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This report presents the findings of Round Three for the Whole of Syria Food Security Sector Outcome 
Monitoring Initiative. The Initiative, which commenced in 2016, has an overarching goal of measuring the 
outcome level results of the Sector’s activities as per Humanitarian Response Plan. Round 11 reported 
against Humanitarian Response Plan 2016; and Rounds 22 and 3 report against the Humanitarian Response 
Plan for 2017, in order to provide an accurate picture of the food security status of targeted beneficiary 
households. An additional aim is to harmonise monitoring capacity and data across the Sector in order to 
enhance collective discussion and decision-making within the Sector.  

Specific Objectives:

• To enable Sector wide analysis of key food security indicators across targeted beneficiaries within Syria. 

• To bolster Sector’s accountability by reporting on progress, areas of concern and proposed adaptive 
measures for consideration by partners. 

• To enhance ownership of monitoring data and analysis with partners. 

• To support partners’ monitoring capacity through provision of a standardised minimum monitoring tool, 
associated trainings in data collection and analysis. 

• To enhance the ability of the entire Sector to advocate effectively for vulnerable food insecure households 
across Syria. 

Section 2: Measurement 

The Outcome Monitoring Initiative utilises five key indicators to monitor the food security status of beneficiary 
households over time.  The indicators are presented below and were chosen for their ability to reflect the 
food security status of the households irrespective of the type of food or livelihood assistance that was 
provided. They can then be complemented by programme specific indicators by partners depending on the 
type of support and assistance that they provide. These indicators are also commonly used in food security 
monitoring, have been validated (with the exception of the Syria Specific Livelihoods Coping Strategies) and 
are commonly used amongst partners across the Sector.  The Indicators are listed below and are described 
in more detail in Section 5 of this report. 

• Food Consumption Score (FCS)

• Households Dietary Diversity Score  (HDDS)

• Food Consumption Nutritional Quality Indicator (FCS-N)

• Reduced (Food Consumption Based) Coping Strategies Index (r CSI)

• Livelihoods Coping Strategies Indicator (LCSI)

1	 	http://fscluster.org/sites/default/files/documents/wos_food_security_sector_outcome_monitoring_initiative-full_report.pdf
2	 	http://fscluster.org/syria/document/fss-wos-outcome-monitoring-initiative

Section 1: Background and Objectives
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Section 3 Gender, Protection and Resilience 

The analysis incorporates key gender, protection and resilience factors relevant to this particular Sector. All 
data was disaggregated by the sex of the head of households and key differences noted. Protection and 
resilience aspects are incorporated into the livelihoods coping strategies data as follows. 

Key protection concerns:

• The marriage of young girls (less than 16 years old) in order to ease the financial burden on the family. 

• Undertaking high risk and exploitative work in order to help meet the food needs of the family. 

• Undertaking socially degrading work in order to meet the food needs of the family. 

• Children working (less than 16 years old) in order to meet the food needs of the family. 

Key Resilience Concerns:

• Reducing expenditure on non-food essential items such as health and education in order to meet food 
needs. 

• Sale of livelihood and productive assets to meet essential household needs.

• Reducing expenditure on productive assets to meet essential household needs.
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Section 4:  Methodology 

Sampling and Data Harmonisation

A total of 8,752 food and livelihood beneficiary households were surveyed during this time period across 
141 sub districts in 58 districts and included all governorates except Deir-ez-Zor3.  Twenty-one partners 
participated in the data collection, and the data collection window for all partners was from October 2017 
to end January 2018. Figure 1 illustrates the sample distribution by geographic area, and the breakdown by 
hub in terms of reach is provided in Table 1. 

Figure 1: No. Households surveyed by governorate

Hub Number of Partner and type Governorates covered 

Amman 3 Syrian NGOs; 1 UN (WFP) Dar’a; Quneitra 

Damascus 2 UN (FAO; WFP) 1 International NGO Aleppo, Al-Hassakeh; Homs, Hama; Lattakia; 
Tartous; Damascus; Ar-Raqqa 

Gaziantep 2 UN (FAO; WFP); 7 Syrian NGOs; 5 In-
ternational NGOs

Aleppo; Idleb; Homs; Hama; Rural Damascus 

North East Syria 2 International NGOs Ar-Raqqa; Al-Hassakeh 

Informal 1 International NGO Damascus; Rural Damascus; Homs; Dar’a; 
Quneitra 

Table 1:  Number of partners in each hub and governorate

Partners were encouraged to collect data from a representative sample of their own beneficiary population, 
and participation and data collection was a voluntary exercise.  The majority of organisations used the 
standard Sector Outcome Monitoring questionnaires (Annex 1). However, two organisations applied a 
different version based on their own data collection needs, and therefore not all information for all indicators 
are included in the full sample size of 8,752 households. The implications of this are presented in Box 1.

