the region, it is recommended that a 
follow-up vulnerability assessment of Syrian refugees in Lebanon be carried out in a year’s time.

BACKGROUND 
Lebanon has maintained an open border policy with Syria allowing unrestricted access for ref-
ugees, resulting in an influx of Syrian refugees into Lebanon since the beginning of the humani-
tarian crisis. The Government of Lebanon (GoL) recently reported that there are some 1.3 million 
Syrians in the country, including the registered refugee population, spread out over 1,000 com-
munities across Lebanon.

As of 2 April 2013, the total number of Syrian refugees registered or awaiting registration with UN-
HCR exceeded 400,000 (147,000 awaiting registration).  By the end of October 2013, the number 
of refugees has doubled and has reached over 800,000. According to UNHCR this number is 
likely to continue to grow by several thousand each week. 

The international humanitarian response to this humanitarian crisis is led by the Government of 
Lebanon (GoL) in partnership with UNHCR, as lead UN agency.

The dramatic increase of the refugee population meant that humanitarian actors also needed to 
significantly scale-up their assistance.  Given the increased needs, UNHCR, UNICEF and WFP 
agreed to undertake a household survey of the refugee population in Lebanon.  This survey would 
help establish a better understanding of the refugee profile in Lebanon, and to have sufficient 
information to determine vulnerabilities and needs across the various sectors. 

In March 2013 ECHO provided funds to WFP (EUR 340,000) to carry out a household profiling 
assessment and to subsequently design a targeting plan. UNHCR, UNICEF and WFP agreed to 
collectively conduct the survey amongst the registered and pre-registered Syrian refugees, with 
WFP taking the technical lead.

OBJECTIVE 
The objective of the survey was to provide a multi-sectorial profile and to determine vulnerability 
criteria of the refugee population, in order to enable humanitarian stakeholders to improve their 
programming and to target assistance for the most vulnerable.  

At the end of the exercise, a more robust profile of the registered refugee population – as well as 
those awaiting registration -- was linked to key multi-sectorial indicators.
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1 DEMOGRAPHICS 

1.1 Interviewees
60% of the interviews were conducted with the heads of households and 33% were conducted 
with the spouse of the head of the household. The remaining 7% were conducted with various 
adult family members that were available at that time. Close to 43% of the interviewees were fe-
male. 64% of the respondents were aged between 20 and 40 year, 3% were below the age of 20, 
and 4% were 60 years old or above. 

1.2 Head of households
11% of the interviewed households were headed by a woman and there were no significant dif-
ference per registration strata. 95% of the heads of households were Syrian nationals, 5% were 
either Palestinian or Lebanese nationals.  Nearly 60% of the heads of households were aged 
between 20 and 40 years old. Over 1% of the heads of household were below the age of 18 and 
6% aged 60 and above. 

14% of the heads of households did not have any form of education. Some 30% attended ele-
mentary school and 35.5 % of the heads of households had an intermediate level of education. A 
very small percentage attended university. 

1.2.1 Household size and composition
The average household size was 7.7 family 
members, which comprised of: four adults, two 
young children between five and 15 years of age 
and one to two children under the age of five. 
About 22% of the households had four or less 
members. The most common size of a house-
hold was five members. When households with 
21 or more members are excluded, the average 
household size decreases to 7.4 members; the 
average composition of the household remained 
the same.

50% of the households had seven members or more. Nearly three quarters of the households 
had one or more children under the age of five, and 48% had one or more children under the age 
of two.  About one in every five households had an elderly person (see figure 1). On average, the 
gender ratio was 1.2 females per male.  

1.3 Orphans and unaccompanied children
Results showed that 1% of the households cared for children who are not part of their immediate 
family and 3% had a child with at least one deceased parent.

1.4 Special Needs    
About 41% of the households reported having a pregnant or lactating member. About 1%  were 
girls under the age of 15.

47% of the households cared for a member with specific needs. Members with specific needs in-
cluded those with mental or physical disabilities (8%), chronic illnesses (34%), temporary disabil-



10

ities (10%) or other types of needs (5%). The level of individuals’ autonomy was used to estimate 
the numbers of family members with special needs. A beneficiary can be declared as disabled 
based on their need for support in the completion of basic daily activities, such as going to the 
toilet. The proportion of households with members in such a situation was 10%. 

The working age range was defined to be anyone between 16 and 59 years old. Nearly a third 
of the households reported that at least one member of working age had specific needs. 4% of 
households reported having persons with physical or mentally disabilities, 24% reported hav-
ing chronically ill members, 7% reported having people with temporary disabilities and 2% had 
members with other type of specific needs. Out of all households, 5% had at least one household 
member of working age in need of support for their basic daily activities (assistance with wash-
ing, going to the bathroom etc).

Households awaiting registration seemed to have fewer members with specific needs compared 
to those registered more than 3 months ago (Table 1).

N % N %        N               %         N       %  N   %

Awaiting
registration

egistration
 m

R
0-3 onths

Registration
36  months  Total

households members 
with specific needs 

households adult 
members  (16-59 y.o.) 
with specific needs 

43.6% 156 44.4% 190 53.5% 182 50.8% 684 47.2%156

103 28.8% 115 32.8% 127 35.8% 137 38.3% 482 33.4%

Registration 
after 6 months
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1.4 Dependency
The dependency ratio (DR) aims to show households’ potential to generate sufficient income to 
meet all household members’ needs. Therefore, household members were considered dependent 
if they are unable to work because of their age and/or physical or mental limitations.  Given that in 
Lebanon, people aged 16 years old are legally allowed to work, non-dependent members in the 
households were therefore those between the ages of 16 and 59 that did not need any support 
for daily basic activities.

                              Dependency ratio = number of dependents / number of non-dependents

       Dependents = children under 16 + elders ≥ 60 + non-autonomous adults (16-59 years old)
       Non-dependents = Autonomous adults (16-59 years old)

Results showed a mean dependency ratio of 1.3 (results ranged between 1.2 and 1.5), which indi-
cated an average of 1 to 2 dependents per non-dependent member.  Households were classified 
into four categories according to their dependency ratio. 

Category I:      1 dependent or less per non-dependent member (DR≤1).
Category II:     up to 3 dependents per 2 non-dependent members (1<DR≤1.5)
Category III:    up to 2 dependents per non-dependent members (1.5<DR≤2)
Category IV:    more than 2 dependents per non-dependent members (DR≥2)

More than half of the households (57%) belonged to Category I, and had one dependent mem-
ber or less per active member. Households under Category II represented approximately 20 %.  
Those households under the third category were 13%. Within Category IV, 11% of households 
had more than two dependents per non-dependent members. No significant differences were 
found between strata.

Table2: Results of dependency ratio over 4 categories

Category I

Category III

Category IV

Awaiting
registration

Registration 
0-3 months

Registration 
3-6 months

Registration after 
6 months Total

Category II

56.9%

19.2%

12.9%

11.0%

208 58.1% 203 57.8% 198 55.8% 195 54.5% 804

62 17.3% 70 19.9% 65 18.3% 75 20.9% 272

45 12.6% 45 12.8%  48 13.5% 45 12.6% 183

43 12.0% 33 9.4% 44 12.4% 43 12.0% 163

N %  N  %           N  %           N          %        N         %
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2 ARRIVAL PROFILE 

2.1 - Arrival to Lebanon
Some 59% of the Syrian refugee population indicated that they came from rural areas in Syria 
whilst 41% stated that they came from urban areas. Approximately 60% of households arrived 
in Lebanon between four months and one year before the survey (which was, between May 2012 
and January 2013). Nearly 20% arrived in Lebanon between one to three months before the sur-
vey (February - April 2013) and the same proportion arrived one to two years prior to the survey 
being carried out (May 2011 - May 2012). Only 5% of households interviewed had arrived one 
month before the survey and a mere 2% had arrived before May 2011. 

Many family members arrived in Lebanon separately, not as a complete family. 

2.1.2 - Registered households members
The survey showed a significant relationship between the time of arrival and registration date. 
Most households awaiting registration (90%) arrived into Lebanon over the last year before the 
survey, with a significantly higher proportion arriving over the last month compared to registered 
households. 

Among households who registered during the last one to three months, 86% arrived into Lebanon 
between one month and one year, with a significantly higher proportion arriving four to six months 
before the survey compared to households awaiting registration. 

Of the households who were registered between three to six months before the survey, a signif-
icantly higher proportion arrived between seven months and one year compared to households 
awaiting registration or recently registered. 

80% of households that were registered six months prior to the survey had mainly arrived be-
tween seven months and two years before the survey with a significantly higher proportion arriv-
ing one to two years before the survey compared to households that arrived less than six months 
before the assessment.

