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Highlights 

This report highlights results from the December 2020 WFP basic needs outcome monitoring (BNOM). 

It also compares the results over time. WFP Lebanon collected outcome data from assisted and non-

assisted Syrian Refugee households in December 2019, February 2020, July 2020, and December 2020.   

Main findings: 

• In December 2020, the average household size 

was 5 members for food e- card beneficiaries, 6 

members for Multipurpose Cash (MPC), 9 

members for Cash for Food (CFF) households 

and 4 members for non-assisted households. 

Twenty-five percent of the assisted households 

were headed by women (of which 26% were 

without primary education) and 75% headed by 

men (of which 13% did not complete primary 

education). Ten percent of assisted households 

comprised at least one member with a 

disability.  

 

• Between December 2019 and December 2020, 

non-assisted households, MPC and CFF 

households recorded a decrease in their food 

consumption score from 51, 48 and 49 

respectively in December 2019 to reach 44, 41 

and 44 respectively in December 2020 while for 

food e-card FCS remained stable between 47 to 

48.  

 

• Within this one-year period a high variability 

was noted in the food consumption score (FCS) 

for all assisted groups. The assistance group 

that showed the most “stable” food 

consumption score was the food e-card group 

(less changes between the borderline and 

acceptable FCS and almost stable poor FCS) 

when compared to other assistance categories.  

 

• From December 2019 to December 2020, the 

FCS for both men and women-headed 

households decreased suggesting a 

deterioration in food consumption for all 

households and assistance categories, except 

for the food e-card group that seems to be 

preserving food consumption despite the 

various shocks.  

• Between December 2019 and December 2020, 

the reduced coping strategies index (r-CSI) 

increased for the non-assisted group and CFF 

group indicating more use of food-related 

coping strategies (from 9.3 and 9.6 in Dec 2019 

to reach 13.9 and 12.7 respectively in 

December 2020), whereas it decreased slightly 

for the food ecards and  MPC groups (from 11.2 

to 10.7 for the food e-card and between 9.7 and 

8.8  for the MPC) suggesting a stabilization (or 

slight improvement) in the use of food-related 

coping strategies.  

 

• In December 2020, the food-related coping 

strategy that was used by all households 

(assisted and non-assisted) was buying less 

preferred and less expensive food. Non-assisted 

households additionally resorted to reducing 

meals and reducing meal portion size. 

 

• In December 2020 the food e-card group and 

MPC group had similar r-CSI scores, suggesting 

a better resistance to food shocks. There was no 

difference between women or men headed 

households. 

 

• The livelihoods coping strategies index (l-CSI) 

has followed a stable or downward trend in all 

categories of assistance possibly suggesting 

using up all available coping strategies. Stress 

coping strategies were adopted by all 

households (purchasing food on credit, 

spending savings, selling household assets, 

selling productive assets, borrowing money).  

 

• From December 2019 to December 2020, total 

expenditures have increased for all households 

following national price inflation. 
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• Food represents the largest share of 

expenditures for assisted and non-assisted 

households alike, followed by rental fees and 

medical expenses. The food expenditure share 

followed a similar pattern for all the assistance 

groups with an increase in the food expenditure 

share in the second half of 2020, suggesting an 

increase in poverty among all households. It 

increased on average from 38% to 48%. 

 

• Almost all households accumulated debt over 

time. Between December 2019 and December 

2020, the percentage of non-assisted 

households incurring debt decreased from 95% 

to 84%; similarly, for the MPC group, the 

percentage of households with debt decreased 

from 95% to 87%. For the food e-card and CFF 

group however, the percentage of households 

incurring debt seems to be stable at around 

90%. This decrease in debt is suggestive of the 

depletion or hesitance in available sources of 

lending to refugees.  

 

• In December 2020, all assisted households 

reported receiving and accessing assistance 

without facing any safety challenges.  The 

overall satisfaction with the assistance 

decreased from 8 over 10 in December 2019 to 

7.13 in December 2020. One of the main 

reasons stated by the respondents is price 

inflation.  

 

• In December 2020, most of the households 

reported that men and women decide together 

on how the assistance should be spent. The 

decision for redemption of the assistance 

favours men for reasons related to availability, 

safety, and ease of finding means of 

transportation.  

 

• Thirty one percent of contacted beneficiaries 

have called the hotline to file a complaint. 

Thirty one percent of the complaints took less 

than 6 weeks to be resolved, 24% took more 

than 6 weeks and 45% of the complaints 

remained without feedback. Of those who 

received feedback to their complain, 88 percent 

were satisfied with the results.
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Introduction 

This report covers a full year of WFP’s Basic Needs Outcome Monitoring (BNOM), from December 

2019 to December 2020, at quarterly intervals (February and July 2020). Throughout this year, the 

country witnessed multiple crises, from the deepening economic crisis and the devaluation of the 

Lebanese currency, to the COVID-19 crisis with soaring number of daily new cases1 to the Beirut Port 

explosion on August 4th 2020 that left more than 200 people dead, 6000 people injured (many with 

permanent disabilities) and more than 300,000 people without shelter2.  