3	 	Only	two	responses	were	recorded	in	Deir-ez-Zor	so	this	governorate	was	removed	from	the	analysis.
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Harmonisation of Tools across Partners: Implications for findings  

Two organisations did not use the standardised Outcome Monitoring Questionnaire. This impacts on 
the sample size for each indicator, as the findings for these organisations do not include the full list of 
livelihood coping strategies, the food consumption score, dietary diversity and/ or the needed for the 
FCS-N (nutritional quality indicator). As a result, the Food Consumption Score and Household Dietary 
Diversity Score have a sample size of 6,617 households, and the Food Consumption Score nutritional 
quality analysis has a sample size of 3,162 HH.  However, as all organisations incorporated some of the 
livelihood coping strategies, the total sample of 8,752 was used and the results adjusted by the actual 
number of households who the opportunity had to respond to each specific strategy (see Section 5.5). 

Representation at Geographical Level 

The number of sampled beneficiary households is representative for food and livelihood beneficiaries at the 
governorate level for twelve governorates (Figure 1 excluding Ar-Raqqa) for food consumption and diversity 
and nutrition based indicators, and for thirteen (including Ar-Raqqa) for both coping strategy indicators (r 
CSI and LCSI)4. For Round 3, all governorates included in this analysis have representative samples for the 
respective indicators with the exception of: 

• As -Sweida:  Although the sample for the governorate is not sufficient, 73% of the surveyed households 
are located in As-Sweida district, and therefore the results can be considered as being indicative of this 
district only and not the entire governorate. 

• Lattakia: the number of sampled households are below the minimum required, and data cannot be 
considered representative for this governorate. Therefore, the findings on Lattakia should be interpreted 
with this limitation factored in. 

• Tartous: the number of sampled households are below the minimum required. However, these 
governorates are included in the analysis as their populations are relatively homogenous and thus 
variations in the data are less, and meeting the required minimum sample is less important. 

• Quneitra: the number of sampled households is just below the minimum required.  However, all (100%) 
of households surveyed were located in Quneitra district and therefore results should be interpreted as 
being representative of this district only and not the entire governorate.

Comparison between Round 1 and Round 3

The first round of data collection for this monitoring initiative took place between September and December 
2016, where 17 organisations collected data from 11,700 households across Syria. The findings in this 
report compare the results of two rounds of monitoring which took place during the same time frame and 
season, but one year apart. 

With respect to interpreting the differences in levels of indicators between Round 1 and Round 3 presented 
throughout this report, it should be noted that the sample for Round 3 (8,752 households) is smaller than 
Round 1 (11,700 households) and may have a different distribution. Thus, the influence of the potential 
sampling error should be noted when interpreting changes, as this may cause additional random variations. 
It can also be noted that the changes presented are descriptive only, and no inferential statistics were carried 
out to statistically verify the differences and thus all changes noted are indicative only.  Figure 2 shows the 
number of households sampled in each governorate for both rounds 1 and 3. Although there are large 

4  Based on the size of the beneficiary caseload in each governorate (greater than 20,000 households per governorate) the decision was taken at 
confidence level of 95% and margin of error of 5%, to assume the sample was representative if equal to or greater than 385 households per governorate. 
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variations in some governorates (notably Al-Hasakeh, Aleppo, and Rural Damascus) it is important to note 
whether the sample was representative at governorate level to enable statistical comparison (minimum 
sample: 385 households per governorate).  

Figure 2: Number of sampled beneficiary households per governorate: Round 1 vs Round 3
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Section 5: Results

5.1 Demographics5

Of the total number of beneficiary households surveyed, 76.5% had a male head of household and 23.5% 
were headed by a female. Figure 3 shows the demographic status of households by residence status and 
type of accommodation in which they are currently dwelling. 

Figure 3: Household demographics by displacement status and accommodation type

• The highest concentrations of displaced people among sampled beneficiaries were found in Quneitra 
district (42% of households); Idleb (35%), Hama (29%); and Homs (22%).

• The highest concentration of the sampled beneficiaries households living in camps were in Idleb (65%); 
households living in schools or other public buildings were highest in Idleb (35%); Dara (12%); Aleppo (12%). 

• The highest concentrations of sampled beneficiary households living in rented shelter were found in 
Idleb (34%); and Aleppo (16%).