The fact that more than 50% of households awaiting registration had arrived in Lebanon less than 
three months before the survey and 32% of these households had arrived less than six months 
before the survey confirmed that households did not register immediately upon arrival. 

3 SHELTER, WASH AND SERVICES  

3.1 Housing 
A majority of households reported living in apartments and independent houses (59%), while 41% 
reported living in tents, collective shelters, unfinished constructions, garages, squatting, and sep-
arate rooms. Households living in tented settlements amounted to over 12% (Figure 3).

The survey found that the proportion of households living in garages (7% of interviewed house-
holds) was four times higher among those awaiting registration. Those living in apartments or in-
dependent houses were mainly those registered for more than six months (65%). Separate rooms 
and tented settlements were more common among households registered between three and six 
months before the survey was conducted.
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3.2 Occupancy 
Most households (81%) reported paying rent for shelter including for pieces of land where tents 
are erected. The average paid rent was US$250 per month. Some 7% of the interviewed house-
holds were hosted with relatives or host communities. The remaining households either benefited 
from assistance or had an employer that provided shelter, or squatting (3%). There appears to be 
a window between the third and sixth month after registration, during which refugees are signif-
icantly more likely to receive rent assistance than any of the other strata. 8% of those registered 
between three and six months before the survey reported receiving rent assistance. Just 5.7% of 
those awaiting registration received rent assistance while only 2% of those in Lebanon for longer 
than six months reported receiving rent assistance. See Figure 4 below.

3.3 Living area and crowding index
On average, the living area per household was about 64m2, divided in two rooms and accommo-
dating four persons in each room. Nearly half of the households lived in 7 square meters or less 
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per person. 19% lived in 3.5 square meters or less per person. Close to one fourth of the house-
holds accommodated six or more persons per room. 

In general, housing conditions were better among those registered more than 6 months before 
the survey was conducted compared to those awaiting registration. The former lived in signif-
icantly larger shelters, with a larger number of rooms, a lower number of people per room and 
larger space for each household member.  

3.4 - Sources of Water 
The survey revealed that 26% of interviewed households were buying drinking water. 32% con-
sumed water either from landpipes at household level with more than two hours (per day) con-
nection (20%) or from public standpipes (12%).  Land pipes at household level with more than 
two hours connection was the main source of non-drinking water (28%) followed by protected 
dug wells (14%) and public reservoirs (11.3%). 

Most households had access to protected water, but 7% used unprotected springs or wells as 
the main source of drinking water and 12% of households used the water for washing, cooking 
and other non-drinking purposes. 28% of households reported not having enough access to suf-
ficient water for drinking, cooking washing and toilet purposes. 

Registration
0-3 months

Awaiting
registration

Registration
3-6 months

Registration
after 6 months Total

Density

Crowding
index

Rooms

>10 m2/person

7-10 m2/person

3.5-7 m2/person

<=3.5 m2/person

1 - 2 person/room

3 - 5 person/room

6 - 7  person/room

>=8  person/room

>=4 rooms

3 rooms

2 rooms

1 room

25.8%

16.5%

35.3%

22.4%

22.4%

48.2%

14.7%

14.7%

8.9%

16.5%

33.2%

41.3%

32.6%

21.7%

27.1%

18.6%

25.9%

50.2%

13.7%

10.2%

11.4%

21.1%

33.3%

34.2%

33.0%

17.6%

28.4%

21.0%

29.0%

48.0%

14.7%

8.3%

15.5%

18.9%

30.4%

35.2%

37.0%

23.8%

26.1%

13.2%

32.1%

46.6%

11.8%

9.5%

19.0%

23.5%

32.7%

24.9%

31.9%

20.1%

29.0%

19.0%

26.8%

48.7%

13.8%

10.7%

13.0%

20.1%

32.6%

34.4%

Table 3: Crowding index
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Households awaiting registration or recently registered were more likely to purchase drinking wa-
ter (30%) compared to those registered for a longer period of time (19%). Households who had 
been registered for more than six months were more likely to source water from protected wells 
or households with a water connection of more than two hours (per day).  

Households awaiting registration were more likely to use household land pipes with less than two 
hours connection or, to a smaller extent, sourced water from protected dug wells. 

3.5- Toilet and bathroom facilities  
The majority of households (61%) had access to improved latrines, either with a flushing system 
or with a cement slab. One third of the households 
used traditional pit latrines. The survey also found 
that 7% did not have any access to toilet facilities 
and used the open field (Figure 6). The percentage 
of households with no access to any type of latrine 
among those recently registered was three times 
higher than those registered for more than 6 months. 

Some 14% had no adequate access to latrines and 
had to share toilet facilities with 15 people or more.

Approximately 7% of households did not have 
access to bathrooms (i.e. a place for washing/bath-
ing) at all and out of those who had access, 11% 
households were sharing bathrooms with 15 persons 
or more. The percentage of households without access to a bathroom was significantly higher 
among those awaiting registration or recently registered (7%) compared to those registered for 
more than 6 months (2%).

Figure 5: Drinking water sources / non drinking water sources
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3.6- Cooking fuel, lighting, waste management and hygiene items
A majority of households (93%) used gas as a main source of cooking fuel. Only 4% used wood 
or charcoal. Some 31% of families reported not having sufficient access to fuel to cover their 
cooking needs.

Most households (97%) used electricity as a main source of lighting; only a small percentage 
(2%) used candles or paraffin for lighting.

As shown in figure 7, 88% of the households reported that waste disposal was collected by the 
municipality. Only 4% indicated that they burned their waste and 5% disposed their waste in 
open fields (see figure 7).

Some 13% of the households reported having insufficient access to soap and hygiene items.  
This percentage was significantly higher among those awaiting registration (18%) and recently 
registered (14%), compared to those registered more than 6 months (8%). 

More than a quarter of the interviewed families (29%) were classified as not having an adequate 
hygienic shelter.

4 HOUSEHOLD ASSETS 

As Figure 8 shows, most households owned mattresses and blankets. The percentage of house-
holds who owned cooking facilities like ovens or microwaves was relatively small. 43% of inter-
viewed refugee households owned a cooking stove and nearly half of them owned a refrigerator. 
74% had a television. 

A small percentage of the households (2%) owned luxury items like DVD players, computers and 
air conditioning (AC) units. The number of assets was significantly higher among Syrian refugee 
households registered over six months before the survey.
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5 EDUCATION 
Approximately 74% of the participating households in the survey had children of school age1. 
The total number of children covered by the survey was 3,477. 

Some 70% of the Syrian refugee children within the interviewed households did not attend school 
the week prior to the survey and 50% did not attend school during the previous year. The children 
within households awaiting registration had a greater absence from school than children within 
households registered for a longer period of time. Only a small percentage of children who did not 
attend any formal education. No significant differences were found between genders concerning 
school attendance; however a significant difference between strata was observed.

It is worth noting that in Syria, education is free and school attendance was obligatory for a mini-
mum of nine years. The net enrolment rate in Syria was reported to be nearly 98%.  

Figure 9 shows that the main reason why children did not attend school was lack of financial 
resources (60%). Households that were registered longer than 6 months seemed less affected by 
this factor. 	

The second reason for non-enrollment was availability in the schools; approximately 18% of 
households could not send their children to school because there was no place for enrollment. 
Those households who had registered for a period of over 6 months seemed less affected by the 
availability factor than those who had arrived more recently. 

In some areas, there were simply no schools available, or a lack of transportation prevented chil-
dren from attending school.

1 School age is between 4 and 17 years old.
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6 HEALTH ASSISTANCE

Approximately 35% of households stated that they were not receiving any kind of health assis-
tance and were covering all health related costs themselves. Another 23% households did not 
know what to answer and 30% reported receiving assistance from humanitarian agencies, either 
partially or totally. These percentages were significantly higher among those awaiting registration, 
and recently registered due to lack of knowledge, compared to those registered longer ago. The 
latter were more likely to receive assistance from humanitarian actors to meet health care needs 
(please see Figure 10).

The most common type of 
health care assistance pro-
vided by humanitarian ac-
tors was sharing costs with 
patients, with this approach 
being utilized by 20% of 
households.  Around 10% of 
households benefited from 
free health care provided 
by humanitarian actors and 
almost the same proportion 
made use of health clinics. 
The remaining 3% listed their 
means of providing health 
care as “other”.

*

* informal education
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7 SAFETY AND SECURITY
An estimated 10% of households reported having experienced some type of harassment while in 
Lebanon during the three months prior to the survey. 7% of households reported that insecurity 
limited the movement of at least some household members. Households that were registered for 
a longer time seemed to feel slightly more insecurity and movement restriction than those await-
ing registration. 