The latest Vulnerability Assessment of Syrian Refugees (VASyR) estimates that 9 out of every 10 

households are now living in extreme poverty3.  

By December 2020, and as per WFP’s food price monitoring, the survival minimum expenditures 

basket (SMEB) food cost reached LBP 107,124, an increase of 182% from October 20194. The prices of 

all basic items, food, and non-food, continue to soar5.  

Amidst the COVID-19 restrictions, WFP’s activities adapted to maintain the ability of beneficiaries to 

redeem their assistance successfully. By the end of December 2020, 98% of the beneficiaries were 

able to withdraw their assistance in a safe and dignified manner. Monitoring activities were increased, 

and the loading was staggered to ensure that the ATMs of WFP’s financial service providers were 

sufficiently replenished with cash notes. 

Methodology 

The following BNOM report covers outcome results for unconditional resources transfers to support 

access to food, Activity 1 of WFP’s Lebanon Country Strategic Plan (CSP) 2018-2021. Monitoring is 

conducted on four household groups: 

Multipurpose cash for essential needs e-card (MPC): Syrian refugee households receive LBP 100,000 

per family member per month for their food needs and LBP 400,000 per household per month for 

their essential needs, which can be withdrawn from bank’s6 automatic teller machines (ATMs). 

Cash for food e-card (CFF): Syrian refugee households receive LBP 100,000 per family member per 

month which can be redeemed either at a WFP- contracted shop or withdrawn from ATMs. In 2020, 

this group also received a top-up of LBP 400,000 per household per month through UNHCR’s Multi-

Purpose Cash Assistance Programme (MCAP). 

 
1 In the first 20 days of 2021—77, 704 new COVID-19 cases were recorded. This is an average of 3,885 new 
cases per day and 162 new cases recorded every hour.  https://reliefweb.int/report/lebanon/record-updates-
covid-19-situation-lebanon-21-january-2021  
2 Beirut explosion: Tens of thousands of new homeless face winter crisis 
https://reliefweb.int/report/lebanon/beirut-explosion-tens-thousands-new-homeless-face-winter-crisis  
3 VASyR 2020 available at: https://data2.unhcr.org/en/documents/details/85002  
4 VAM Update on Food Price Trends  https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-
0000114187/download/?iframe  
5 Food price monitoring data available at: https://dataviz.vam.wfp.org/economic_explorer/prices  
6 Banking control measures implemented since October 2019 restricted beneficiaries’ access to all ATMs of 
Lebanon to become only restricted to the service provider Banque Libano Francaise (BLF). 
 

https://reliefweb.int/report/lebanon/record-updates-covid-19-situation-lebanon-21-january-2021
https://reliefweb.int/report/lebanon/record-updates-covid-19-situation-lebanon-21-january-2021
https://reliefweb.int/report/lebanon/beirut-explosion-tens-thousands-new-homeless-face-winter-crisis
https://data2.unhcr.org/en/documents/details/85002
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000114187/download/?iframe
https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000114187/download/?iframe
https://dataviz.vam.wfp.org/economic_explorer/prices
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Food e-card (Food): Syrian refugee households receive LBP 100,000 per family member per month 

which can be redeemed on food at any of the 490 WFP-contracted shops across Lebanon. 

Non-assisted households: Syrian refugees not currently receiving WFP assistance and registered in 

the UNHCR database. 

The total sample size is 1,000 households, where 750 households are assisted households and 250 

households are non-assisted households. The assisted households are chosen randomly from the 

December 2020 loading list (table 1) and are split equally (250 households) into the three different 

WFP modalities: Food, Cash for food (CFF) and multi-purpose cash (MPC). For the non-assisted 

households, WFP coordinated with UNHCR to provide a randomly generated list of 750 non-assisted 

households of which 250 households were again randomly sampled.  The sample is representative per 

modality, using a level of confidence of 90 percent and margin of error of 5 percent7.  

Table 1 summarizes the loading figures per modality for December 2020.  

The sampled cases lists are shared with WFP 

field offices and cooperating partners (CPs) 

and either WFP or the CP ensures the 

interviews are conducted. All CP staff are 

trained on the monitoring tool. All surveys 

were conducted remotely through phone 

calls in Dec 2020, in compliance with the 

country’s lockdown measures to contain the 

spread of COVID-19. Data collection started 

on the 14th of December and was completed 

by the 31st of December 2020. The map 

shows a geographical overview of the 

locations of the sampled households. Table 2 

and figure 1 show a disaggregation of the 

total number of surveys per governorate, 

gender of head of household and age.  

