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This guidance on targeting is intended to provide a common platform for food security and 
livelihoods (FSL) partners in the northwest Syria (NWS) putting in place a harmonized approach 
to prioritization and targeting criteria for beneficiaries of food security programmes within the 
framework of the FSL cluster’s sector objectives and the integrated approach to the three lines 
of response. 

Sector Objectives

The FSL cluster’s humanitarian response plan (HRP) sets out three sector objectives for the 
sector:

• Sector objective 1: Improve the food security status of assessed food insecure people 
through life-saving and life-sustaining food assistance.

• Sector objective 2: Support the self-reliance of affected households by protecting and 
building productive assets and restoring or creating income-generating opportunities that 
save and sustain lives.

• Sector objective 3: Improve communities’ capacity to sustain household livelihoods by 
improving linkages with value chains through the rehabilitation and building of productive 
infrastructure, and by supporting services, early warning and disaster risk reduction 
systems.

Sector objective 1 addresses food assistance (emergency and regular) for the most vulnerable 
people; sector objective 2 on households’ self-reliance aims to restore and strengthen 
productive assets and create income opportunities; and sector objective 3 contributes to 
building communities’ capacities, improving infrastructure and key services and restoring 
and strengthening value chains and early warning systems. The FSL cluster implements 
coordination mechanisms and provides partners with core support for actions towards the 
three sector objectives, following a holistic approach based on the pillars of food security – 
food availability, access, and utilization.

Prioritization Approach

The FSL cluster recommends a two-fold approach to prioritization and targeting: 

1. Geographical targeting is based on access and the severity score applied by the food 
security sector to determine vulnerability levels in each district and subdistrict in NWS. In 
those districts and subdistricts ranked at the highest levels of severity (major, severe and 
critical), the priority will be given to life-saving food assistance and livelihoods support. 
 
In an emergency, geographical targeting is informed mainly by the impacts of shock(s) 
on the food security situation in the affected area(s). Targeting is also based on food 
needs assessments at the community level and “5Ws” (who, what, where, when and 
whom) analysis in the affected areas (see the traffic light methodology in annex 3). 

Background
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2. Household-level targeting aims to identify the most vulnerable people for each FSL 
cluster activity through assessment and analysis of food security and socio-economic 
status. Vulnerability and selection criteria for targeting households are defined by food 
security programmes. 

Integration Approach

The FSL cluster recommends that partners apply an integrated approach to food security 
programmes, with assistance and support provided to target beneficiaries through the most 
appropriate transfer modality according to the following three-line response:
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TIMELINE
(Months)

SHOCK

MODALITIES

DURATION

ACTIVITY

ACTIVITY

CASH
COOKED MEALS

RTEs
CASH

MORE THAN 1 YEAR

VOUCHER IN-KINDIN-KIND

Emergency
Response

3 Rounds of 
Emergency Food 

Assistance
Minimum 8 Rounds of Food Assistance

Livelihoods

1 - 4
WEEKS

3
MONTHS MINIMUM 8 MONTHS DURATION

1st LINE RESPONSE 2nd LINE RESPONSE

3rd LINE RESPONSE

1. First line – sector objective 1, emergency response for four months: Distribution 
of rapid life-saving food assistance to all the households affected by a shock (conflict, 
natural disaster, etc.) from when the impact(s) are first felt. A blanket approach to 
providing one to four weeks of assistance to all the newly affected people who are in 
immediate need of food through the delivery of ready-to-eat rations, cash or vouchers 
for food, cooked meals, and bread. After the first four weeks, the emergency response 
will be carried on for three more months through food assistance (in-kind food baskets 
or cash/vouchers for food) to relieve households affected by the shock(s). In first-line 
assistance, the recommended food ration is a daily intake of 2,100 kcal per person as a 
minimum requirement. 

2. Second line – sector objective 1 regular food assistance programme for eight 
months: In the aftermath of a shock, sustained assistance is provided to food-insecure 
households for at least eight months of regular distributions of food assistance (cash, 
vouchers or an in-kind food basket). The daily kcal intake is set at a minimum 70 percent 
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of 2,100 kcal, or about 1,550 kcal per person per day, distributed in a monthly household 
food ration. The value of cash and voucher assistance is sufficient to cover approximately 
70 percent of the daily kcal intake (about 1,550 kcal per person per day), which is also 
equivalent to 70 percent of the food value estimated for the survival minimum expenditure 
basket. The transfer value is based on a household size of six members. 

A feeding period of 30 days and a minimum of eight distributions (eight out of 
twelve months) are recommended for households assessed as food insecure. 
Households are usually able to meet the rest of their daily kcal requirements from 
their own sources, where livelihood opportunities are available. In hard-to-reach 
areas where households cannot meet their full daily calorie intake requirements, it is 
recommended that partners deliver food baskets that provide 2,100 kcal person/day.  