The main types of insecurity reported were lack of safety (56%), harassment (31%), extortion 
(27%), robberies (6%) and others (12%), like threats and different types of discrimination. Insecu-
rity was mainly caused by neighbors (42%), hosts or landlord (14%), shops (11%), local authori-
ties (10%) and others (30%) within the local community.

8 LIVELIHOOD SOURCES  

8.1- Main livelihood source
More than half of the refugee population surveyed (57%) relied on employment as their primary 
livelihood source. Nearly 30% of the households surveyed depended on some type of assistance 
as their main livelihood source; mainly food vouchers (24%) but also included gifts, remittances, 
and cash from humanitarian actors. Significant differences were found according to registra-
tion date. Those awaiting registration relied significantly more on unsustainable sources of cash 
(savings, informal commerce etc.) or debts/credits and sale of assets while those already reg-
istered relied significantly more on assistance as the main livelihood source. The reason for this 
difference seems to be that those awaiting registration have not yet been granted access to the 
voucher programme and other forms of formal assistance and are forced to rely on their own 
means until they have registered.
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The most common livelihood sources among those surveyed came from non-agricultural casual 
labor (28%) and skilled work (24%). However a significant portion (24%) also cited WFP food 
vouchers as their main livelihood source. Households awaiting registration as well as those reg-
istered over three months ago, depend more on non-agricultural labor as the main livelihood 
source. Those who have been registered for a longer period of time tend to report food vouchers 
as their main livelihood source (see Figure 11).

The assessment found that households that are awaiting registration or have recently registered, 
had significantly fewer livelihood sources than those that registered longer than three months 
ago. Reliance on food vouchers as a primary livelihood source is significantly more frequent 
among those registered for longer than three months. On the other hand, savings, non-agricultur-
al casual labor and gifts are a more common livelihood source among those who are either await-
ing registration or have recently registered.

Skilled work, as main livelihood source, was significantly more common among those who have 
been registered for a longer period of time, whereas non-agricultural casual labor was relatively 
more frequent among those either awaiting registration or recently registered. 

Savings were significantly more frequent as a first or second livelihood source among those 
awaiting registration. The main livelihood sources of those not yet registered or recently regis-
tered were non-agricultural casual labor and savings. Once registered, refugees’ main livelihood 
source are largely substituted by skilled work and food vouchers.

8.2 Livestock and Agriculture
Less than 1% of interviewed Syrian refugee households owned livestock or had access to land in 
order to cultivate their own produce. The main livestock consists of poultry. Of nine households 
with access to land, only five had cultivated or harvested in the four months prior to the survey. 
Cultivation mainly consisted of vegetables and several types of citrus fruit.  Some of the main 
reasons for not cultivating land was the lack of tools, water, seeds or knowledge for cultivation.

9 EXPENDITURES
The average monthly expenditure per household was 
approximately US$ 774. Of this amount, nearly half 
(around US$ 370) is regularly spent on food, with rent 
accounting for a further US$ 200.  Expenditure on 
healthcare amounted to an average of circa US$ 70 
per month; though this is significantly higher among 
those who registered longer than six months ago 
than for those awaiting registration. Expenditure on 
the remaining sectors amounted to less than US$ 40 
per month. Transport expenses tend to be higher for 
those awaiting registration, while the opposite occurs 
for expenditure on electricity. Higher transport costs 
can be explained due to instability of the housing 
situations of newly registered households whereas 
those that have been registered for longer periods are 
more likely to remain in one place (See annex 3 Table 
26 for detailed expenditure per area).

Monthly households expenditure (in US$)

Table4: Monthly expenditures per category

Food
Rent
Health
Alcohol
Transport
Soap
Electricity
Water
Others
Education
Agricultural Inputs
Total

370
194
70
37
34
23
22
12
7
5
0

774
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10 FOOD CONSUMPTION
10.1 – Frequency of cooking
More than half of the Syrian refugee adults (58%) reported having consumed less than three 
warm or cooked meals the day prior to the survey. Another 23% of the households’ reported to 
have consumed less than two cooked meals the previous day.

Some 42% children under the age of five consumed less than three warm or cooked meals the 
previous day.

Similarly, the proportion of children that consumed four warm meals the day before the survey 
was significantly higher in households that were registered longer compared to those awaiting 
registration or those recent registered. The opposite applied for the percentage of children that 
only consumed two meals.

Nearly 20% of the households were not able to cook food at least once a day on average. As 
seen in figure 12, this was mainly due to lack of food to cook but other reasons were lack of fuel 
and lack of kitchen stoves. The percentage of households unable to cook at least once a day, due 
to either lack of food or cooking facilities, was significantly higher among those awaiting registra-
tion.

It should be noted that in Syria the average number of meals was two to three per day 2. 

Fewer than 10% of households reported that members would regularly consume meals outside 
the home.

10.2 -Diet diversity 
Dietary diversity can be defined as the number of different food groups eaten over a reference 
time period, regardless of the frequency of consumption. For this survey, the reference time peri-
od was one week.

The following are the 12 standard household weekly diet diversity food groups (HWDD): Cereals, 
tubers, pulses, vegetables, fruits, meat, fish, eggs, milk, sugar, oil, spices. 

2 Syrian Arab Republic Nutrition Profile – Food and Nutrition Division, FAO, 2005
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o	 The  HWDD weekly average diet diversity = 9-10 food groups
o	 The  Household daily average diet diversity (HDADD) = 7 -8 food groups

On average, households consumed nine to ten food groups per week, and seven to eight food 
groups on a daily basis.  Almost all visited households (99.7%) consumed five or more food 
groups in the past week and four or more per day. 

Diet diversity was found to be significantly lower for those households awaiting registration and 
households recently registered, compared to households who have been registered for a longer 
period of time.

10.3 - Food consumption score 
According to the Food Consumption Score (FCS), 93% of the surveyed population were found 
to have an acceptable score (see Appendix 4 for details). Households that were registered more 
than six months before the assessment were significantly more likely to have acceptable food 
consumption scores than households awaiting registration. 
The main difference observed in food consumption among the registration categories was related 
to the intake of protein-rich food groups such as meat, milk and pulses, and also sugar and oil. 
Of the households with an acceptable FCS (93% of the total interviewed households), some 42% 
consumed animal protein almost on a daily basis. Of the households with a poor FCS (2.3% of 
the total number of households), some 94% did not consume animal protein at all, whereas 6% 
consumed animal protein one to five days a week.
31% of households with an acceptable FCS consumed pulses one to five days per week, while a 
further 51% reported consumption of pulses on an almost daily basis (see Figure 14). Only 21% 
of households with a poor FCS reported consumed pulses at least one to five days per week. The 
remaining 79% of households reported not consuming pulses at all. 

HWDD Mean

Awaiting registration
Registration 0-3 months
Registration 3-6 months

Registration after 6 months

Total

9.5

9.6

9.8

9.9

9.7

≤3      4          5   6       ≥7

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

.3%

.1%

1.1%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

.3%

1.4%

.3%

0.0%

.3%

.5%

2.5%

.9%

2.5%

.6%

1.6%

95.0%

98.9%

97.5%

98.9%

97.5%

Table5: Household weekly diet diversity shown per stratum

HDADD Mean

Awaiting registration
Registration 0-3 months
Registration 3-6 months

Registration after 6 months

Total

7.2

7.3

7.6

7.6

7.4

<2.5       2.5 - 3.4    3.5 - 4.4    4.5 - 6.4     ≥ 6.5

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

.0%

.0%

.8%

.3%

0.0%

0.0%

.3%

2.0%

1.1%

0.0%

1.1%

1.1%

23.7%

24.5%

15.5%

12.6%

19.1%

73.5%

74.1%

84.5%

86.3%

79.6%

Table6: Household daily average diversity
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Of note is the fact that the difference in the frequency of the consumption of oil/fat consumption 
between households with a poor FCS and households with an acceptable FCS were not signifi-
cant. 
19% of households with an acceptable FCS consumed dairy products six to seven times a week 
and 33% of the households had a consumption frequency of one to five times a week. There was 
a significant difference in comparison with households that had a poor FCS; only 4% consumed 
dairy one to five times per week whereas the majority (96%) did not consume dairy on a weekly 
basis.
A significant proportion of households with an acceptable FCS (41%) consumed sugar six to 
seven times a week and 43% had a consumption frequency of one to five times a week. Over half 
of the households with a poor FCS (55%), did not consume sugar on a weekly basis.  Some 10% 
had a consumption frequency of six to seven times per week. Only a small percentage (16%) did 
not consume sugar at all during a week (see Figure 14 for details). 
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10.4 - Food consumption pattern
Although most households showed acceptable food consumption and diet diversity, the food 
groups most consumed were bread, condiments and sugar, which are characterized by their low 
nutrient value. 