The questionnaire includes general 

demographic information about the 

household, households’ food consumption, 

coping strategies used, expenditures, debts, 

and protection-related questions (including 

the process for beneficiaries’ assistance 

redemption).   

 
7 The sample size calculations follow WFP’s guidelines and use the calculator available at: 
http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html.  

Table 1: Loading Figures per modality, December 2020  

Food ecard Cash for Food ecard 
Multipurpose Cash for 
Essential Needs ecard 

Total 
 

54,139 47,374 37,964 139,477 
 

268,296 313,442 216,736 798,474 

Map 1: Number of households visited for survey per area. 

http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html
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The main findings are presented in the next sections. Results are reported per assistance modality and 

are compared over time. Since beneficiary households are assigned into the different modalities based 

on their level of vulnerability, their characteristics will therefore be inherently different, thus not 

allowing for comparisons between modalities. Trends and overview can nonetheless be described. 

The sample is not gender representative, yet some key indicators are disaggregated by sex of the 

household head to allow for depiction of trends.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2: Disaggregation of total number of surveys per governorate and gender of head of household in December 
2020 

  Non-assisted Food Cash for Food MPC 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Akkar 9 0 31 6 44 13 23 2 

Baalbek-El 
Hermel 

6 9 30 12 26 6 54 17 

Beirut 5 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Bekaa 16 10 33 12 48 19 98 57 

El Nabatieh 14 0 8 1 12 0 0 0 

Mount Lebanon 112 9 44 15 35 9 0 0 

North 38 0 17 9 18 4 2 2 

South 17 3 24 8 17 0 0 0 

Total 217 33 188 63 201 51 177 78 

13%

16%

1%

29%

3%

22%

9%

7%

9%

12%

3%

36%

12%

21%

0%

6%

Akkar

Baalbek-El…

Beirut

Bekaa

El Nabatieh

Mount…

North

South

Above 60 Between 18 and 59Figure 1: Disaggregation of age of households per governorate 
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The Year 2020 in Review 

Figure 2 illustrates the multiple events that have affected people in Lebanon, including Syrian refugees, throughout the tumultuous 2020 year to help readers 

contextualize the results presented in this report. 

 

  

Figure 2: Key events in 2020 

January

•New Government formation

•Exchange rate at LBP 2,229

February

•1st COVID-19 case recorded

•Government confidence vote

•Exchange rate at LBP 2,229

March

•1st General Lockdown

Airport Closed

•USD withdrawal stopped at 
banks

•Exchange rate at LBP 2,657

April

•USD withdrawals from banks in 
LBP at market rate introduced

•Exchange rate at LBP 3,262

Food transfer value increased 
to LBP 50,000

May

•Subsidized Food basket 
introduced

•Exchange rate at LBP 4,100

•Non-food transfer value 
increased to LBP 320,000

June

•Lockdown easement continues

•Exchange rate at LBP 5,371

•Food transfer value increased 
to LBP 60,000

July

•Basket of subsidized food 
items expanded to 300 items

•Food & Non-food transfer 
values increased to LBP 70,000 
and LBP 400,000 respectively

August

•Port Explosion

•Withdrawal of transfers in USD 
allowed

•Second national lockdown

•Exchange rate at LBP 7,420

September

•French proposal for reforms

•Prime Minister designate 
resigns

•Exchange rate at LBP 7,724

October

•New Prime Minister 
nominated

•Exchange rate at LBP 7,798

November

•Third general COVID 19 
lockdown

•Exchange rate at LBP 7,807

•Food transfer value increased 
to LBP 100,000 

December

•COVID cases skyrocketing

•Ministerial consultations on 
subsidies removal

•Political deadlock

•Exchange rate at LBP 8,297
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Demographics 

Household size 

In December 2020, the average household size was 5 members for food e- card, 6 for MPC, 9 members 

for Cash for Food households and 4 members for non-assisted households. 

Sex distribution within the household 

Among the assisted households, 47 percent were women and 53 percent were men. Similarly, the 

non-assisted households consisted of 48 percent men and 52 percent women. 

Profile of the head of households 

25 percent of the assisted households are headed by women with an average age of 38 years and 75 

percent are headed by men with an average age of 40 years. Among the non-assisted households, 13 

percent of the households are women-headed with an average age of 40 years while 87 percent of 

the households are men-headed with an average age of 32 years.  

Among the assisted households, 26 percent of the women-headed households are with no primary 

education as compared to 13 percent of the men-headed households. Among the assisted group, 18 

percent of the households headed by women are with no primary education as compared to 8 percent 

of those headed by men.  

Disability    

The percentage of assisted households with at least one member with a disability8 is 10 percent, of 

which 4 percent are the reported head of household. In the non-assisted household, the percentage 

of households with at least one member with a disability is 21 percent, of which 1 percent are the 

reported head of household. (figure 3) 

  

 
8 Disability is categorized as: motor/physical (amputations, paralysis), sensory (blind, deaf, mute), 
cognitive/mental (speech disorder, Down syndrome).  