3. Third line – sector objectives 2 and 3 livelihoods support programme: Provision 
of targeted services and support aimed at protecting, rehabilitating, and strengthening 
productive assets and livelihood activities for households affected by a recent shock(s). 
Livelihood activities range from distribution of agricultural inputs (seeds, fertilizer, 
equipment) to small-scale food production (horticulture, market gardens, animal feed). 
The third-line response also aims to provide targeted support for households through 
regular food assistance while they are phased into livelihoods programmes for building 
resilience and self-reliance. 

Livelihood programmes go beyond agriculture and livestock activities to include value 
chains (such as large businesses and traders) with a direct link to improving the food 
security of the most vulnerable people through market-driven income-generating 
activities and vocational training.

Capacity building initiatives are aimed at enabling people to (re)start or expand 
livelihoods that target households already have experience with, as this is often the 
most appropriate way of providing livelihood support. Recommended activities include 
the rehabilitation of essential productive infrastructure and facilities such as irrigation 
canals, and the construction of irrigation infrastructure and equipment, mills, water wells, 
rain harvesting pools, bakeries, markets, storages facilities, nurseries, etc. through the 
appropriate modality (cash for work, work for food, etc.). 
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Prioritization approach in first-line (emergency) response contexts

The major drivers of food insecurity in NWS are protracted displacement, loss and lack of 
livelihoods and weakened production capacity. In addition, high prices and inflation have led 
to deterioration of purchasing power and continuous depletion of the productive assets of the 
most vulnerable people in NWS. Conflict and socioeconomic crises have had severe effects on 
both the physical and financial access to food for most people in NWS.

The FSL cluster recommends that response packages be adapted by partners to address food 
insecurity at two targeting levels: geographical and household. 

1. Geographical Targeting  

Geographical targeting is applied to identify the communities that are most in need of food 
assistance. In the case of a shock (such as conflict, floods or drought) the emergency response 
targets the areas/subdistricts affected by the main impacts, such as the displacement of people 
and the damage or destruction of basic infrastructure and assets (markets, roads, access to 
land, etc.), identified through rapid needs assessments conducted by FSL partners. Rapid 
assessments aim to identify the number of people who require external assistance to meet 
their minimum food needs, based on key indicators of household food security. 

In geographical targeting, based on the results of the rapid assessments, food assistance is 
delivered to the areas that have been hardest hit by a shock and that are in most need. 

Geographical targeting may also be based on the number of people in need identified from 
annual food security and livelihood assessments, particularly in areas with severity ranking of 
3 and above (major, severe and critical). Access and the severity of needs are monitored by 
the food security cluster.  Geographical targeting is carried out at two levels: subdistrict and 
village / community: 

i. Sub-district level: Geographical targeting is based on the severity ranking of each 

SECTOR OBJECTIVE 1
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Food security and agriculture objective 1: Improve the food security status of people 
assessed as food insecure through lifesaving and life-sustaining food assistance

1.1. Emergency response to the needs of crisis-affected vulnerable people with short-term 
        food assistance through appropriate modalities
1.2. Monthly food assistance for the people assessed as food insecure through appropriate  
       modalities
1.3. Supplementary food assistance for persons with specific needs through appropriate  
        modalities (complementary to 1.2. and interlinked to the nutrition sector)

1.4. Provision of flour or bread directly to households or bakeries
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subdistrict, which indicates the prevalence of people in need according to the results 
of the FSL sector assessment (the humanitarian needs overview – HNO). The cluster 
partners coordinate geographical targeting with the FSL cluster and use the most up-to-
date information, including gap analysis, 5W dashboards, and monthly insights reports, 
with the aim of achieving well-targeted coverage in the areas with most people in need. 

ii. Village/community level: Geographical targeting at the village/community level depends 
mainly on the presence of high proportions of vulnerable households according to 
household selection criteria, and key food security indicators related to the food security 
index (consolidated approach for reporting indicators of food insecurity – CARI)2. 

Partners carry out rapid needs assessment soon after the shock occurs and prior to any 
emergency assistance intervention to verify whether geographical targeting at the village/
community level is appropriate and feasible. FSL partners coordinate with the FSL cluster 
through meetings and use the most up-to-date information to target areas (subdistricts) in need 
of assistance while avoiding any overlaps or the overreach of assistance. 

2. Household-level Targeting 

It is recommended that FSL partners apply a blanket approach to household-level targeting in 
first line (emergency) interventions to ensure rapid response with short-term food assistance 
through appropriate modalities for crisis-affected people. The recommended timeline is one to 
four weeks, based on the most acute needs of the people hit by a shock. 

In the emergency phase, FSL partners may also consider criteria for targeted (non-blanket) 
distributions whenever: 

• it is possible to assess food security at the household level, and/or to distinguish target 
households from non-target households;

• the intended target population is less than 75 percent of the total population; or

• the target community acknowledges and accepts the targeted intervention. 

FSL partners should align with the following framework for assessing household eligibility 
(who should participate in the intervention) and vulnerability (who should be prioritized for 
assistance) status.