More than 60% of the households did not consume any Vitamin A-rich vegetables or fruit during 
the week prior to the survey and nearly 40% households did not consume iron-rich food groups, 
like meat or fish.  The main source of Vitamin A is milk, followed by eggs. This food consumption 
pattern implies a risk of micronutrient deficiencies, especially for iron deficiency anemia. This risk 
also applies to children, for whom it is recommended to have a daily intake of Vitamin-A rich fruit, 
vegetables, and meat or fish (See figure 15).

The food consumption pattern was significantly different among strata. The longer the house-
holds were registered the more diverse their food pattern. The main differences were found in 
meat and milk consumption (sources of iron and Vitamin A-rich food groups). Differences were 
also found in the consumption of cereal tubers, pulses, Vitamin-A rich fruit, sugar, fats and condi-
ments (See Annex 5 for a table of food groups and frequency of consumption).

10.5 Food security 
The classification of households according to their food security situation is based on a com-
posite indicator that considers food consumption, food expenditure and coping strategies. The 
formula provides a score that reflects two key dimensions of food security: the actual status of 
the households (particularly, in the short term), for which the food consumption score is the key 
indicator, and the forward looking perspective/access to long-term food security, which is meas-
ured through food expenditure and the coping strategies. 
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The three factors considered (Food Consumption Score, food expenditure share and coping 
strategies) are converted in a 4-point scale (see Table 7) and the score is the result of an average 
of points assigned to each factor (see Appendix 1 for further explanation of the food security 
classification).
Based on the methodology described above, households were classified into four food security 
categories: food secure, mild food insecure, moderately food insecure and severely food insecure 
(The food security classification of each category is described in Table 8).

Nearly 70% of the households had some degree of food insecurity, with the majority falling un-
der the mild food insecurity classification. Some 12% households were classified as moderately 
or severely food insecure (Results of the analysis are shown in Figure 16). Of the three indicators 
considered in the score, coping strategies was the indicator that showed the worst situation and 
therefore was the main determinant of food insecurity. Considering the food consumption score 
as an indication of the current food security status, the results pointed out that although the situa-
tion was acceptable for more than 50% of the households, the medium or long term food security 
situation could be compromised by a limited coping capacity.
Households registered more than six months before the survey were more likely to be food se-
cure, whereas the proportion of moderate food insecurity was significantly higher among house-
holds recently registered or awaiting registration.

Food Security Group 	Household Group Condition*

1-Food Secure 

2-Mild Food Insecurity

3-Moderate Food Insecurity

4- Severe Food Insecurity

Able to meet essential food and non-food needs without 
engaging in atypical coping strategies

Has minimally adequate food consumption without 
engaging in irreversible coping strategies; unable to 
afford some essential non-food expenditures

Has extreme food consumption gaps, OR, Has extreme loss of 
livelihood assets that will lead to food consumption gaps OR worse. 

* Household group conditions adapted from IPC Technical Manual Version 2.0

1
Food Secure

2
Mild Food Insecurity

3
Moderate Food

Insecurity

4
Severe Food

Insecurity
Food consumption 

Food expenditure share

Coping strategies

Acceptable

<50%

Acceptable with food
related coping strategies

50-65%

Stress coping strategies

Borderline

65-75%

Crisis coping
strategies

Poor

>75%

Emergencies coping
strategies

Households not
adopting coping
strategies
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The significant differences among strata were found in the differences in food consumption as 
well as in the medium/long term coping capacity indicator, especially coping strategies.

11 COPING STRATEGIES   
11.1 - Coping strategies  
Nearly 50% of the interviewed households reported having experienced a shortage of food (and/
or money to buy food) in the month prior to the survey. The percentage of households experienc-
ing a lack of food was significantly higher among those recently registered and awaiting registra-
tion than those households registered for a longer period of time.

Of the households experiencing a shortage of food, some 90% applied coping strategies related 
to their food consumption. The most common food-related coping strategies were:

•    Relying on less preferred or inexpensive food (89% of households)
•    Reducing the number of meals and portions sizes per day (69% of households)
•    Reducing portion size of meals (65% of households) 
•    Restricting women or adult’s food consumption so that children may eat (8% and 49%  
     respectively).
Overall, the percentage of households applying food-related coping strategies was lower among 
those households that registered more than six months ago with the exception of the following 
coping strategy: purchasing food on credit. This coping strategy was significantly less used by 
households awaiting registration (see Figure 17 below). An explanation can be found in Figure 18 
below, which shows that those awaiting registration received little to no credit/loans from banks 
or money lenders, whereas those registered for a longer period of time received credit/loans.

Figure 18 (see also Appendix 6) shows the percentage of non-food related coping strategies. The 
most common strategies were;

•    Spending of savings (45% of households)
•    Buying food on credit or borrowing money to purchase food (39% of households)
•    Reducing essential non-food expenditures such as education or health. 
•    Selling households goods (radio, furniture, television, jewelry etc. (30%)   
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•    To a lesser scale although significant, Withdrawing children from school (21.4 % of house
      holds)
•    Have school children (6-15 years old) involved with income generation
Almost 50% of households applied less severe coping strategies, mainly savings spent. The most 

severe coping 
strat- egies 
were applied 
more signifi-
cantly by recently 
regis- tered 
house- holds, 
whereas the less 
severe coping 
strat- egies 
were applied 
more sig- nificantly 
by those house-
holds regis-
tered more 
than six months 
ago.
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11.2-Debts 
Approximately 70% of households borrowed money or received credit in the last three months. 
Although the proportion was higher among households registered for a longer time, differences 
were not significant.  As shown in Figure 19, the main reasons reported for borrowing money or 
obtaining credit were to buy food (81%), followed by paying rent (52%) and thirdly, to cover health 
expenses (25%). Among those awaiting registration or households recently registered, rent and 
food-related reasons were the most important reasons to borrow money. There was also a small 
increase of households that borrow money for educational purposes. 

Table 10 details that, the main sources of loans or credits were friends or relatives outside of Leb-
anon.  Around 70% households had some debts and 75% of this proportion had a debt amount-
ing to more than $200. Over 20% households had debts of more than $600. The proportion of 
households without debts was significantly higher among those households awaiting registration 
and recently registered when compared to those registered more than six months ago. House-
holds awaiting registration, however, had a slightly higher percentage of borrowing money/credit 
and higher amounts of debts then those households registered three months ago.

Awaiting
registration

(N=358)

Registration
0 - 3 months 

(N=351)

Registration
3-6 months 

(N=355)

Registration
after 6 months

 (N=358)

Total
(N=1422)

N       %           N       %           N       %          N           %          N       %

Borrow money / credit     250  69.8%     240   68.4%      257   72.4%      266      74.3%     1013  70.5%

Table9: Number and percentages of households with debts
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12 ASSISTANCE  
12.1 - Type of assistance
Most of the refugees surveyed relied on the assistance of either friends or family, or humanitarian 
organizations to meet their basic needs. Table 12 and Figure 20, illustrate the type of assistance 
for the households per stratum.   

The percentage of households that receive food vouchers increases in accordance with the 
length of stay in Lebanon.  Between those awaiting registration and the other strata, there is a 
significant difference (awaiting 19.6% - ≥ 6 months 94.1%) 

The same trend can be observed concerning health assistance.  The longer the households are 
registered the more health assistance they receive.

Concerning education; the proportion of assistance received increases concurrently with the 
length of registered refugees’ stay in Lebanon. The same can be found for the receiving of fuel 
subsidies during winter months. For the latter there is a difference of 29 % between the house-
holds awaiting registration and those who have been registered more than six months.

There is also an increase of 25% in households receiving hygiene kits between those who are 
awaiting registration and those who have been registered for longer than three months. The in-
crease between the strata ≤ three months to between three to six months is another 20%.