1.4%

0.0%

1.2%

5.9%

4.8%

5.6%

4.5%

2.0%

4.0%

5.1%

1.3%

3.9%

Male
HoH

Female
HoH

Overall Male
HoH

Female
HoH

Overall Male
HoH

Female
HoH

Overall Male
HoH

Female
HoH

Overall

Non-assisted Food CFF MPC

Figure 3: Percentage of head of households with disability 
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Food Consumption Score 

The Food Consumption Score (FCS) is a measure of household’s food access and is used as a proxy for 

household food security. Food consumption indicators are designed to reflect the quantity and quality 

of people’s diets. Households are classified into three groups according to their FCS: poor, borderline, 

or acceptable food consumption9. These food consumption groups aggregate households with similar 

dietary patterns - in terms of frequency of consumption and diversity - and therefore their access to 

food. Households with acceptable food consumption are considered food secure, while those with 

borderline or poor food consumption are considered moderately or severely food insecure 

respectively. The FCS is calculated from the direct answers on consumption of the aggregated 8 food 

groups10. 

Figure 4 shows the value of the FCS for each of the assistance categories. The non-assisted, MPC and 

CFF households recorded a decrease in FCS from 51, 48 and 49 respectively in December 2019 to reach 

44, 41 and 44 respectively in December 2020 while for food e-card FCS remained quasi stable between 

47 to 48.  

 

Figure 4: Food consumption Score 

 

 
9 Poor food consumption: Households that are not consuming staples and vegetables every day and never or 
very seldom consume protein-rich food such as meat and dairy. 
Borderline food consumption: Households that are consuming staples and vegetables every day, accompanied 
by oil and pulses a few times a week. 
Acceptable food consumption: Households that are consuming staples and vegetables every day, frequently 
accompanied by oil and pulses, and occasionally meat, fish and dairy. 
10 Cereals, grains, roots and tubers (weights 2) /  Legumes, nuts (weights 3) /  Milk and other dairy products 
(weights 4 ) / Meat, fish and eggs (weights 4) /  Vegetables and leaves (weights 1) /  Fruits (weights 1) Oil, fat, 
butter (weights 0.5 )/ Sugar or sweet (weights 0.5) / Condiments (weights 0) 

51

47

39

44

47

53

48 48
49

54

44

46

48

50

44

41

Dec - 19 Feb - 20 Jul - 20 Dec - 20

Food consumption Score
Non-assisted

Food consumption Score
Food

Food consumption Score
CFF

Food consumption Score
MPC
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Figure 5: Food consumption groups per modality 

Figure 5 illustrates the distribution of the categories of food consumption adequacy (acceptable, 

borderline, poor) as per the FCS in the various food assistance groups.  

There is a lot of variability between the 4 points in time 

in all of the assistance groups, potentially due to the 

variation in food prices and economic shocks 

throughout this tough year. The group that shows the 

most “stability” in food consumption however being the 

food e-card group with poor FCS being almost stable 

throughout the year and its various shocks and less 

movement between the borderline and acceptable FCS 

categories when compared to all other assistance 

categories.  

Disaggregation by Gender 

Figure 6 and table 3 shows the food consumption score 

and groups disaggregated per gender.  

10% 14%
25%

12%

27%
33%

42%

39%

63%
53%

34%
49%

Dec - 19 Feb - 20 Jul - 20 Dec - 20

Non-assisted

11% 7% 7% 10%

34%

23%
38% 36%

55%
70%

55% 55%

Dec - 19Feb - 20 Jul - 20 Dec - 20

Food E-card

Acceptable

Borderline

Poor

11%
3%

15% 9%

25%
22%

39%
36%

64%
75%

46%
55%

Dec - 19 Feb - 20 Jul - 20 Dec - 20

CFF

7% 6%
15% 11%

36% 30%

40% 47%

57% 64%

45% 42%

Dec - 19 Feb - 20 Jul - 20 Dec - 20

MPC

13%
3%

12% 9% 12% 10%

40%

36%

39% 39% 41% 40%

47%
61%

49% 52% 47% 50%

Male Female Overall Male Female Overall

Non-assisted Assisted

Poor Borderline Acceptable

Figure 6: Food Consumption Groups per gender in December 2020 
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In December 2020 (figure 6) the proportion of women-headed household with acceptable FCS was 

lower in the assisted group than in the non-assisted group (47 percent in the assisted group vs. 61 

percent in the non-assisted group). The proportion of male-headed households with acceptable FCS 

was almost comparable between the assisted and non-assisted groups (47 percent and 52 percent 

respectively). 