2 See annex 6.  
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To determine household vulnerability, FSL partners can also apply the following criteria, 
setting weights for each variable computed in the vulnerability scoring: 
• The household size – the number of people living under the same roof and eating from the 

same pot. The average size of households varies across the governorates of Syria (within 
a range of five to eight members on average). In Idleb and Aleppo governorates, the 

3 The household dependency ratio is calculated by dividing the number of dependants by the number of active 
persons in the household. Dependants are defined by their age (less than 18 years or more than 64 years) and 
health status (with chronic illness, disability, pregnant or lactating women). Active persons are household members 
aged 18 to 65 years with no health issues.
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Sector objective 1: Household-level blanket and targeting approaches

Eligibility

Blanket: All households in a defined area or affected population are eligible 
for assistance. For use in the event of a rapid-onset emergency, where the 
need for a timely response outweighs the need for targeting. 

Targeting measures will be introduced as soon as the context allows.

Household-based targeting based on observable categories such as the 
sex, age, education level and health of the household head; the dependency 
ratio in the household; and the residency status of the household. 

Partners ascertain that targeted households have not received similar 
support within the previous 30 days.

Vulnerability

Status of the head of household
Sex of household head: female-headed households are highly vulnerable, 
including when the head is a pregnant or lactating woman

Age of household head: households headed by a child under 18 years of 
age, or an elderly person of 65 years or more
Education level of household head: primary school, secondary school, 
university degree, vocational training, etc.; the lower the education level of 
the household head, the more vulnerable the household could be to food 
insecurity
Health of household head: households headed by a person with chronic 
disease or illness or disability are considered to be more vulnerable to food 
insecurity
Household dependency ratio3

Households with a member affected by chronic disease or illness or disability

Households with children under 18 years of age and elderly members of 65 
years and above
Households with pregnant and lactating women
Residency status of the household (movements and displacements in the 
last 30 days)

Households of recently and newly internally displaced persons (IDPs) 
(within previous 30 days)
Households that have experienced multiple displacements
Recently returned households (within previous 60 days)
Highly vulnerable residents
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sample food basket applied by the FSL cluster is for a household of five or six members.

• The household’s living conditions are defined by its residency status (displaced, returnee, 
resident), shelter type, quality of the shelter’s floor and roof, source of drinking-water, 
cooking fuel, sanitation, and crowding status. 

• The household’s wealth status is defined by its main source of income and the regularity 
of that income, the household’s ownership of a shelter, assets and livestock, and the 
employment status of the head of household. The main source of income criterion may 
refer to categories of income source such as skilled labour; remittances/gifts from relatives, 
rental income, crop, livestock or fishing production and sale, and other livelihood activities; 
unskilled labour, use of savings, and selling of food and cash assistance; and begging or 
not having any source of income. The categories are listed from the least vulnerable to the 
most vulnerable to food insecurity. 

• The vulnerability status of household members can also be linked to the number of children 
in the household who dropped out of school.  

Sector objective 1 – integration approach in first line (emergency) contexts 

Prioritization approach in second line (regular) response contexts

Straight after the first rapid response (four weeks), partners implement three rounds of 
emergency food basket distributions that provide enough time to prepare for and ensure access 
to regular assistance and cooking facilities for monthly food rations. FSL partners continue the 
response by providing three months of in-kind or cash and voucher food assistance to ensure 
that crisis-affected households do not fall into emergency status before regular food assistance 
is provided (if needed). 

FSL partners continue to provide first-line (emergency) assistance to all the people affected 
by a shock (conflict, natural disaster, etc.) and living in or out of camps, as indicated in the 
blanket approach. If a partner is unable to continue providing food assistance, the gap should 
be reported to the FSL cluster, which will coordinate with other partner(s) to ensure assistance 
is provided to crisis-affected households.

FSL partners should continue to assess food security conditions in the affected population 
while they introduce targeting measures for determining households’ vulnerability status.

The FSL cluster indicates that the major drivers of food insecurity in NWS are conflicts that 
have resulted in prolonged and multiple displacements and reduced local production capacity. 
The coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic and climate shocks (mainly floods and 
drought) are also causes of food insecurity. In addition, high prices and inflation have contributed 
to reductions in people’s purchasing power and the continuous depletion of livelihood assets for 
the most vulnerable people. The outcome of all of these drivers is limited physical and financial 
access to food for about 3.4 million people in NWS, including 2.8 million IDPs. 
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In the 2020 – 2022 response plan, the FSL cluster recommends that response packages be 
adapted to address acute food insecurity at two broad levels: geographical and household.

1. Geographical targeting  

Geographic targeting is applied in settings where vulnerable populations are concentrated 
in areas with high proportions of vulnerable households and individuals to be prioritized. 
Geographical targeting is applied to identify the communities that are most in need of food 
assistance. IDPs in camps are included in the number of people in need based on food 
security cluster methodology applied in the humanitarian needs overview (HNO). 

Access and severity of needs are monitored by the food security cluster. 