Awaiting
registration 

(N=250)

Registration 
0 -3 months 

(N=240)

Registration 
3-6 months 

(N=257)

Registration
after 6 months 

(N=266)
Total

(N=1413)

Friends/relatives
out of Lebanon

Money lender

Bank/ formal
institution

Informal saving
group

Others

196 78.4% 182 75.8% 208 80.9% 210  78.9%  796  78.0%

8 3.2% 11  4.6% 17  6.6% 21  7.9%  57  5.3%

0 0.0% 1 .4% 1 .4% 1 .4%  3    .3%

4 1.6% 0 0.0% 5 1.9%  4  1.5%  13   1.0%

58 23.2% 52 21.7%  31 12.1% 44 16.5% 185 19.1%

N %          N           %        N            %       N        %      N       %

Table10: Sources of loans or credit

Table11: Amount of debts shown per strata

No debt

<=200$

201-600$

>=601$

Awaiting
registration

(N=250)

Registration 
0 - 3 months

 (N=240)

Registration
 3-6 months 

(N=257)

Registration
after 6 months 

(N=266)

Total
(N=1413)

106 29.6%* 91 25.9%*  75 21.1%  59 16.5%*  331   24.2%

86 24.0%  93 26.5%  95 26.8%  104   29.1%  378   26.5%

102 28.5%  9 4 26.8% 102 28.7%  101   28.2%  399    27.8%

64 17.9%* 73 20.8%  83  23.4%   94  26.3%*   314    21.6%

N          %       N           %      N  %       N          %      N       %
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Awaiting
registration

(N=358)

Registration
 0-3 months 

(N=351)

Registration
3-6 months 

(N=355)

Registration
after 6 months

 (N=358)
Total

(N=1422)

Food voucher

Food assistance
(In kind)

Food assistance
(subsidy)

School feeding

Seeds

Fertilizer

Fodder, animal
feed, animal
health care

Health care/drugs

Education

Psychosocial
support

Fuel subsidy

Rent subsidy

Other subsidy

Shelter

Furniture/clothes

Water storage
items (tanks,
containers,
buckets)

Latrines

Hygiene kits

Cooking kits

Other non-food
items

Cash

70 19.6%

109 30.4%

10 2.8%

5 1.4%

3 .8%

0 0.0%

0 0.0%

54 15.1%

25 7.0%

0 0.0%

13 3.6%

25 7.0%

7 2.0%

60 16.8%

109 30.4%

5 1.4%

7 2.0%

72 20.1%

50 14.0%

12 3.4%

17 4.7%

286 81.5%

106 30.2%

14 4.0%

3 .9%

0 0.0%

0 0.0%

0 0.0%

62 17.7%

33 9.4%

5 1.4%

20 5.7%

29 8.3%

12 3.4%

45 12.8%

108 30.8%

6 1.7%

14 4.0%

159 45.3%

57 16.2%

29 8.3%

27 7.7%

346 97.5%

111 31.3%

20 5.6%

6 1.7%

0 0.0%

1 .3%

0 0.0%

97 27.3%

59 16.6%

11 3.1%

53 14.9%

37 10.4%

2 .6%

54 15.2%

101 28.5%

10 2.8%

10 2.8%

230 64.8%

23 6.5%

21 5.9%

20 5.6%

337 94.1%

123 34.4%

20 5.6%

9 2.5%

2 .6%

4 1.1%

2 .6%

102 28.5%

96 26.8%

9 2.5%

117 32.7%

33 9.2%

6 1.7%

44 12.3%

91 25.4%

15 4.2%

3 .8%

250 69.8%

22 6.1%

16 4.5%

18 5.0%

1039 73.6%

449 31.2%

64 4.3%

23 1.4%

5 .3%

5 .2%

2 .1%

315 20.9%

213 13.3%

25 1.6%

203 11.7%

124 8.6%

27 2.2%

203 14.1%

409 29.3%

36 2.3%

34 2.8%

711 48.0%

152 12.1%

78 6.1%

82 6.2%

N % N %        N             %         N            %         N           %

Table12: Types of assistance in percentage and per number 
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The need for cooking kits shows a commensurate decrease with the length of time a household 
has been registered. This is due to the fact that there is only need for one kit per household.

12.2 - Frequency of assistance
Nearly all registered households reported that they receive food vouchers on a regular basis. 
Regarding in kind food assistance, 86% of households claimed they have received it at least 
once. This percentage can be explained due the fact that WFP provides food parcels for refugees 
awaiting registration. There is a slight decrease in households who regularly receive assistance in 
proportion to the amount of time that has elapsed since they were registered. 

A fifth of the households surveyed received non-WFP food assistance at least once, while 73% of 
households received food assistance on regular basis. 

Some 20% of households receive regular health assistance, while a further 23% have received 
healthcare assistance once. This could very well be explained by the possibility that there has not 
been need for further health assistance among those surveyed. Just a few households reported 
that they had regular health assistance but no longer receive such assistance.

Almost two-thirds of the participating households (64%) reported receiving educational assis-
tance on a regular basis; these are mainly the households registered between three and six 
months and those registered longer than six months ago. Some 32% said they had only received 
educational assistance once. 

Of those who have benefited from assistance for fuel, 70% no longer receive any fuel assistance 
on a regular basis.

With regard to assistance for latrines there is an average 20% to 80% per strata who respectively 
received assistance, either regularly or just once. 

There is an increase in the number of households who regularly receive hygiene kits, with the 
length of time households have been in the country.

13 CHILD NUTRITION (aged 6-59 months)
Extensive data was collected during the assessment on the health and nutritional status of 1,690 
children between 6 and 59 months (52% males; 48% females). In addition, infant and young child 
feeding practices were assessed for 618 children under two years of age (6 - 23 months).

Table13: Number and percentage of children sampled by sex and age group

Female                   male                     Total

Age

6-11m

12-23m

24-35m

36-47m

48-59m

Total

97

211

164

168

163

803

117

193

194

179

204

887

13%

22%

22%

20%

23%

100.0%

214

404

358

347

367

1690

13%

24%

21%

20%

22%

100.0%

12%

26%

20%

21%

20%

100.0%

N               %        N                %        N               %
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13.1- Health
Almost half of the children under the age of five (45%) were reported as having been sick dur-
ing the two weeks prior to the survey. The most common symptoms were fever (63%), coughing 
(51%) and diarrhea (35%), while 19% of the sick children showed other symptoms like allergies, 
infections, asthma and measles. 

Children under two were significantly more likely to be sick, including a much higher incidence of 
diarrhea. Coughs and other symptoms were significantly more common among children between 
2 and 5 years (table 15). 

The percentage of sick children was significantly higher among households that were awaiting 
registration; compared to those recently registered (longer than three months ago). This is mainly 
due to the higher percentage of children with diarrhea and fever among those awaiting registra-
tion. Specifically fever, was more frequent among children of households awaiting registration 
when compared to those households registered between three and six months ago. 

Table14: Number and percentage of children sampled by strata

Awaiting
registration

Registration
0-3 months

Registration
3-6 months

Registration
after 6 months Total

6-23 m

6-59 m 

161 36.8%    150     36.1%     155         35.7%   152         37.7%    618      36%

438 100%    415      100%      434           100%   403          100%    1690  100%

N            %        N                %     N       %       N           %       N       %

Sick

Diarrhea
Cough

Fever

Others

324 51.5% 46.3% 56.7% 458 41.7% 37.5% 46.1%

144 43.9% 37.8% 50.2% 135 28.6% 24.0% 33.6%

149 45.4% 38.9% 52.0% 247 54.9% 48.6% 61.0%

218 67.6% 59.9% 74.4% 280 60.3% 54.2% 66.1%

48 15.7% 11.6% 20.8%  98 21.1% 17.1% 25.7%

Table15: Percentage sick children and main symptoms by age group
6-23 months                                             24-59 months

Lower Upper    Lower Upper

95% ConÞdence
Interval

95% ConÞdence
IntervalN %                     N      %
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13.2 - Infant and Young Child Feeding (IYCF)
Out of the 618 children between six and 23 months old that were included in the survey, only 6% 
had a minimum acceptable diet according to WHO IYCF indicators.  Table 16 and Figure 22 show 
the results on breastfeeding, complementary feeding, meal frequency, diet diversity and minimum 
acceptable diet by age group. Figure 23 and table 17 show the consumption of each food group. 
No significant differences according to registration date were observed. 

Breastfeeding 
About 50% of children between six and 23 months were breastfed the day before the survey. 
Breastfeeding practice decreases significantly with child age. The percentage of children under 
the age of one who are breastfed is almost 75%, dropping to about 50% among children be-
tween one and one and a half years old, and decreases further to 25% in children between one 
and a half and two years old.  

Complementary feeding   
About 75% of the children surveyed received complementary feeding in the form of solid, 
semi-solid or liquid food, other than breast milk.  The introduction of other foods aside from 
breast milk increases with age. Nearly 60% of children under the age of one, and 75% of children 
between one and one and a half have received complementary feeding. Of the children between 
age one and a half and two years, some 90% received complementary feeding.  It is recommend-
ed that complimentary feeding starts from the age of six months. When comparing the situation 
of Syrian children in Lebanon with Syrian children in Syria, IYCF practices showed little difference. 
In both countries, Syrian children do not regularly receive complimentary feeding at the recom-
mended age of six months.

Meal frequency
Almost 75% of the children surveyed did not meet the minimum acceptable meal frequency 
which, according to WHO guidelines, should be two daily meals for breastfed children between 
six and eight months, three daily meals for breastfed children between nine and 23 months, and 
four daily meals for non-breastfed children. No significant differences were found by age group.  