Table 3 shows the FCS disaggregated by gender and the year. From Dec 19 to Dec 20, the FCS for both 

male and female-headed households decreased suggesting a deterioration in food consumption for 

all households and assistance categories, except for the Food e-card group that seems to be preserving 

food consumption despite the various shocks.  

 

 

 

  

Table 3: Disaggregation of food consumption score per gender from December 2019 till December 
2020 

  Non-assisted Food Cash for Food MPC 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Dec – 19 52 44 48 47 50 48 48 47 

Feb – 20 48 42 54 48 55 52 51 47 

Jul – 20 39 35 49 44 44 43 44 44 

Dec - 20  44 43 48 47 47 43 42 40 
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Reduced Coping Strategies Index (r-CSI) 

The reduced Coping Strategy Index (r-CSI) measures the frequency and severity of food-related 

negative coping mechanisms adopted by households to cover their needs. The lower the index the 

better off a household is. 

Households were asked how many of the preceding seven days they did not have enough food or 

money to buy food and adopted one of five food-related coping strategies11. A higher score indicates 

a higher stress level (and vice versa a lower score means less stress).  

Figure 7 illustrates the r-CSI scores between December 2019 and December 2021. While all groups 

experienced an increase in the r-CSI in the February and July 2020, the r-CSI decreased in December 

2020 but not the December 2019 levels.  

Between December 2019 and December 2020, the r-CSI increased for the non-assisted and CFF groups 

indicating more use of food-related coping strategies (from 9.3 and 9.6 in Dec 2019 to reach 13.9 and 

12.7 respectively in December 2020), whereas it decreased slightly for the food ecards and  MPC 

groups (from 11.2 to 10.7 for the food e-card and between 9.7 and 8.8  for the MPC) suggesting a 

stabilization (or slight improvement) in the use of food-related coping strategies.  

 

Figure 7: RCSI 

 

 

 

 
11 The five coping strategies are: - Rely on less preferred and less expensive food - Borrow food or rely on help 

from relative(s) or friend(s)  - Limit portion size at meals  - Restrict consumption by adults for small children to 

eat  - Reduce number of meals eaten in a day.  

9.6

10.9

15.4

13.9

11.2

12.0

14.2

10.7

9.3

11.3

14.0

12.7

9.7 10.7

13.2

8.8

Dec, 2019 Feb, 2020 Jul, 2020 Dec, 2020

Non-assisted Food CFF MPC
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The most used coping strategy for all households (assisted and non-assisted) is buying less preferred 

and less expensive food. Non-assisted households resorted in addition to reducing meals and 

reducing portion size (figure 8).  

 

Figure 8: Coping Strategies breakdown 

Female headed household resorted to the usage of more reduced coping strategies than male headed 

households (table 4), in all assistance groups. However, in December 2020 the Food group and MPC 

groups have similar r-CSI between male and female headed households, suggesting a better resistance 

to food shocks among these assistance groups.  

  

82%

74%

83%

67%

28% 29% 32%

16%

47%
41%

35%

17%

47%
41% 39%

21%22% 24% 27%

18%

Non-assisted Food CFF MPC

Less preferred/expensive food Borrowed food Reduce meals per day

Reduce portion size Limit food intake by adults

Table 4: Disaggregation of reduced coping strategies score per gender from December 2019 till December 
2020 

 Non-assisted Food Cash for Food MPC 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Dec – 19 8.4 15.4 10.3 13.7 8.1 12.1 9.1 11.2 

Feb – 20 10.2 14.3 12.4 10.6 11.4 11.1 10.1 12.3 

Jul – 20 14.9 18.4 13.5 16.7 13.5 14.2 13.5 12.3 

Dec - 20 13.4 17.2 10.6 10.9 12.1 14.9 8.7 8.9 
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Livelihoods Coping Strategies Index (l-CSI)                                                                   

The livelihoods-based coping strategies index (l-CSI) is used to better understand longer-term coping 

capacity of households. While the food consumption score and r-CSI are proxies for the current food 

security situation and encompasses only food-related behaviours (e.g. reducing number/portion of 

meals), livelihood-based coping strategies help to assess longer-term household coping and 

productive capacities. The l-CSI is also a powerful indicator to assess hardship and deprivations faced 

by households during new emergencies and protracted crises. Similar to the r-CSI, the lower the index 

is the better off a household is. 

Households were asked if anyone in their households had to engage in any of 10 coping strategies 

during the past 30 days.12 These are classified into three categories according to their severity in 

ascending order: stress, crisis and emergency strategies.  

The l-CSI has followed a stable or downward trend in all categories of assistance (figure 9). Stress 

coping strategies13 were adopted by all households (purchasing food on credit, spending savings, 

selling household assets, selling productive assets, borrowing money), figure 10.        