Notable variations among female and male headed households from the sampled beneficiaries’ households 
across the accommodation types or in terms of residence status are as follows:

• A higher percentage of the female headed household group (34.6%) are living in schools or public 
buildings as compared to male headed households (16%).

• In terms of ownership of accommodation, a smaller proportion of female headed households (17.5%) 
owned the accommodation that they live in as compared to males (33.8%). Similar proportions of the 
male and female headed groups rented their accommodation (29.8% female to 26.1% male).

• A slightly higher number of female headed households (29.9%) are displaced when compared to the 
male headed group (26.9%). 

5.2 Food Consumption Score 6

The Food Consumption Score (FCS) is widely used as a proxy measure of the dietary quality and calorific 
intake of households. It is a composite score based on the dietary diversity, food frequency and relative 
nutritional importance of the different food groups consumed. Analysis presents households clustered into 
three groups: poor, borderline and acceptable food consumption. It is based on the number and frequency 
of different food groups consumed in the seven days before the household was surveyed. 

5  The full set of demographic data was collected from all households (n=8,752)
6	 	The	number	of	households	whose	survey	included	the	Food	Consumption	Score	module	was	6,617	(ie	FCS:	n=	6,617)
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FCS Interpretation

Poor Food Consumption: This category includes 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: This category includes households that are consuming staples and 
vegetables every day, accompanied by oils and pulses a few times a week. 

Acceptable Food Consumption: This category includes households that are consuming staples and 
vegetables every day, frequently accompanied by oils and pulses and occasionally meat, fish and dairy. 

Figure 4 illustrates the overall food consumption status by category for beneficiary households surveyed 
for Round 3 and compares to Round 1.

Figure 4: FCS Syria: Round 1 vs Round 3

It appears that the situation is deteriorating for beneficiary households as the percentage of sampled 
people in poor FCS group increased from 11% to 20%, and overall, the percentage of households in poor and 
borderline categories have increased from 37% to 47% of the total surveyed population. As noted in Section 
5.1, caution is warranted in interpreting the changes as there is variation in the sample sizes between round 
1 and round 3, and that the data presented is descriptive only. Furthermore, influencing factors could vary 
from governorate to governorate as discussed below: 

• Even though for Round 1, the percentage of surveyed households who were displaced (45.7%) was 
higher than in Round 3 (27%) the displacement factor could still be the cause of the increase in food 
insecurity. This is because the rate of new arrivals and multiple displacements (new arrivals or multiple) 
has been steadily increasing over the years. The Sector assumes that all new arrivals are food insecure 
for the first three months in their new location after which the standard targeting criteria should be 
applied for assessing their food insecurity. Furthermore, the number of instances of displacement that 
occurred during 2017 represent a 31 per cent increase from 2016 (2 million) and 55 per cent increase 
from 2015 (1.6 million). On average, more than 239,612 IDP movements were documented per month, 
amounting to some 7,878 people displaced per day.

• There is a significantly higher proportion of surveyed households residing in schools or public buildings 
(24.1%) in Round 3 as compared to Round 1 (2%) and the capture of these particularly vulnerable 
households may account for some of the increase in poor and borderline food consumption. Furthermore, 
these data need to be viewed in light of changes at the Governorate level as some areas have improved 
whereas others have worsened considerably due to factors such as intensified conflict, displacement, 
and increased market prices of food and other essential commodities (see Section 5.2.2 below). 
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5.2.1 Food Consumption Score by Gender, 
Residence Status and Accommodation Type. 
The food consumption data was disaggregated by the gender of the head of household as well as their 
residence status and accommodation type. The results are presented in Figure 6. 

Figure 5: FCS Syria by accommodation type, residence status and gender of the head of household

The findings indicate that there is no notable difference in the food consumption scores for female and male 
headed households at the national level. However, there are notable differences across residential status 
and accommodation type, with those who are displaced and living in camps having a higher percentage 
in the ‘poor food consumption’ category.  It should be noted also that further variations are seen in these 
categories at governorate level (Section 5.2.2).

Specifically related to those households living in camps, Figure 6 shows the breakdown for the food 
consumption groups for this population (n= 161), where it can be seen that 68.3% have poor food 
consumption. It can also be noted that 61% of those living in camps were located in Sanjar subdistrict of 
Al-Mara district, in Idleb province, with the rest sparsely distributed among 6 other governorates (Aleppo, 
Damascus, Rural Damascus, Homs, Dar’a and Quneitra).