Diet diversity and food group consumption 
According to WHO, children between six and 23 months should consume a minimum of four 
of the seven food groups daily to meet the minimum dietary diversity, independent of age and 
breastfeeding status. About 85% of the children surveyed did not meet the minimum diet diversi-
ty requirements the day prior to the survey. This percentage is significantly higher among children 
under one (94%) than for older children, between one and two years.  

Breast milk 

Complementary feeding

Minimum acceptable frequency

Minimum diet diversity

Minimum acceptable diet

159 74% 107 49%  49 26% 315  51%

128 59% 162 76% 169 86% 459 73%

69  32%  50 20%  48 25%  167 25%

11  6% 35 18%  50 25%  96 16%

6 3% 9 4%  12 6% 27  4%

N               %            N             %         N        %       N       %

Table16: IYCF practices by age group

6-11m               12-17m               18-23m                Total

Age group

IYCF (N=618)
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The food groups most consumed (see Table 17) were dairy products (54%), grains, roots and 
tubers (46%), followed by fruits and vegetables non-rich in Vitamin A (26%) and eggs (24%). 
Although it is recommended that children between six and 23 months have a daily intake of vita-
min A rich fruits and vegetables and meat or fish, the results show that only a mere 5% of chil-
dren under the age of two consumed sufficient vitamin A rich fruits and vegetables and meat or 
fish. 

Consumption of the different food groups and diversity of diet increases significantly in accord-
ance with the child’s age. However the intake of vitamin A rich food, fruits and vegetables does 
not grow significantly with age. 

Table 17: Number, proportion of children between 6-23 months that consumed each food group the day prior to the survey

Food groups

Grains, roots, tubers
Legumes & nuts
Dairy products
Meat & fish
Eggs

Vitamin A rich fruits and vegetables

Other vegetables and fruits

290
64
336
32

154

37

153

45.7%
10.5%
53.5%
4.9%

24.2%

6.1%

26.1%

40.6%
7.2%
48.7%
3.4%

20.2%

4.4%

22.4%

51.0%
15.2%
58.3%
7.1%

28.7%

8.3%

30.2%

N  % Lower Upper
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Nutritional Status Indicators
Based on anthropometric measurements of Middle Upper Arm Circumference, out of 1,690 chil-
dren between six and 59 months, 22 (1.0%) were found to be moderately acute malnourished 
(MUAC 124-115 mm) and 0.4% severely acute malnourished (MUAC <115 mm). Both results are 
below the emergency thresholds. Although percentages of acute malnutrition (based on MUAC) 
are expected to underestimate the percentages obtained by weight for height, the results point 
out that no significant increase in acute malnutrition has occurred since September 2012 (SMART 
nutrition survey 2012).

Percentages of acute malnutrition among children tend to be higher in households awaiting reg-
istration or recently registered, when compared to in households that registered more than six 
months ago. The differences, however, were not significant.
 

Table 19: Number and proportion of moderate and severe acute malnutrition in children 6-95 months
based on MUAC by strata

Awaiting
(N=438)

Before 3 months
(N=415)

Between 3-6 months
(N=434)

After 6 months
(N=403)

N % N %                   N             %                 N            %
MAM 

SAM

3         .7%           6        1.4%                    3              .7%               3                  .7%

4         .9%           1          .2%                    2              .5%               0                 0.0%

Table 18: Number, proportion and 95% CI of moderate
and severe acute malnutrition in children 6-59 months
based on MUAC

MAM 

SAM
Total

15

7

1690

1.0%

.4%

100.0%

.6%

.2%

100.0%

1.7%

.9%

100.0%

Lower U pper
N %

95% Confidence
Interval
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14 Key Findings
This survey examined the vulnerability and living conditions of the Syrian refugees in Lebanon, 
including the sectors health, food security, shelter and education.  At the moment of writing this 
report it is expected that a further influx of refugees into Lebanon will continue due to the on-go-
ing conflict in Syria.

The results of this survey will be used to determine the degree of vulnerability of the refugees per 
household and how to effectively assist them. Below are the most significant findings of the vari-
ous sectors that have been analyzed.

•    The average size of households was seven to eight people; half of these were within the
      dependency age brackets.

•    40% of the households surveyed cared for at least one person with special needs. 

•    Some 10% of households have felt some form of physical insecurity, primarily harassment and 
      mainly by neighbors.

•    Many households were fragmented when they arrived in Lebanon. This trend was especially 
     prevalent among households registered more than six months before the survey.

•    Around 59% of the Syrian refugees came from rural areas with the remaining 41% coming 
     from urban areas. 

•    A majority of the households surveyed lived in independent housing. The average rent was 
     $250 per month. 11% of the participants lived in tented settlements.

•    Most households had access to clean drinking water which is mostly purchased or taken from 
     a public reservoir.

•    Some 32% reported they did not have sufficient access to fuel to cover their cooking needs.

•    Most households had access to latrines, either flushing or improvised.  A small percentage 
     used the open field. 

•    The main reason children were not attending school was that the parents could not afford to 
     send them. Children from households who have been registered longer than six months 
     seemed less affected by this financial factor. The second reason for non-enrolment was lack 
     of availability of spaces in schools.  

•    The amount of health assistance received increases with the length of stay. Households
      having registered within three months of the survey, or those awaiting registration, for the most 
     part pay health costs themselves.  

•    The main livelihood sources were non-agricultural casual labor, skilled work and the WFP-
     provided food vouchers. The longer households are registered the more they seem to rely on   
     the food vouchers. 

•    Households had on average an monthly expenditure of $774; nearly half of this amount is 
     spent on food and the rest on rent and others. 

•    Nearly 20% of households were not able to cook food at least once a day (on average), mainly 
     due to lack of food, lack of fuel and lack of stoves.  
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•    93% of the households had acceptable food consumption. Households that have been
      registered for a longer period of time seem to have better food diversity.  

•    Adult food consumption patterns imply a risk of micronutrient deficiencies.

•    Half of the households have applied coping strategies. Households that have been registered 
     for a longer period of time seemed less inclined to apply food related coping mechanisms 
     than those households recently registered or awaiting registration. The receiving of food    
     vouchers probably plays a key role in this. 

•    Approximately 70% of the interviewed households had some form of debt.  

•    All forms of assistance to the households seemed to increase with the length of their stay in 
     Lebanon.

•    Children under two had a high incidence of diarrhea.

•    Poor IYCF practices contribute to the risk of malnutrition.

•    Low consumption of vitamin A rich fruits and vegetables, and meat and fish by children under 
     two represent a risk of micronutrient deficiencies.

Key Findings - Significant Differences Between Registration Date
The chances of a household obtaining adequate independent housing increase with the length of 
time that they are registered and there is a corresponding decrease in the crowding index of fam-
ilies who have been registered for longer periods. Unregistered and recently registered refugees 
were significantly more prone to poorer housing conditions and a higher crowding index.  

Households registered between three and six months before the survey tend to reside in individ-
ual separate rooms whereas households who have been registered for longer mostly reside in 
apartments. 

Analysis showed that general assistance to the households increases with the length of their stay. 
This is the case, for instance, with health care assistance.

Households that are awaiting registration or have recently been registered had a lower meal 
frequency than those households that have been registered for more than six months. The latter 
also had a better food pattern compared to those who are awaiting or recently registered.
Lack of food, or money to buy food, tends to decrease with the time that passes since the regis-
tration date of households.

The Food Consumption Score (FCS) was higher among households registered more than six 
months compared to the other strata, and especially when compared with households awaiting 
registration. 

Savings were significantly more frequent as a first or second livelihood source among those 
households awaiting registration.

Those households that have been registered for more than six months show a lower percentage 
of application of food related coping strategies. This strata is also less likely to resort to the pur-
chase of less preferred food commodities as a coping strategy.
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VULNERABILITY CLASSIFICATION 

Households
Individuals

Low          Mild       Moderate      Severe     Mod-severea Total Indiv. Mod-Severeb 
+ Vuln. Cases Low-mildc

21%     22%          49%                  8%                       57%

13%     22%          53%                12%                       65%                                     71%

Table 20: Percentage of households and individuals by vulnerability degree.  

APPENDICES

Appendix 1- Classification and targeted groups
The classification of refugees is based on their vulnerability degree as measured against each of 
the eight sector-specific criteria (WASH, food security, economic vulnerability, education, shel-
ter, health, NFI, protection). Nevertheless, given that the main programme interventions informed 
by this criteria will be food and NFI distribution, more weight has been given to these sectors in 
order to ensure that the severe- and highly food insecure and economically vulnerable receive 
appropriate assistance.