Table 5 shows that female-headed households and male-headed households tend to have the same 

behaviours with regards to livelihoods coping strategies. In Dec 2020, the MPC and non-assisted 

women-headed households tended to exhibit less l-CS than their male counterparts.  

 

 
12 Sold household assets/goods/means of transportation, Spent savings, Purchased food on credit, Borrowed 
money, Withdrew children from school, Reduce health (including medicine) and education expenditures , Sent 
household members to beg, Engaged in illegal income activities or exploitative work, Entire household 
displaced/migrated and Marriage of children under 18 
13 Stress strategies indicate a reduced ability to deal with future shocks as the result of a current reduction in 
resources or increase in debts. 
- Crisis strategies are often associated with the direct reduction of future productivity. 
- Emergency strategies also affect future productivity but are more difficult to reverse or more dramatic in 
nature than crisis strategies. 

6.6

7.3

6.7

5.4
5.7

5.7

6.7

5.8

5.0
5.6 5.6 4.8

4.3
4.9

5.8

3.3

Dec, 2019 Feb, 2020 Jul, 2020 Dec, 2020

Non-assisted Food CFF MPC

Figure 9: LCSI 
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Figure 10: Coping strategies breakdown by assistance in December 2019 and December 2020 

 

 

  

4% 4% 6% 8% 10%

4% 5%

17%

37%

53%
57%

64%

48% 50%

56%

67%

39%

33%

25%
21%

25%

33% 33%

13%

20%

11% 12%
7%

16%
12%

6% 4%

Non-assisted Food CFF MPC Non-assisted Food CFF MPC

Dec-19 Dec-20

No coping strategies Stress coping strategies Crisis coping strategies Emergencies coping strategies

Table 5: Disaggregation of livelihood coping strategies score per gender from December 2019 till December 
2020 

  

Non-assisted Food Cash for Food MPC 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Dec – 19 6.8 6.0 5.7 5.8 4.9 5.4 4.2 4.6 

Feb – 20 7.3 7.2 5.9 4.9 5.7 5.4 4.9 5.1 

Jul – 20 6.7 6.8 6.7 6.8 5.7 5.4 5.8 5.6 

Dec - 20 5.7 3.2 5.9 5.5 4.8 4.9 3.5 2.8 
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Expenditures  

Total expenditures for all households increased during 2020 (absolute values are reported in figure 

10). This coincides with the increase in WFP’s transfer value of the food assistance component from 

LBP 60,000 in July 2020 to LBP 100,000 in December 2020. This increase in transfer value was in turn 

based on the increase in the average retail price of the food component of the Survival Minimum 

Expenditure Basket (SMEB) to fully meet beneficiaries’ food needs.  

The basic assistance transfer value was also adjusted from LBP 320,000 in July 2020 to LBP 400,000 in 

December 2020 based on the increased average retail price of the non-food component of the SMEB.  

By the end of the 2020, the 

food SMEB basket cost 

reached LBP 107,124. This an 

increase of 182 percent 

between October 2019 and 

December 2020. Since end of 

September 2020, the 

average weekly food basket 

cost continues to fluctuate 

around LBP 110,000.    

Further disaggregation by 

household headship (table 6) 

shows that the least variance 

in expenditures between 

households headed by men 

or women is among the food e-card holders.  

Table 6: Disaggregation of expenditure in LBP per gender 

  Non-assisted Food Cash for Food MPC 

Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women 

Dec – 19 158,000 135,600 131,000 135,600 113,000 100,000 120,000 125,000 

Feb – 20 172,387 137,092 120,681 135,078 115,141 118,455 134,170 134,881 

Jul – 20 132,264 76,358 91,247 94,822 88,297 119,498 95,550 106,300 

Dec - 20 452,759 475,004 268,583 298,780 246,988 219,475 272,435 346,192 

LBP 153,825 

LBP 131,831 

LBP 109,746 

LBP 121,354 

LBP 166,481 

LBP 124,136 

LBP 116,246 

LBP 134,355 

LBP 198,773 

LBP 177,296 

LBP 186,073 

LBP 193,586 

LBP 455,696 

LBP 276,163 

LBP 241,420 

LBP 294,996 

Non-assisted

Food

CFF

MPC

Dec, 20 Jul, 20 Feb, 20 Dec, 19

Figure 11: per capita expenditures 
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Food represents the largest share of expenditures for assisted and non-assisted households alike, 

followed by rental fees and medical expenses. Figure 12 shows the percentage of food share out of 

total expenditures from December 2019 till December 2020.  The food expenditure share followed a 

similar pattern for all the assistance groups with an increase in the food expenditure share in the 

second half of 2020, suggesting an increase in poverty among all households. This increase is 

attributed to the price inflation and the increase in food prices coupled with a stagnation in the income 

sources (if not loss of all income sources). 

Below is a more detailed visualization of categories of expenditure to assisted and non-assisted 

households in December 2020 (figure 13 and table 7). 