Geographical targeting is carried out at two levels: subdistrict and village / community: 

i. Subdistrict level: Geographical targeting is based on the severity ranking of each 
subdistrict, which indicates the prevalence of people in need according to the results 
of the FSL sector assessment (the humanitarian needs overview). The cluster partners 
coordinate geographical targeting with the FSL cluster and use the most-up-to date 
information, including gap analysis, 5W dashboards, and monthly insights reports, with 
the aim of achieving well-targeted coverage in the areas with most people in need.  

ii. Village/community level: Geographical targeting at the village/community level depends 
mainly on the presence of high proportions of vulnerable households according to 
household selection criteria, and key food security indicators related to the food security 
index (CARI). The main indicators are: 

• the food consumption score;

• household food and non-food expenditure shares;

• a reduced coping strategy index; and

• a livelihood coping strategies indicator that measures the frequency and severity of 
strategies employed by affected households to cope with the impacts of the shock.

It is recommended that Partners conduct a comprehensive needs assessment prior to the 
second line (regular) intervention to verify that geographical targeting at the village/community 
level is appropriate and feasible. FSL partners coordinate with the cluster and other partners 
through cluster meetings, and use the most up-to-date information to target areas (subdistricts) 
in need of assistance while avoiding any overlaps or the overreach of assistance. 

To mitigate inclusion targeting errors, the geographical approach is usually complemented 
by, for example, targeting based on sociodemographic characteristics of vulnerability derived 
from recent assessments.

2. Household-level targeting

A targeting strategy should aim to capture all the people in need who should be assisted and 
is informed by needs assessments and programme objectives. 
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FSL partners are encouraged to use targeting criteria aimed at identifying and selecting 
households that are unable to meet their basic food needs under assessed conditions. The 
results of the needs assessments guide FSL partners in targeting food assistance to households 
with critical food consumption gaps and/or adverse socioeconomic conditions. 

Targeted approaches to second line (regular) responses are applied in out-of-camps settings, 
and targeting criteria are considered whenever: 

• it is possible to assess food security at the household level, and/or to distinguish targeted 
from non-targeted households;

• the intended target population is less than 75 percent of the total population; and 

• the target community acknowledges and accepts the targeted intervention. 

FSL partners align with the following framework for assessing households’ eligibility (who 
should participate in the intervention) and vulnerability (who should be prioritized for 
assistance) status.

Sector objective 1: Household-level targeting approach

Eligibility

• Household-based targeting according to observable categories such as:

- sex of household head;

- age of household head;

- education level of household head;

- health of household head; 

- dependency ratio in the household;

- residency status of the household;

- quality of the household’s dwelling;

- household’s ownership of dwelling, assets and livestock; and

- household’s main source of income and the frequency of that 
income. 

Partners should also ensure that targeted households have not 
received similar support within the previous 30 days. For the selection 
criteria, a scorecard can be used based on vulnerability score criteria. 

• Nutrition/protection referrals: Food security actors should identify and 
reach out to the nutrition and protection actors working in the target 
village/community and request that they refer beneficiaries for food 
assistance – for example, households with children age 6–59 months 
or pregnant and lactating women with acute malnutrition.
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Exclusion

Households that are well-off based on a combination of several criteria. 
Households that satisfy the following criteria should not be prioritized for 
assistance: living in a very good-quality house and not paying rent; owning 
more than one of these assets – truck, car, land, air conditioning, generator; 
and not complying with the vulnerability criteria mentioned below.

Partners should also ensure that targeted households have not received 
similar support within the previous 30 days.

Vulnerability

Status of the head of household
Female-headed households
Child-headed households (less than 18 years of age)
Households headed by elderly persons (65 years of age or more)
Households headed by persons with chronic disease/illness or disability
Household dependency ratio
Households with persons with chronic disease/illness or disability
Households with children under 5 years of age
Households with pregnant and lactating women
Household residency status
Internally displaced households (IDPs)
IDP households with multiple displacement
Returnees, returned households
Resident households 
Household dwelling status
Households paying rent
Households living in low-quality dwellings (type of accommodation and 
material of the roof and the floor)
Households with no source of lighting
Household with access to low-quality water sources (rivers, streams)
Households with low-quality fuel sources for cooking and heating (plastic/
nylon, animal dung)
Households living in highly crowded dwellings
Households with no toilet facilities

To determine household vulnerability, FSL partners can also apply the following criteria, 
setting weights for each variable computed in the vulnerability scoring: 

• The household size is determined from the number of people living under the same roof 
and eating from the same pot. The average household size varies across the governorates 
of Syria (within a range of five to eight members on average). In Idleb and Aleppo 
governorates, the sample food basket applied by the FSL cluster is for a household of five 
or six members. 

• The household’s wealth status is defined by its main source of income and the regularity 
of that income, the household’s ownership of shelter, assets and livestock, and the 
employment status of the head of household. The main source of income criterion may 
refer to categories of income source such as: 
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i. skilled labour; 
ii. remittances/gifts from relatives, rental income, crop, livestock or fishing production 

and sale, and other livelihood activities; 
iii. unskilled labour, use of savings, and selling of food and cash assistance; and 
iv. begging or not having any source of income. The categories are listed from the 

least vulnerable to the most vulnerable to food insecurity.  

• The vulnerability status of household members can also be linked to the number of children 
in the household who dropped out of school. 