Figure 6: FCS for camp population (n=161)
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5.2.2 FCS at the Governorate level 
Figure 7 shows the percentage of households in each food consumption group at the governorate level. 

Figure 7: FCS by governorate

• The highest number of households who are categorised as having poor food consumption are in Rural 
Damascus (50.8%); Homs (24.8%); Idleb (21.6%) and Aleppo (20.0%). 

• Conversely, the governorates with the highest number of households in the acceptable category are in 
Dara’ (88.8%); Hama (84.4%); Al-Hassakeh (83.5%); Lattakia (75%); Tartous (78.3%).

• The governorates who have the highest proportions of households who have borderline food consumption 
and therefore at risk of deterioration are in As-Sweida (36.6%); Aleppo (36.4%) and Homs (36.1%)

• Table 2 presents the percentage of households in each governorate who fall into the poor, borderline 
and acceptable food consumption categories, for both rounds 3 and 1.  
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 Round 1 Round 3 

 Poor FCS Borderline FCS Acceptable FCS Poor FCS Borderline FCS Acceptable FCS

Al- Hasakeh 26% 27% 48% 4% 12% 84%

Aleppo 14% 30% 56% 20% 36% 44%

As-Sweida (district) 3% 13% 84% 14% 37% 49%

Damascus 6% 21% 73% 22% 27% 51%

Dar’a 1% 10% 89% 2% 10% 89%

Hama 15% 26% 60% 4% 11% 85%

Homs 9% 24% 67% 25% 36% 39%

Idleb 21% 36% 43% 22% 35% 43%

Lattakia 8% 33% 59% 10% 15% 75%

Quneitra (district) 4% 13% 83% 7% 25% 68%

Rural Damascus  6% 20% 74% 51% 13% 36%

Tartous 13% 26% 60.3% 6% 16% 78.3% 

Table 2: Percentage of households in each food consumption category for Round 3 and Round 1 by governorate 

A deterioration in the food consumption situation is noted as follows: 

• Damascus and Rural Damascus governorates have seen the most significant deteriorations. 

• There are also notable deteriorations in Homs, As-Sweida, and also Aleppo, and Quneitra (district) 
although to a lesser extent. 

Improvements or stabilisations are noted as follows:

• An improvement in the food consumption of households is most notable in Al-Hasakeh and Hama. 

• Improvements are also noted in Lattakia and Tartous and the situation has somewhat stabilised in 
Idleb. 
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Possible Explanations for changes
• As-Sweida: The sample are mostly accommodated in schools and public buildings, and renting 

indicating there may be a high concentration of IDPs7. 

• Damascus: Of the total number of households surveyed 75% were displaced, of which 33% had poor 
food consumption. This is compared to 66.3% displaced for Round 1. However, a notable difference 
between the two rounds appeared in accommodation status where in round three 41.3% are living in 
schools or public buildings compared to 1% in round one. Almost 29% of those living in schools in round 
three had poor food consumption.  

• Homs: 63% of households surveyed in Round 3 were in Hard to Reach areas. 21.8% were displaced. 

• Rural Damascus: 48% of surveyed households were in besieged areas and a further 16% were in areas 
classified as hard to reach. 

• Aleppo: 65% of the population surveyed were either returnees or displaced (45% and 20% respectively).  
Furthermore, 26% were living in schools and other public buildings, compared to round one where 3% 
were accommodated in schools and public building. The greatest proportion of households with poor 
food consumption were found in Azaz (53%, n=151), and where 36% of the surveyed population were 
living in public buildings. An additional cause of the deteriorating food consumption was the disruption 
of food supply routes in 2017 and the associated increase in prices in this area. 

Further indicative reasons for the deterioration in Food Consumption Score can be attributed to 
programmatic issues such as number of times food insecure households were reached during the four 
month period (when data was collected). For instance, in As Sweida on average sub districts were reached 
2.5 times over a period of 4 months, indicating food assistance could not be provided consistently each 
month. Similarly, in Rural Damascus, in the besieged locations, where the main modality of reaching People 
in Need has been through Inter Agency Convoys (IAC), in the last quarter of 2017 only one IAC was approved 
and humanitarian assistance has been very limited. Another aspect of food consumption is related to kilo 
calories provided per person per day.   In 2017, Sector partners food baskets on average covered 1,435 
kilocalorie which is below the recommended 1,470 to 1,600 kcal per person per day. Finally, the prices of 
food baskets in the markets remained high thus creating financial and physical barriers to access food. In 
the four governorates the cost of standard food baskets ranged from 30,000 SYP to 32,000 SYP, with major 
spikes in prices in the besieged locations of Eastern Ghouta (Rural Damascus) where the costs of food 
baskets increased from 76,420 SYP in July to 268,744 SYP in November. 