Each of the four degrees of vulnerability for each sector has an assigned weight: Severe: 4; High: 
3; Mild: 2 and Low: 1. Each household is assigned an overall score that is based on the sum of 
their vulnerability in each sector. Depending on the scores obtained, households are classified 
into four degrees of vulnerability according to the following criteria:

•    Severe. This group includes households that have been classified as severely vulnerable for 
     five sectors and mildly vulnerable for the three remaining sectors (score>=26 points).  It also 
     includes households that are severely food insecure and severely economically vulnerable, 
     independently of the vulnerability classification obtained for other sectors.     
•    Moderate. This group includes households that have been classified as moderately vulnerable 
     for at least five sectors and mildly vulnerable for the three remaining sectors (score 21-25 
     points), but are not entitled to be included in the “severe” group. It also includes moderately 
     food insecure households and moderately economic vulnerable households, independently of 
     the vulnerability classification obtained for other sectors.   
•    Mild. This group includes households that have been classified as mildly vulnerable for all sec
     tors but who are not entitled to be included in the “moderate” or “severe” group (16-20 
     points).
•    Low vulnerability: This group includes households that have been classified with mild vulnera
     bility for seven sectors (<16 points). 

Example: A household that has been classified as severely vulnerable for five sectors, moderate-
ly for two sectors, and mildly for one sector would get a score of: Five sectors severe*four (severe 
weight) + two sectors moderate * three (moderate weight) + one sector mild * (two mild weight) = 
28 points SEVERELY VULNERABLE

a.) Percentage of households / individuals included in categories “Moderate” or “Severe Vulnerability”: Moderate + 
severe.  
 b.) Percentage of individuals included in categories “Moderate” or “Severe Vulnerability”:  Moderate + severe plus 
children under 2, Pregnant and Lactating Woman, elders (>60 years) and non-autonomous individuals (those in need 
of support for daily basic activities) included in “Mild” and “Low vulnerability” categories.
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Food
basket

Vegetables

Proteins

Carbohyd-
rates

Other

Nonfood
items

Fuel 

Hgiene
basket

Other
services

Utilities 

Quantity

0.9   kg
1.95 kg

0.6   kg
 1.6   kg 
1.14 kg

2.1 kg
3    kg
3.9 kg
1.5 kg
1.5 kg

0.99 kg
 0.6   kg 
0.15 kg

Item

Education
Health

Water (cost per month)

Electricity (cost per month)

Households 5 members 

Toilet paper 4 packs of rolls

Tooth paste 2 pcs of 75ml

Laundry soap 1kg/1 liter (Bubbles) 

Dishes detergent 750 ml (Golden)

Sanitary napkins (pads) 3 packs of 20

Individual soap 5 pieces of 125 g (6pcs)

Shampoo 1 bottle 500 ml  

Diapers

Cooking gas 1 kg

Petrol 20 L unleaded

Per person

Per households 5 members 

Communication costs

Bread 

Egyptian rice

Bulgur wheat

Pasta

Sugar

Eggs 

Beans 

Canned meat

Lemon 

Leaves/green vegetables

LBP

900 

1,950

2,544

4,374

1,254

3.150

4,650

4,876

2,265

1,950

2,475

5,906.

77.55

476568

238284

37,500

750

8,175

3,965

4,625

7,437.50

3,550

2,678.50

3,937.50

4,750.0

22,625.00  

13,500

116,667

34,667

81,667

1,146,954.

LBP

900

1.950

2,544

4,374

1,254

3,150

4,650

4,876

2,265

1,950

2,475

5,906

77.55

476568

238284

37,500

2,000

34,700

4,200

4,500

7,437

2,500

3,750

6,000

3,900

18,000

124,625

79,621

41,347

46,350

927,144

LBP

900

1.950

2,544

4,374

1,254

3.150

4,650

4,876

2,265

1,950

2,475

5,906.25

77.55

476568

238284

37,500

2,000

37.000

4,700

9,000

7,000

2,500

3,700

5,000

5,500

20.000

64,854

81,758

35,089

39,022

793,063

LBP

900 

1,950

2,544

4,374

1,254

3.150

4,650

4,876

2,265

1,950

2,475

5,906.25

77.55

476568

238284

37,500     

1.375.

21,437.50

4,825

4,562.50

7,437.50

3,025

3,214 

4,970

4,325

20,315

69,062.50

98,145.50

38,007

64,008.50

1.037,049

Tripoli, Beirut,
the South and
Mont Liban

Akkar

Appendix 2 Average Expenditures Per Household and Area 

Areas north
of Tripoli

Bekaa area
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Appendix 3 – Methodology
The assessment was divided into two phases:

•    PHASE 1.  A multi-sectoral household survey of registered and pre-registered Syrian refugees 
     in Lebanon to build a profile of Syrian refugees and to develop criteria that could be used for 
      targeting of food and non-food item assistance. 
•    PHASE 2. Application of the criteria for targeting various forms of assistance to refugee 
      households following the established standard methodology.
Methodology phase 1
The survey focused on Syrian refugees registered and awaiting registration with UNHCR at the 
time that the household selection began. These were a total of   1,422 households. The popula-
tion was stratified into four groups according to their registration date: 

1.	 Awaiting registration (≈ 128,000 persons)5 
2.	 Registered in the preceding three months (≈ 135,000 persons)6 
3.	 Registered in the preceding three-six months (≈ 73,000 persons)3

4.	 Registered over six months ago (≈ 58,000 persons)3 

Samples of each of these strata were considered representative of their respective strata and 
followed a two-stage cluster methodology. The sample size per strata was calculated according 
to the following parameters: 

-  Estimated prevalence: 50%                          Population size / strata = 345
-  Desired precision:  10%                                households 
-  Design effect: 3	
-  Non-valid response households: 10%	         Total population size = 345 x 4 = 1380 households

In order to estimate the number of clusters4 as well as households per cluster4, the following as-
sumptions were made with regard to the following statistical and operational considerations: 

-	 A minimum of 30 clusters4 per strata.    
-	 Two persons would carry out a household visit (= one pair)
-	 Five households were surveyed per day and per pair. 
-	 Two pairs would form a cluster (=one team) (allowing transportation in one car). 
-	 One supervisor would be responsible for two teams (four pairs of enumerators)
Operations 
The organization of the survey took place based on the following considerations:
1.  One team (= four people) per cluster4 per  day would survey ten households
2.  345 (households per strata) / ten (households per team per day) = 34.5 ≈ 35 cluster4/ strata.
3.  35 (cluster4/strata) * four strata = 140 clusters4
4.  Data collection option one: 14 teams (56 enumerators) would carry out ten days of data col
     lection (suggested).
     Seven supervisors (one for every four pairs of enumerators)
5.  Data collection option 2: 20 teams (80 enumerators) would carry out seven days of data col   
     lection.
     ten supervisors (one for every four pairs of enumerators)

3   Numbers based on 10 April 2013 data base provided by UNHCR.
4   Clusters: villages in rural areas, towns or neighborhoods in urban ones. 
5  Figures based on 17 April 2013 update. http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/country.php?id=122 
6  Figures based on 10 April 2013 data base provided by UNHCR. 
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In the first stage, 35 clusters were randomly selected per strata - proportional to refugee pop-
ulation size. In the second stage, ten households were randomly selected within each cluster4. 
Replacement households within each cluster4 and replacement clusters4 within each stratum 
were identified. If it was not possible to find the ten refugee households in the targeted village, the 
closest village was selected.
Assuming a significant correlation between registration date and arrival date, this stratification 
avoided a bias towards refugees recently arrived. In addition, the heterogeneity of refugee distri-
bution across the country made stratification by registration date a better option than stratifica-
tion by geography. Nevertheless, given the geographical differences of refugees and contexts, 
results could also be provided by geographical/program area/sector.  
Final cluster selection
Out of the 140 clusters randomly selected, five clusters were switched due to security reasons. 
The criterion for choosing the replacement clusters was geographical distant.
The cluster corresponding to the strata for households registered between three and six months 
ago in Qaa Baalbek in the Baalbek district was replaced by Arsal in the Baalbek district.
The cluster corresponding to the strata for households registered less than three months ago in 
Qaa Baalbek in the Baalbek district was replaced by Halba in the Akkar district. 

The cluster corresponding to the strata for households registered longer than six months ago in 
Khat Petrol in the Akkar district was replaced by Hisha in the Akkar district. 

The cluster corresponding to the strata for households registered less than three months ago in 
Wadi Nahle in Tripoli was replaced by Lailake in the Baabda district due frequent clashes. 

The cluster corresponding to the strata for households registered beyond six months ago in Tab-
baneh in Tripoli was replaced by El Minie in El Minieh-Dennie district.