 

Figure 12: Food share percentage of total expenditure 
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Figure 13: Detailed visualization of categories of expenditure to assisted and non-assisted households in December 2020 
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Table 7: Expenditures per gender of head of household and type of assistance  

  Non-assisted Food CFF MPC 

  Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Food 45% 50% 49% 51% 51% 50% 45% 46% 

Rent 10% 13% 7% 9% 6% 5% 7% 7% 

Fuel 2% 6% 7% 6% 5% 7% 10% 11% 

Medical 
Expenses 

11% 6% 8% 8% 7% 6% 7% 5% 

Other 
expenditures 

32% 25% 29% 27% 31% 32% 31% 31% 
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Debts  

Syrian refugees in Lebanon are burdened 

by debts. Almost all households surveyed 

have accumulated debts over time. 

Between Dec 2019 and Dec 2020 (figure 
15), for non-assisted households, the 
percentage of households incurring debt 
decreased from 95% to 84%. Similarly, for 
the MPC group, the percentage of 
households with debt decreased from 95% 
to 87%. For the food e-card and CFF group 
however, the percentage of households 
incurring debt seems to be stable at around 
90 percent. 

The decrease in the percent of households with debt in Dec 2020 is possibly due to the lack of trust in 

lending money because of the economic crisis or the decrease in available liquidity among informal 

lenders.  Table 7 details the value of new debts incurred in every BNOM. 

Table 7: Amount of Average Debts in LBP and Average of acquired new Debts from December 2019 till 
December 2020 

  Non-assisted Food Cash for Food MPC 

Average 
Debts in 

LBP 

Average 
of 

acquired 
new 

debts in 
LBP 

Average 
Debts in 

LBP 

Average 
of 

acquired 
new 

debts in 
LBP 

Average 
Debts in 

LBP 

Average 
of 

acquired 
new 

debts in 
LBP 

Average 
Debts in 

LBP 

Average 
of 

acquired 
new 

debts in 
LBP 

Dec – 19 1,795,433 358,785 1,714,028 256,275 1,465,290 263,812 1,441,170 191,452 

Feb – 20 2,206,980 485,948 1,810,508 276,754 1,793,925 417,254 1,596,605 383,450 

Jul – 20 2,500,887 610,800 2,426,88 561,000 2,216,157 414,680 1,842,605 318,125 

Dec – 20 2,107,071 596,415 2,404,409 468,971 2,554,696 554,587 2,203,793 549,648 

95%

92%
91%

95%95%

98% 97% 95%

89%

93%
91%

94%

84%

96%

90%

87%

Non-assisted Food CFF MPC

Dec, 19

Feb, 20

Jul, 20

Dec, 20

Figure 14: Percentage of households in debts 
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67%

84%

96% 97% 96%

89%
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86%
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77%
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74%
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77%
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78%
81%
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HoH

Overall Male HoH Female
HoH

Overall Male HoH Female
HoH

Overall Male HoH Female
HoH

Overall

Non-assisted Food CFF MPC

Accumulated Debts Acquired new debts
Figure 15: percentage of households with accumulated debts and that acquired new debts in December 2020 
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Cross Cutting Indicators  

Accountability to affected populations and protection 

All assisted households reported receiving and accessing assistance without facing any safety 

challenges in December 2020. Almost all the assisted households (99 percent) reported that the WFP 

programme is dignifying, specifically that they feel respected and empowered by WFP and 

cooperating partner personnel. The programme sites are in good condition, accessible and provide 

proper facilities. 

Satisfaction 

When the assisted beneficiaries were asked to rate their satisfaction with WFP’s assistance on a scale 

of 1-10, the overall satisfaction decreased from 8 over 10 in December 2019 to reach an average of 

7.13 in December 2020. Male headed households reported a satisfaction rate of 7.95 and women 

headed households reported a rate of 8.26 in December 2019 which both decreased to reach 7.12 and 

6.92 for men and women respectively in December 2020. In addition, 26 percent of food e-card 

assisted households have reported a satisfaction 5 and below. The main reason for the drop in 

satisfaction was cited as price inflation. 

Decision-Making 

Households were asked about the person in charge of taking decisions related to the use of assistance 

received. Most of the households reported that men and women decide together on how the 

assistance should be spent (table 8).  

As for redeeming assistance, the decision for preferring men over women were related to availability 

but also to perceived safety and ease of finding a means of transportation (figure 16). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8: Decision making related to the use of WFP’s assistance 

 Feb-20 Jul-20 Dec-20 

 Food CFF MPC Food CFF MPC Food CFF MPC 

Men 14% 14% 12% 20% 23% 27% 14% 13% 22% 

Women 38% 43% 30% 36% 39% 34% 33% 30% 34% 

Both Together 44% 44% 58% 45% 38% 40% 53% 58% 44% 
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Communication and Feedback Systems 

CFF and MPC beneficiaries had their loadings staggered between the 7th and the 16th of December 

2020 in 8 loading days excluding the weekend while food e-card beneficiaries had their loadings 

staggered between the 7th and the 14th, 4 loading days excluding the weekend.  