5.3 Household Dietary Diversity Score  
and Nutritional Quality Analysis 
Complementary indicators to the Food Consumption Score which highlight the diversity and certain 
nutritional aspects of the household’s food consumption are the Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) 
and the FCS- Nutritional Quality Analysis (FCS-N).

5.3.1 Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS)8

Food insecure households tend to spend a larger share, if not all, of their food budget on macronutrient 
dense staple foods in order to try to meet their calorie requirements. This can compromise their diet in 
terms of proteins and adequate micronutrients.  The HDDS reflects how diverse the beneficiary household’s 
diets were in terms of the number of food groups consumed over the seven-day period before they were 
surveyed. 

7	 	The	partner	organisation	in	this	district	did	not	include	information	on	displacement	status	so	this	assumption	cannot	be	confirmed.	
8	 	HDDS:	n	=		6,617	households	
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Figure 8 shows a comparison of the HDDS at the national level for Round 3 and Round 1.

Figure 8: HDDS Syria: Round 3 vs Round 1

Consistent with the FCS variations, the findings presented in Figure 6 indicate a worsening of the dietary 
diversity for beneficiary households over the past year, with an increase in the number of households who 
have both poor and medium and dietary diversity.
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Figure 9 shows the HDDS disaggregated by gender of head of household, residence status and 
accommodation type.  

Figure 9: HDDS Syria by gender of head of household, residence status and accommodation type

Figure 9 highlights dietary diversity is better for female than male headed households and is notably worse 
for those who are displaced and particularly for those living in camps. 

Figure 10 shows the HDDS disaggregated by governorate. The governorates who have the highest 
percentage of households with low dietary diversity are Rural Damascus (51.0%); Homs (29.3%); Quneitra 
(22.6%) and Idleb (18.9%).  These are consistent with the finds for high rates of poor food consumption by 
governorate. 

Figure 10: HDDS by governorate
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5.3.2 Food Consumption Score – Nutritional Quality Analysis9 
In order to deepen the nutritional analysis, the food consumption data was also viewed in light of three 
essential nutrients: Protein, Vitamin A and Iron (hem iron). Figure 11 highlights the consumption of these 
items in a seven-day period prior to the survey. It can be noted that 55% of surveyed households have 
poor levels of iron consumption, whilst approximately one third of all households are borderline in terms of 
consumption of all three nutrients.  The households with the worst hem iron intake are in Rural Damascus 
(90%); Quneitra (district)(72%); Dar’a and Damascus (both at 67%). The consumption of Protein and Vitamin 
A are relatively consistent across all governorates, with the exception of Rural Damascus where 36% of 
households have poor protein consumption. It can be noted that this analysis was not included in in Round 
1 so a comparison is not possible.  

 Figure 11: FCS Syria - Nutritional Quality Analysis

9	 FCS-N;		n = 3,162 households
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5.4 Food Consumption Based Coping Strategies (r CSI)10

When households are negatively affected by a shock or crisis, they may alter their food consumption by using 
various strategies to adapt to reduced access to food. Such strategies are measured using a standardised, 
validated indicator known as the reduced Coping Strategies Index (r CSI). The coping strategies considered 
by the measure are: relying on less preferred or less expensive food; borrowing food or relying on help from 
friends and relatives; reducing the number or meals eaten per day; reducing portion sizes of meals; and 
reducing consumption by adults in order for small children to eat. The measure considers how many days 
out of the seven prior to the survey that the household needed to use a particular strategy due to a lack 
of food or money to buy food. The higher the r CSI, the more stressed the household is in its attempts to 
secure enough food for consumption. Figure 12 shows the national mean r CSI for Syria for Round three 
and compared to Round one. 

Figure 12: Mean rCSI for Syria- Round 1 vs Round 3

The national mean r CSI for Round three is 14.7 which 
represents a small decrease from 15.5 in Round 
one. When disaggregated by gender of the head of 
household, the mean for female headed households 
(15.0) is higher than that recorded for male headed 
households (14.1).  Variations in the r CSI scores were 
notable at governorate level and Figure 13 below shows 
the mean rCSI for Round 1 and Round 3 by governorate.

10	 	r	CSI:	n=	8,752	(13	governorates	-	includes	Ar-Raqqa)
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Figure 13: Mean National r CSI: Round 1 vs Round 3

*No data was collected in Ar-Raqqa in round 1 so no comparison is possible. 