Households Removed from survey selection
The list of registered refugees provided by UNHCR contained 59,509 households and 265,332 
people. Out of this number, 12,761 households were registered without specifying their location 
and 257 households had not provided contact details. Therefore, these households were taken 
out of the survey selection.

 District

Baalbek

Akkar

Tripoli 

Tripoli 

Locations
Geographical 

Qaa Baalbek

Khat Petrol

Tabbaneh

Wadi Nahle

Number
clusters

2

1

1

1

No go area

No go area 

Frequent clashes

Frequent clashes

Syrian militia crossed the
Lebanese border (700 m)

Table 21: Clusters that were replaced due safety concerns
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Data collection 
The data was collected in a time frame of 10 days by 56 enumerators (plus six replacements) and 
seven supervisors.  Each team consisted of four enumerators and each supervisor was responsi-
ble for two teams.
The collected data was registered through electronic devices and uploaded automatically to an 
online database. When compared to classic hardcopy completion of questionnaires, this option 
helped save time for data entry and allowed daily supervision of data collection.
The teams made appointments with households on the spot (that is, the same day of the cluster 
visit) in order to minimize the risk of “preparation” by households prior the visit and to prevent 
biased results. A field test was conducted in advance of the survey roll-out to ensure the feasibil-
ity of the approach.The questionnaire was designed to take approximately an hour, and covered 
multi-sectoral socio-economic indicators.

In order to optimize resources and reduce protection concerns, several key pieces of information 
from UNHCR’s ProGress database were included in the questionnaire. This information was pro-
vided by UNHCR during the data analysis and consolidation stage.

< 3 months

3 – 6 months

>6 months

Total registered
Awaiting
registration
Total

129,105

68,236

57,082

254,423

56,451

310,874

41.5%

21.9%

18.4%

81.8%

18.2%

100.0%

29,925

14,627

12,095

56,647

15,370

72,017

41.6%

20.3%

16.8%

78.7%

21.3%

100.0%

Strata Population
%

Population
Num. of

households
%

households

Table 22: Percentage of the population by registration strata 

< 3 months

3 – 6 months

>6 months

Total registered
Awaiting
registration
Total

129,105

68,236

57,082

254,423

56,451

310,874

41.5%

21.9%

18.4%

81.8%

18.2%

100.0%

350

350

350

1150

350

1400

41.6%

20.3%

16.8%

78.7%

21.3%

100.0%

Strata Population
%

Population
Num. of

households
%

households

Table 23: Population and number of households per strata and
percentages of population and number households out of the total
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Data analysis
Data analysis was based on the calculation of indirect indicators including the dependency ratio, 
the crowding index, FCS, CSI, the percent of expenditure on food and cereals as well as the food 
security categories. 

Indicative statistics of direct and indirect indicators provided a general characterization of the 
refugee population. Results were than calculated by strata and operational areas (the clusters).

The vulnerability criteria were constructed based on multi-sector indicators, previously identified 
to show the vulnerability profile of the refugee population.  

Households were classified according to their vulnerability status under one of the following four 
categories: severe vulnerability, high vulnerability, low vulnerability and no vulnerability.  These 
categories provided an estimate of the affected refugee population  for planning purposes.

The indicators included in the questionnaire were classified into the following three categories, for 
targeting purposes: 

•   Indicators that could be collected during the refugee registration process. (REDUCED LIST)
•   Indicators that could be collected through more in-depth interviews with households members, 
    without the need of direct observation of the households. (EXPANDED LIST)
•   Indicators that could be collected only by household visits. (HOUSEHOLD LIST)

The mean and frequency comparisons provided a first set of variables highly associated with vul-
nerability for each category of indicators (reduced, expanded and households list). 

Logistic analysis were applied to identify the variables that better classify the vulnerability of 
households for each set of indicators (reduced, expanded and households list) as well as the 
inclusion and exclusion errors of each model. 

Once an adequate balance between the exclusion and inclusion errors was agreed upon among 
stakeholders, a model was identified for each set of indicators.

Limitations and challenges
Due to the breadth and complexity of the survey, various limitations were observed. A broad goal 
was to provide a general overview of all the sectors but an in-depth analysis of all the sectors was 
not possible.

As mentioned above, a small number of initial cluster areas were inaccessible due to insecurity 
and frequent clashes. These inaccessible areas were replaced with other areas within the same 
area.
The main method of contacting households was by phone. This may have caused a bias since 
not all households had a phone. For instance, households may have shared a phone  with neigh-
bors and then moved away, resulting in their being unreachable. Or households were registered in 
the UNHCR ProGress database with a phone number that was no longer valid.

Health symptoms were reported by the households but not verified by health professionals.
The high number of enumerators (60) did not allow an adequate standardization test for the an-
thropometric measurements. However, the impact of the measurement error was limited by the 
fact that MUAC classification is based on established thresholds and not on the specific meas-
urement.



45

Appendix 4 – Food Consumption Score calculation
On the basis of their FCS, households have been classified in three different food consumption 
groups. The FCS is based on dietary diversity (number of food groups consumed by a house-
holds during the seven days prior to the survey), food frequency (number of days on which each 
food group is consumed during the seven days prior to the survey) and the relative nutritional 
importance of each food group. 
A weight was attributed to each food group according to its nutrient density.
The food consumption score is calculated by multiplying the frequency of consumption of each 
food group (maximum of seven if a food group was consumed every day) by each food group 
weight and then averaging these scores. The FCS can have a maximum value of 112, implying 
that each food was consumed every day for the last seven days. 

Households are then classified on the basis of their FCS and standard thresholds. In this case, 
cut off points have been set high as recommended by the WFP Emergency Food Security As-
sessment Handbook. This is to allow for the fact that oil and sugar are consumed extremely 
frequently amongst all households surveyed and the cut off points have been heightened to avoid 
distorting the FCSs of those surveyed

Weight

2

3

1
1

4

4

0,5

0,5

0

Energy dense/usually eaten in larger quantities, protein content 
lower and poorer quality (PER less) than legumes, micro-nutrients 
(bound by phytates).9

Energy dense, high amounts of protein but of lower quality (PER less) 
than meats, micro-nutrients (inhibited by phytates), low fat.

Energy dense but usually no other micro-nutrients. Usually consumed  
in small quantities

�ighest quality pr otein, easily absorbable micro-nutrients (no 
phytates), energy dense, fat. E�en when consumed in small quanti-
ties, impro�ements to the quality of diet are large.

�ow energy, low protein, no fat, micro-nutrients

�ow energy, low protein, no fat, micro-nutrients

Empty calories. Usually consumed in small quantities.
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Appendix 5 – Food
groups and frequency
of consumptions
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Awaiting
registration

(N=178)

Registration
0- 3 months 

(N=191)

Registration 
3-6 months 

(N=147)

Registration
after 6 months

 (N=138)
Total

(N=654)

84 47.2%

73 41.0%

57 32.0%

37 20.8%

30 16.9%

16  9.0%

17  9.6%

8 4.5%

2 1.1%

2 1.1%

0 0.0%

3 1.7%

89 46.6%

79 41.4%

62 32.5%

70 36.6%

52 27.2%

35 18.3%

32 16.8%

32 16.8%

19  9.9%

15  7.9%

16  8.4%

12  6.3%

60 40.8%

50 34.0%

41 27.9%

38 25.9%

28 19.0%

17 11.6%

15 10.2%

13 8.8%

9 6.1%

12 8.2%

5 3.4%

4 2.7%

58 42.0%

51 37.0%

28 20.3%

36 26.1%

16 11.6%

9 6.5%

10  7.2%

11  8.0%

3 2.2%

4 2.9%

3 2.2%

4 2.9%

291  45.1%

253  39.4%

188  29.9%

181  29.8%

126  21.4%

77 13.5%

74 12.7%

64 11.5%

33  6.3%

33  5.8%

24  4.8%

23  4.2%

N % N %        N             %         N            %         N           %

Table 25:  Nonfood related coping strategies

Spent savings

Bought food on credit or borrowed
money to purchase food. 
Reduce essential non-food
expenditures such as education,
health, etc..
Selling households goods
(radio, furniture, television, jewelry etc..)

Withdrew children from school

Sell productive assets or means
of transport (sewing machine,
wheelbarrow, bicycle, car, livestock..)
Have school children (6 -15 years old)
involved in income generation

Sent an adult households member
sought work elsewhere (regardless of
the usual seasonal migration)

Sold house or land

Marriage of children under 18

Accept high risk, illegal, socially
degrading or exploitative temporary
jobs? (e.g. theft, prostitution)

Begged

Appendix 6 – Non-food related coping strategies
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Appendix 7 – Questionnaire
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