Beneficiaries under different types of assistance were sent a prenotice SMS on the 4th of December 

2020 to inform them about the staggering and a loading SMS on their relevant loading day, the SMS 

also included Covid-19 precautionary measures to be taken when redeeming their assistance from 

shops or ATMs. 

Thirty one percent of contacted beneficiaries have called the hotline to file a complaint. Of those 

complaints, the reported feedback duration was 31% taking less than 6 weeks, 24% of the complaints 

taking more than 6 weeks, and for 45% of the complaints no feedback or action was received.  Of 

those who received feedback to their complain, 88 percent were satisfied with the results. 

 

 

  

Figure 16: Reason of choosing men over women to redeem assistance 
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Discussion 

Trend analysis 

The analysis report shows two trends. One is the deterioration of all indicators during the first half of 

2020. This trend can be explained specifically by the COVID-19 containment measures between March 

and July 2020. During this period movement restrictions and sharp depreciation were observed.  

During the second half of 2020, some indicators suggest an improvement of the situation. While the 

improvement can very likely be attributed to WFP assistance provided, two additional factors may 

also have played a role. First is the general increase in easing of the COVID-19 movement, for example, 

the third lockdown was revoked by government after one week. Second is the stabilization of food 

prices – though at very high level – due to the stalling of the depreciation of the Lebanese Lira until 

the end of 2020. 

Food Consumption Score (FCS):  

Between December 2019 and December 2020, the FCS decreased for all Syrian refugees, whether 

assisted or non-assisted by WFP. However, the drop in the FCS manifested more sharply and faster in 

the non-assisted group.  This suggests that WFP’s assistance has delayed the onset of the deterioration 

in food consumption and has somehow cushioned the food security of the assisted groups when 

compared to the non-assisted groups.  

Among the assisted group, holders of the food e-card displayed the most stability in their food 

consumption, suggesting the strongest positive effect of the restricted cash modality on food 

consumption. This is to be expected as the cash groups could have used the flexibility of the cash to 

attend to non-food related urgent needs in these times of economic shock as compared to the food 

e-card group.  

Reduced Coping Strategies Index (r-CSI): 

The r-CSI mirrored in its trajectory the FCS highlighting the association between using food-related 

coping strategies and preserving food consumption.   

Livelihoods Coping Strategies Index (l-CSI): 

Stress coping strategies, which are an indication the reduced ability of households to deal with future 

shocks as the result of a current reduction in resources, were adopted by all refugee households 

(assisted by WFP or non-assisted) with the highest values i.e. worst outcomes in the non-assisted. 

Similar to food consumption, this suggests that WFP’s assistance is contributing to supporting the 

resilience of refugee households in times of stress.  

Expenditures: 

All households almost doubled their expenditures between December 2019 and December 2020, 

directly paralleling the price inflation precipitated by the economic crisis. WFP has adjusted its transfer 

value to accompany the sharp increase in food prices almost matching this increase: in December 

2020, the price of the food basket was around LBP 110,000 matched with an adjusted transfer value 

of LBP 100,000 per person per month. As for non-food prices, the WFP transfer value in December 

2020 was of LBP 400,000 per household compared with the actual price of approximately LBP 888,000.  
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End of December 2020, 45,000 Syrian14 household received the winterization assistance from UNHCR 

amounting to LBP 960,000.  

Food represents the largest share of expenditures for assisted and non-assisted households alike, 

followed by rental fees and medical expenses, as seen in other surveys across the years (VASyR). The 

food expenditure share increased from 38% to 48% on average in the second half of 2020 indicating 

an increase in poverty among all households. This is also in line with the VASyR results of 2020 that 

showed that 9 out of every 10 refugees are food insecure.  

Cross Cutting Indicators: 

In general, men were the ones redeeming the household assistance and this is related to perceived 

safety while accessing the ATMs and the ease for men to find means of transport (mostly public or 

shared) to reach the redemption points, whether ATMs or shops.  

The report notes that almost a quarter of the complaints channeled through the hotline took more 

than 6 weeks to resolve whereas almost half of the complaints remained unanswered. Due to the 

confidentiality of the calls, it was not possible to identify the nature of the complaints or whether an 

answer was actually required. The upcoming BNOM surveys will take this into consideration in the 

formulation of the question for better monitoring and follow-up.   

 

 

 
14 Basic Assistance Working Group, January 2021 https://data2.unhcr.org/en/working-group/15?sv=4&geo=71  

https://data2.unhcr.org/en/working-group/15?sv=4&geo=71