• The highest r CSI mean scores were recorded in Ar-Raqqa and Hama. 

• Deteriorations between round 1 and round 3 were observed in Hama, and Rural Damascus.

• Improvements were observed in Al-Hassakeh, Aleppo, As-Sweida, Lattakia, and Tartous, and a 
stabilisation was seen in Idleb. 

Figure 14 shows the mean r CSI disaggregated by residential status and accommodation type.

Figure 14: Mean r CSI for Syria by Residential Status and Accommodation Type 

The r CSI score is higher for those who are displaced, and for those who are hosted by family or friends as 
well as those who own their property. These findings are consistent with the results for the categories of 
households with the worst food consumption scores (ref Section 5.2).
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5.5 Livelihood Coping Strategies11 

An exploration of Livelihoods Based Coping Strategies provides a measure for understanding different 
detrimental ways of coping that a household may need to engage in to try to meet their food and other 
basic needs. Such indicators have negative costs to the household both in the long and short term, as well 
as to their dignity, wellbeing and protection status. This Outcome Monitoring Initiative selected a list of ten 
strategies through consultations with partners in all hubs in 2016, which are shown below. Furthermore, 
each coping strategy is categorised according to its impact on the current and future livelihoods of 
households. A strategy is categorised as ‘stress’ if there is a negative immediate effect on the households 
but it is one that they may recover from. A crisis strategy has a direct impact on the future livelihoods of the 
household but again maybe replenishable through time and/ or with support, An Emergency strategy may 
present a risk to life, wellbeing, as well as livelihood and is harder to recover from. For example, children 
being withdrawn from school in order to work may represent a considerable loss of education. 

Box 2:  Livelihood Coping Strategies – Categories

Stress Crisis Emergency

Sale of Household Assets (non 
- productive)

Sale of Productive assets Children working (less than 16 years old)

Purchase food on credit or 
borrow or share food 

Reduce expenditure on non-food 
essential items (eg water, education, 
health)

Marriage of young girls (less than 16 
years old) (in order to ease the financial 
stress on family)

Family members have taken up 
alternative or socially degrad-
ing jobs

Reduce expenditure on productive 
assets

Undertake high risk or exploitative work

Sale of other humanitarian 
assistance (eg NFIs) 

However, it should be noted that not all organisations who participated in the data collection used the 
entire list, as two had their own set of coping of which 5-6 strategies were identical or very similar to the 
list presented above. These were therefore included and the prevalence of each strategy presented here is 
adjusted by the number of households who actually had the opportunity to answer this question. 

11	 	LCSI	for	all	10	questions:	n=	3,162;	for	6	questions;	n=	3,086	and	for	5	questions;	n	=	2,054	
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The prevalence of these strategies is shown in Figure 15.  Prevelance is based on the number of hosueholds 
that utisiled that particular startegy in the thirty days prior to the survey. It can also be noted that the 
question put to the households included whether or not they have already exhausted this strategy. For 
example, they may not have sold households assets because they have already sold all they can and in this 
case the household will be counted as utilising the strategy.

 

Figure 15: Prevalence of Livelihood Coping Strategies12

The most commonly used strategies were borrowing food (78% of households), the sale of household 
assets in order to buy food (61%) and reducing expenditure on non-food essential households needs (eg 
healthcare and education) in order to obtain food (50%). 

Resilience Factors 
• Reduced expenditure on non-food essential items (eg health, education) =50%, and the prevalence 

was high in all governorates with highest recorded in Dar’a (83% of households); Hama (77%); Homs, 
Aleppo, Idleb and Quneitra (district) (all approximately 43%). The prevalence of this coping strategy was 
higher in female headed households (60%) than males (48%). It was also higher in IDP returnees (72%) 
and displaced (57%) when compared to residents (45%). When disaggregated by accommodation type, 
the highest prevalence was in renters (60%); schools and public buildings (52%); hosted (50%), followed 
by those who own their own property (47%) and those in camps (30%). 

• Sale of Livelihood/ productive assets= 38%; with the highest prevalence in Rural Damascus (98% of 
households); Homs (77%) and Aleppo (65%). The usage of this strategy was higher for male headed 
households (42%) than females (22%). It was also highest in residents (47%), those who are hosted 
(48%) and those who own their own accommodation (42%). 

• Reduced expenditure on livelihood assets (eg fuel, livestock costs) = 22%, with highest prevalence Dar’a 
(49% of households); Aleppo (32%), followed by Quneitra (district), Idleb, Homs and Hama (all between 
20-23% of households). This coping strategy was used more by male (42%) headed households than 
female (22%).  It is higher for residents (46%) than those who are displaced (23%) or returnees (26%), 
and for those who own their own property (42%) and who are hosted (48%) than those who are renting 
(26%); in schools or public buildings (23%) or in camps (16%). 