Sector objective 1 – integration approach in second line (regular) contexts 

The FSL cluster recommends targeting first-line (emergency) beneficiaries with second line 
(regular) assistance, and partners should consult the FSL cluster regularly to identify potential 
referrals of first-line beneficiaries ready to move on to second-line assistance. 

FSL partners deliver a minimum of eight months of food assistance to vulnerable households 
through multi-purpose cash, vouchers or In-kind modalities. Wherever possible, cash-based 
interventions should be prioritized to improve local market conditions and maximize the impact 
on food security at the household level. The FSL cluster recommends that households be 
reassessed, and if their food security status is found to have improved, the assistance will be 
stopped. If the households’ food security status has not improved, assistance will continue for 
an additional four months.

The food security situation is assessed through regular outcome monitoring (twice a year) 
of the targeted population. Owing to the current situation in NWS, partners should anticipate 
food insecurity threats persisting beyond a first- or second-line intervention. In cases where 
the assessed conditions reflect persistent moderate or severe food insecurity, partners may 
consider extending the second line (regular) response by four months.

In emergency situations where overall humanitarian needs significantly exceed capacity, 
partners may consider reducing the number of rounds of regular food assistance distributed if 
all other options have been exhausted (such as referrals to other organizations or other types 
of programming). The number of rounds may also be reduced in cases where beneficiaries are 
targeted with complementary livelihoods support. When eight rounds of regular food assistance 
cannot be provided to all the people in need, a shorter cycle is permitted of first-line response 
(emergency) followed by four rounds of regular food assistance in coordination with the FSL 
cluster and partners that are operational in the same area. 

Throughout the intervention, to improve overall sustainability and efficacy, partners should 
consider targeting beneficiaries with support under the third line (productive infrastructure and 
livelihoods) in addition to simultaneous second-line response. Partners may apply a graduated 
approach at the close of the second-line response, according to the context. 

Whenever possible, the third-line response should start alongside the second-line response 
with the aim implementing a gradual shift from food assistance to livelihoods and self-reliance 
support that facilitates beneficiaries’ shift into medium- to long-term activities aimed at 
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strengthening households’ food security.  Information on productive assets, market opportunities 
and access to land in the vulnerability profile will be an important source of information from 
which to identify potential types of livelihoods support.
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Prioritization approach in third line (resilience) response contexts (sector objectives 2 and 3)

To ensure that a sustainable approach is followed in addressing food insecurity, the FSL cluster 
focuses on rehabilitation and protection of damaged infrastructure and the provision of critical 
livelihood services that boost agricultural production and restore and create employment 
opportunities in the agriculture value chain system.

1. Geographical Targeting  

Geographical targeting should be used to identify that communities that are most in need of 
livelihood assistance. Access and severity of needs are monitored by the food security cluster. 
Geographical targeting is carried out at two levels: subdistrict, and village/camp/community:

i. Sub-district level: Geographical targeting is based on the severity ranking of each 
subdistrict, which indicates the prevalence of people in need in the subdistrict according 
to the FSL sector assessment results (the humanitarian needs overview). FSL partners 

SECTOR OBJECTIVES 2 AND 3
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Food security and agriculture objective 2: Support the self-reliance of affected households 
by protecting and building productive assets and restoring or creating income-generating 
opportunities that save and sustain lives – related to sector objectives 1, 2 and 3
2.1. Distribution of agricultural inputs such as seeds, fertilizer, pesticide and equipment; and 
related training

2.2. Provision of protection food rations to the most vulnerable farming households

2.3. Support for small-scale food production (horticulture, poultry and egg-production, market 
gardens)

2.4. Provision of protection food rations to the most vulnerable farming households

2.5. Support for asset building and asset protection (small livestock, and animal feed 
distribution) including preparation for winter and related training
2.6 Emergency livestock treatment and training for veterinary services (including community 
animal health workers)

2.7. Support Income-generating activities including vocational training

Food security and agriculture objective 3: Improve communities’ capacity to sustain 
household livelihoods by improving linkages with value chain through the rehabilitation and 
building of productive infrastructure, and by supporting services, early warning and disaster 
risk reduction systems – related to sector objectives 1 and 2, 3
3.1. Support the rehabilitation of relevant economic and productive infrastructure through 
appropriate modalities (canals, irrigation systems, markets, storage facilities, bakeries, etc.)
3.2. Establish and strengthen capacities for providing essential services for local communities, 
including early warning and disaster risk reduction (DRR) systems
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coordinate with the FSL cluster and use the most up-to-date information, including gap 
analysis, 5W dashboards and monthly insights reports, with the aim of achieving well-
targeted geographical coverage in the areas with most people in need.

ii. Village/camp/community level: Geographical targeting at the village/camp/community level 
depends mainly on the presence of high proportions of vulnerable households according to 
household selection criteria; key food security indicators related to the food security index 
(CARI); the presence of damaged, destroyed or inadequate productive infrastructure; and 
the presence of opportunities for the protection, restoration or expansion of productive 
livelihoods.