12	 	Adjusted	by	the	number	of	households	who	had	the	opportunity	to	answer	this	question.	
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Gender and Protection Factors 
The following coping strategies are noted for the impact on gender and protection issues relevant to food 
security at the household level:

• Engaging in high risk work = 21%, with highest prevalence in Dar’a (49% of households); Aleppo (44%); 
and Rural Damascus (31%), followed by Homs (27%) and Hama (20%). There was no notable difference 
in use of this strategy when disaggregated by gender of the head of household, or by residence status. 
However, when disaggregated by accommodation type, the highest percentage of those engaging in 
this strategy was seen in schools and public buildings (43%) and renters (37%), followed by those who 
own their house (31%); hosted (25%) and in camps (17%).

• Socially degrading work = 24%, with highest rates in Dar’a (60%); and Aleppo (58%). A slightly higher 
percentage of the female headed households reporting using this strategy (29% as compared to 23% of 
male headed households).

• Children working = 16%, with highest prevalence in Al-Hassakeh (32%) and Dara (17%).A slightly higher 
percentage of the female headed households reporting using this strategy (7% as compared to 5% of 
male headed households). 

• Marriage of girls (< 16 for financial reasons) = 3%, with highest prevalence in Damascus (33%) and 
Dar’a (12%). The percentage of female headed households who needed to use this strategy for financial 
reasons was two percentage points higher (5%) as compared to male headed households (3%). 
However, in Damascus (district) where the highest prevalence of this coping strategy was recorded, the 
percentage of male headed households was higher than for female at 38% and 25% respectively.  When 
disaggregated by accommodation type there is a slightly higher percentage than average for those 
living in schools and public buildings (7%).

With regard to all of the ten coping strategies it was also noted that the most commonly used livelihood 
coping strategies for female headed households were borrowing food (74%) and reducing expenditure on 
non-food essential items (60%). Male headed households also had a high rate of borrowing food (68%) and 
but relied more on selling household (62%) and productive assets (42%) than their female counterparts 
(42% and 22% respectively). 
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Sale of Humanitarian Assistance 
During the one month prior to the time they were surveyed 31% of households reported that they sold 
non-food humanitarian assistance. The highest prevalence was in Homs (52%); Dar’a (46%); Aleppo (39%); 
and Quneitra district (35%). Figure 15 shows the reported reasons for the exchange of the humanitarian 
assistance, with the most frequently reported reasons being to obtain cooking fuel (41%) and access 
medicine and/ or health care (20%). 

Figure 16: Use of exchanged non-food humanitarian assistance
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6.Conclusions and Considerations 

• Between Round 1 and Round 2 there was a drop in food assistance nationally from 5.7 to 5.4 million 
people reached each month. Furthermore, the average kcal per person per day is now only 1,467 which 
is below the recommended value of 1,600 kcal per person per day.  Additionally, Sector partners reached 
every village 4 times per year which is below the Sector recommended frequency of 8 times in a year. 
On average prices for a standard food basket in 2017 decreased by 2% compared to 2016 but were still 
higher than pre-crisis level by 400%. All these factors continue to create barriers to financial and physical 
access to food despite the large scale food assistance and thus can be attributed to the decrease in 
beneficiary food security status. 

Recommendations: 

To ensure minimum kcals are maintained as per recommended food baskets.

To reach assessed food insecure households a minimum of 8 times in a year to ensure regular access to 
food.

• Although 52.8 % of beneficiary households surveyed had acceptable food consumption, this needs to be 
read in tandem with the r CSI and Livelihoods Coping Strategies. The mean national r CSI for round three 
remains high at 14.7, and although a slight improvement from 15.1 in round one, households are still 
using each of the coping strategies an average of nine times per week in an effort to stabilise their food 
consumption. Furthermore, the analysis of livelihood coping shows that 78% of households needed 
to borrow food and 61% needed to sell household assets to buy food.  This indicates the continued 
vulnerability of beneficiary households and supports the validity of the targeting criteria used across 
the Sector. 

Recommendations: 

Partners should continue to align food assistance to the selection criteria suggested by the Sector, and 
where necessary, to ensure greater linkages between profiles of households with food insecurity and 
targeting/selection criteria.

• All partners can consider the very high r CSI in Ar-Raqqa and Hama and to investigate the situation there 
further (particularly with regard to collecting additional indicator information in this governorate).  