Partners are encouraged to conduct a comprehensive needs assessment prior to any 
third-line (resilience) intervention in order to verify that targeting at the village/camp/
community level is appropriate and feasible for the type of intervention planned. FSL 
partners should coordinate directly with the cluster and other partners through cluster 
meetings and technical working groups and should use the most up-to-date information.

2. Household-level targeting

For the provision of livestock vaccinations, it is recommended that whole subdistricts be covered 
by one partner in coordination with the cluster and the livestock technical working group.

For all other activities that target households, the FSL cluster recommends that partners align 
with the following framework for assessing households’ eligibility (households that should 
participate in the intervention) and vulnerability (households that should be prioritized for 
assistance) status. 

Sector objective 2 and 3: Household-level targeting approach*
Definitions
Beneficiary group Category Description

Farmers
Small A1 < 10 donum**
Medium A2 10 – 50 donum
Large A3 > 50 donum

Non-farming 
households

Rural B1 0.1 – 1 donum
Peri-urban B2 0.05 – 0.5 donum
Urban B3 < 0.1 donum

IDPs
In camp C1

Agricultural/livestock activities may 
be limited/not allowed. Rented land 
is needed. Water needs are also to 
be considered

Hosted in communities C2 Working as labourers in agriculture.
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Eligibility

General

Vulnerable socio-economic status: Defined broadly as “households 
that are unable to meet their monthly food needs”. Partners are 
encouraged to use or adapt the CARI tools to measure the coping 
capacity of each household; the latest survival minimum expenditure 
basket should be used as the benchmark

and

Not registered for similar assistance: Partners should ensure that 
targeted households have not received similar support within the 
previous 30 days

Technical (refer to the sector objectives 2 and 3 response package in 
annex 1)

2.1 Distribution of agricultural 
inputs such as seeds, 
fertilizer, pesticide and 
equipment

Winter grains
Categories: A1, A2, A3
Winter other crops
Categories: A1, B1, B2, B3
Spring/summer other crops
Categories: A1, B2
Training
Categories: A1, A2, A3, B1, B2

2.2 Support for small-scale 
food production

Micro-gardening – winter
Category: C1
Micro-gardening – spring
Category: C1
Poultry/egg production
Category: B2
Training
Categories: B1, B2, B3, C1, C2

2.3 Support for asset building 
and asset protection (small 
livestock, and animal feed 
distribution)

Asset building
All categories
Training
All categories

2.4 Emergency livestock 
treatment, and training for 
veterinary services (including 
community animal health 
workers

Emergency veterinary interventions
Herders, producer associations, 
service providers, local councils, 
professional associations. Vaccination 
campaigns should have blanket 
coverage at the subdistrict level
Support for income-generating 
activities

2.5 Support for income-
generating activities, 
including vocational training.

Households, associations and 
community-based organizations
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3.1 Building of capacities 
for the provision of 
essential services for local 
communities, including early 
warning and DRR systems

Areas with high concentrations of 
households in categories A1, A2, A3

3.2 Support for the 
rehabilitation of economic/
productive infrastructure

Areas with high concentrations of 
households in categories A1, A2, A3

Vulnerability

Head of household status
Female-headed households
Child-headed households (< 18 years of age)
Households headed by elderly persons (65 years of age or more)
Household demographic status
Households with persons with chronic disease, illness or disability
Households with children under 5 years of age
Households with pregnant and lactating women
Household residency status
Internally displaced households (IDPs)
Returnees, returned households
Resident households (farmers, herders) 

* For further details, please refer to annex 1 Response packages for sector objectives 1, 2 and 3.

** 1 donum = approximately 0.1 ha. 

To determine household vulnerability, FSL partners can also apply the following criteria, setting 
weights for each variable computed in the vulnerability scoring: 

• The household’s wealth status is defined by its main source of income and the regularity 
of that income, the household’s ownership status of shelter, assets and livestock, and the 
employment status of the head of household. The main source of income criterion may 
refer to the categories of income sources, such as: 

i. skilled labour, 
ii. remittances/gifts from relatives, rental income, crop, livestock or fishing production 

and sale, and other livelihood activities; 
iii. unskilled labour, use of savings, and selling of food and cash assistance; and
iv. begging or not having any source of income. 

The categories are listed from the least vulnerable to the most vulnerable to food insecurity. 

Integration approach in third line (resilience) response contexts

As food assistance meets the immediate food security needs of households, through its 
integration approach, the FSL cluster recommends that households receiving food assistance 
are simultaneously targeted with other forms of livelihoods support that ensure a smooth 
transition from food assistance to self-reliance. 
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The FSL cluster works closely with partners to improve the interconnections within affected 
population receiving food and livelihoods assistance. 

In doing so, the FSL cluster maps out locations (based on gap analysis, assessments from 
partners, determination of areas suitable for crop cultivation, climate conditions, etc.) aimed at 
determining whether a gradual shift from assistance to livelihood programmes can be made 
without any negative effect on the food security of households and communities (including 
analysis of how the provision of livelihoods and agriculture inputs relates to value chain 
processes). 

General guidance on enhancing a multi-sectoral integration approach

Humanitarian food assistance aims to provide beneficiaries with timely access to safe and well-
balanced food of sufficient quantity and quality to meet their dietary requirements. In cases 
where regular food assistance is provided, beneficiaries can include IDPs and vulnerable 
members of host communities.

The following principles should apply:

• Multi-sectoral humanitarian assistance should be effectively integrated by ensuring 
that emergency and regular interventions are delivered consistently, coherently and 
transparently in ways that address different vulnerabilities and therefore expedite 
beneficiaries’ recovery and enhance their resilience.

• Food security assistance activities should be viewed through a “protection lens” in order 
to reduce the risks that people and communities face as the beneficiaries of assistance. 
Often referred to as “mainstreaming protection”, this approach applies the tenets of the 
do-no-harm principle: assistance should not exacerbate or create more risks for already 
vulnerable populations, legitimize conflicts or fuel further conflicts.

• The do-no-harm principal advocates that assistance be directed towards “connectors” in 
affected populations who can foster a sense of community cohesion.

• To encourage joint venture initiatives between IDPs and host communities, highly 
skilled IDPs with limited business opportunities should be put into contact with potential 
entrepreneurs in the host community. A variety of business opportunities exist (such as 
joint ventures in value chains between, for example, internally displaced tailors and host 
community members with similar skills, or the hiring of skilled IDP labour by a construction 
contractor).

• As part of accountability to affected populations, humanitarian food assistance partners 
are expected to safeguard the interests of their beneficiaries in the selection of food 
commodities and to ensure that accessible and functional feedback mechanisms are in 
place. 

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS
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• Food assistance should conform to local dietary preferences and be acceptable to 
beneficiaries.

• Food security actors must ensure that their beneficiaries are protected from sexual 
exploitation and abuse and adopt a zero-tolerance policy against sexual exploitation and 
abuse. To facilitate this, all staff, partners and contractors should be obliged to sign and 
adhere to the code of conduct on the prevention of sexual exploitation and abuse. All 
food security programme staff should be trained by a qualified trainer on the basics of 
protection in humanitarian assistance, the code of conduct and the prevention of sexual 
exploitation and abuse, personal data and privacy protection, the handling of sensitive 
questions, and respectful interview approaches.

• Complaints and feedback mechanisms for affected communities should have capacity for 
handling complaints of sexual exploitation and abuse. Prevention of sexual exploitation 
and abuse should be enhanced through awareness-raising activities for beneficiaries 
based on specific information, education and communication materials, backed up by 
confidential complaint mechanisms that inform affected communities of their rights and 
the available reporting channels.

• All food security actors are responsible for providing their field staff with the necessary 
protection training, to the extent possible, and field-level agreements with partners should 
include requirements for respecting key protection principles such as safety, dignity and 
integrity, and provisions for ensuring accountability to affected populations and prevention 
of sexual exploitation and abuse, in field level agreements.

• Assistance will be guided solely by need and will not discriminate based on ethnic origin, 
nationality, age, political opinion, gender, race or religion. Assistance will be targeted 
to the people most at risk from the consequences of food shortages, following a sound 
assessment that takes into consideration the different needs and vulnerabilities of women, 
men, girls and boys.

Contextual considerations in needs assessments

To determine the most appropriate types of intervention, partners should: 

• have a full understanding of the context situation in the target area;

• conduct the necessary assessments; 

• cross-reference the findings from assessments with the findings from previous assessments 
carried out by partners or local authorities; 

• take into consideration the monthly gap analysis carried out by the FSL cluster; 

• take into consideration the recommendations of technical working and coordination groups 
such as those for agriculture, livestock, cash, bread and bakeries and area coordination; 

• coordinate with FSL cluster partners through platforms such as Skype groups, FSL cluster 
meetings and direct communication when allocating activities to partners that have worked 
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or plan to work in these areas; and 

• assess the access, safety and security situation and ensure that they comply with Sphere 
and JOP standards and principles. 

Locations4

Displacement

• Subdistricts with less than 25 percent coverage of the people in need who could be 
supported through livelihood activities. 

• Subdistricts with few interventions and high numbers of IDPs and host communities to be 
supported, given the need to avoid tension between the two groups. 

• Subdistricts with sufficient IDP sites to warrant the establishment of a livelihoods 
programme in support of the IDPs in camps. 

• Subdistricts that are suitable for agriculture, irrigation and livestock interventions, but that 
currently have no significant programmes in place. 

• Subdistricts with a functional market for supporting cash and voucher interventions, and a 
local financial service provider for cash-based transfer activities. 

• Subdistricts with no functional market, which are to be supported through in-kind 
interventions. 

• Subdistricts with gaps in food assistance and livelihoods support, where the integrated 
approach can be enhanced.

• Areas with appropriate agro-ecological zones for agricultural interventions. 

• More than 6.1 million people have fled their homes and remain displaced within Syria 
constituting the largest internally displaced population in the world. NWS currently has 
a population of 4.3 million people, of whom 2.8 million are internally displaced, many of 
them several times.

• People are considered as being displaced (IDPs) when they have had to leave behind 
their homes, most of their assets, their source of livelihood and community support. 