• All partners can note that 55% of households have poor iron consumption, and the situation is notably 
worse in Rural Damascus, Quneitra, Dara and Damascus. This information can also be highlighted to 
the Nutrition Sector. 
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Recommendations:

To target households with more vulnerabilities (from the caseload of regular monthly food assistance) with 
top up support to access fresh food. This can be done through multiple modalities such as food voucher or 
multipurpose cash based response in coordination and collaboration among partners. 

• 31% of households reported selling their non-food humanitarian assistance. 41% of those who sold did 
so in order to meet their cooking fuel needs, and organisations can consider a possible need to provide 
support for fuel. 

Recommendation:

To target households with more vulnerabilities (from the caseload of regular monthly food assistance) with 
top up support to access fuel. This can be done through multiple modalities including greater collaboration 
with NFI Sector as well as multipurpose cash-based response. 

• Livelihood partners can take note of the high rate of sale of productive assets particularly in Rural 
Damascus, Homs and Aleppo. The lower rates of sale in female headed households may be indicative 
of these households having less assets in the first place. Updated asset inventories can be included in 
livelihood assessments and monitoring tools. 

Recommendation:

Livelihoods programming across Syria should be more integrated with food assistance to have overlapping 
caseload to enable such households in improving their coping mechanism over time and to gradually 
graduate out of food assistance. Towards livelihood support programmes. Res: Integration strategy should 
be piloted and provide more information to next round.  Sector recommended Integrated Strategy and 
monitoring the impact of livelihoods assistance on food security status should be applied across Syria. 

Non-food actors can be made aware that 50% of households needed to reduce their expenditure on non-
food essential items such as health and education in order to meet their food needs, and that 20% of the 
households who sold non-food assistance did so to meet medicine and health care needs. 

Gender and protection actors can be made aware that 35% of female headed households are living in schools 
or other public buildings. Also, that reduced expenditure in non-food essential items such as education and 
health care in order to secure food is higher in female headed household. (Other key highlights related to 
gender and protection are presented in section 5.5.)
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7. Monitoring & Evaluation Recommendations  
and Way Forward 

• Conduct survey at both Sector and partner organisation level (potentially followed by a workshop) to 
assess the use of data and recommendations provided by all rounds of outcome monitoring to date. 
This can include whether recommendations from the first two rounds have been considered, as well as 
potential ways to utilise the data from round three.   

• Incorporate organisation specific analysis to share with individual partners via the Sector database 
platform. 

• Incorporate interpretation and use of findings (including partner specific profiles) into hub level analysis 
workshops. 

Photo: FAO
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Round 4
• Consider additional agricultural indicators for those partners who provide this specific assistance. 

• Emphasise the need to collect information on food sources during data collection. (As this data was not 
collected for over 60% of households in Round three it could not be used for analysis.)

• Continue collaboration with Nutrition Sector but select indicator(s) more suitable for this type of Initiative 
and survey methodology. Discuss use of collected nutrition data to enhance Sector information and 
also how this information can be used by each partner organisation. 

• Discuss the possibility of full harmonisation of tools with organisations who are using different, or a 
shorter list of livelihoods coping strategies. Discuss inclusion of all indicators with all partners who 
participate. 

• Facilitate each organisation take samples which are representative of their own beneficiary households. 
This will help to maximise usefulness of data for partner organisations as well as to increase the 
representatives off the overall sample at various geographic levels.  

• In round 3 the r CSI only was collected in Ar-Raqqa. Discussions can be held with the partner to expand 
the data collected to incorporate the additional indicators so a full picture of the food security status 
can be gathered. 

• Increase the Analysis workshop by one day to allow for more discussion and interpretation of results. 
The analysis team can be reduced to a core number of people and the hub coordinators and programme 
people invited for the last day. 

• Add further details on programme modalities into questionnaire to allow analysis of food basket versus 
cash-based responses. 

• Consider longitudinal studies for certain activities such as livelihoods. 

• Maintain consistent partners for data collection and analysis where possible. 

• The sample size for those living in camps in Round 3 was low (n= 168). Encouragement should be 
given to partners to survey more households in camps to ensure a better representation of the situation 
for these beneficiaries. Furthermore, consideration can be given to having representative samples of 
beneficiaries in hard to reach areas, those receiving agricultural and livelihood support, and cash and 
voucher-based assistance to allow further comparisons between groups. 

• The use of inferential statistics to compare differences over time and between groups can be considered 
alongside the sampling methodology for round four and discussed with partners. 
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