• IDPs live in informal settlements, in crowded conditions with their extended families or in 
damaged or abandoned buildings. Displacement is the main trigger for emergency food 
security interventions in NSW, caused by intermittent large-scale hostilities.

• In the vast majority of IDPs move to areas where they do not have a support system, and 
their arrival can be a source of tension with the communities into which they relocate. 
Members of host communities may view IDPs as competing for already scarce resources 
or experience jealousy when IDPs receive outside assistance that they themselves lack.

GUIDANCE ON TARGETING AND PRIORITIZATION OF BENEFICIARIES

4 Prioritization maps are updated monthly by the FSL cluster using a Power BI dashboard, and are published in 
the monthly “Insights on Northwest Syria” report (see annex 4). 
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COVID-19

Consideration should be given to the following assistance measures in response to the 
COVID-19 pandemic:

• Add soap to food baskets and ready-to-eat rations (the water, sanitation and hygiene 
cluster recommends 175 g of soap per household per week). 

• Increase the value of voucher and cash transfers to cover the cost of soap according to 
the number of household members; or distribute soap kits with in-kind food baskets.

• Ensure that protection measures are in-place at distribution sites (provide masks for 
beneficiaries participating in distributions, clean the screens of tablets used for electronic 
GRNs, and install hand sanitization points at distribution sites).

• Deliver food assistance to people who are in quarantine or self-isolation because of 
COVID-19. 

• Include information brochures with food baskets or ready-to-eat rations rather than 
distributing them separately.

• Follow the successful experience of WFP by printing COVID-19 information and precaution 
measures on the plastic bags in which bread is packed for distribution in camps.

GUIDANCE ON TARGETING AND PRIORITIZATION OF BENEFICIARIES
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ANNEXES

1. Sector objective 1, 2 and 3 response packages
2. FSL Cluster priorities
3. Traffic light methodology, gap analysis
4. Monthly insights 
5. Survival minimum expenditure basket 
6. CARI method 

GUIDANCE ON TARGETING AND PRIORITIZATION OF BENEFICIARIES

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1Ly_E61bx1E_L75osppHh8DrsoZXWzTpL?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/10tYA8IniY66et5I4TBBVd0Exjz6R8enL/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1zOBjgpmhHgyYoI3LhjqS3Qv8Ab86b6OW/view?usp=sharing
https://us17.campaign-archive.com/home/?u=5745961c2e457d7d8ae870a6b&id=55e6e73337
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CbJyybMJMDUW5wMWAOemaiB-pvZLF9Eh/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DOlbmXOoTGW1nxqP8W6uvEiDZ6JeOXIR/view?usp=sharing
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Annex 6 – FSL Indicators (CARI)

Food consumption score

Food expenditure share

The main method applied by the FSL cluster to determine the number of people in need is the 
consolidated approach for reporting indicators of food security (CARI). 

CARI is used for analysing and reporting on the level of food insecurity within a population. 
In the CARI method, each surveyed household is classified into one of four food security 
categories (see following table) based on its current status of food security (measured from 
food consumption indicators) and its coping capacity (measured from indicators of economic 
vulnerability and asset depletion).

GUIDANCE ON TARGETING AND PRIORITIZATION OF BENEFICIARIES

The food consumption score (FCS) is a proxy indicator that represents the dietary diversity, 
energy and macro- and micronutrient value of the food that people eat. It is based on dietary 
diversity, food frequency and the relative nutritional importance of different food groups: 

• poor food consumption: FCS of less than 28;

• borderline food consumption: FCS of 28.5 to 42; and

• acceptable food consumption: FCS of more than 42.

In an emergency, households have poor food consumption (0–28) meaning that they are not 
consuming sufficient staples and vegetables, and never or very seldom consume protein-rich 
food (meat, pulses). 

The food expenditure share (FES) indicator is based on the premise that the greater the share 
of food expenditure in a household’s overall budget, the more economically vulnerable the 
household is. The FES is constructed by dividing total food expenditures by the household’s 
total expenditure.
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CARI prevalence results on food (in)security

GUIDANCE ON TARGETING AND PRIORITIZATION OF BENEFICIARIES

The livelihood-based coping strategy (LCS) is an indicator of a household’s coping capacity. It is 
calculated from a series of questions on the household’s experience with livelihood stress and 
asset depletion over the 30 days prior to the survey. The LCS provides insight into the stress 
and insecurity faced by households and indicates their capacity regarding future productivity. 

In an emergency, households will be applying crisis and emergency strategies:

• Crisis strategies, such as selling productive assets, directly reduce future productivity, 
including human capital formation.

• Emergency strategies, such as selling land, affect future productivity and are more 
difficult to reverse or more dramatic in nature. 

CARI results are presented in the CARI food security console, which provides a snapshot 
of the recorded prevalence of each available CARI food security indicator. It also facilitates 
the collation of the available food security indicators in a systematic and transparent way to 
establish the population’s overall food security outcome – the food security index.

Livelihood-based coping strategy 



https://fscluster.org/gaziantep

info.syria@fscluster.org

https://fscluster.org/gaziantep 
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