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Preface

In Sudan, UNHCR works to provide protection and support to asylum -seekers, and refugees. To
support these efforts, Voluntas Policy Advisory (Voluntas) was commissioned by UNHCR to
carry out an assessment looking into the basic needs and vulnerabilities  of refugees across
Sudan. This report presents the findings of the assessment which help expand the
understanding of refugee vulnerabilities in Sudan. Furthermore, the assessment provides
recommendations for how refugees can be assisted in the future to reduce their vulnerability
levels and meet their basic needs.
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GnOLuUuUGdz-OYauo®9gl A
Sudan is currently estimated to host more than one million refugees and asylum  -seekers from Chad,
the Central African Republic, the Democratic Republic of Congo. Eritrea, Ethiopia, Somalia, South
Sudan, Syria, and Yemen.! Most of the refugee population is currently living outside of official camps
in remote and poorly developed locations with limited access to goods and services. Meanwhile,
those residing in camp settlements are provided with modest assistance, which may n ot meet their
basic needs.?

As part of its mandate in Sudan, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) works
to provide support and protection to refugees, and asylum seekers that are at risk of experiencing
vulnerabilities. However, information about the reason, natu re, and consequences of such
vulnerabilities remains scarce and outdated.

In this context, Voluntas was commissioned to support UNHCR in Sudan by implementing a Basic
Needs and Vulnerability Assessment (BaNVA) for refugees hosted in Sudan. To produce this
assessment, an extensive inception desk review was carried out with 21 key informant interviews
(KlIs) held with UNHCR, other UN agencies, and NGOs to include their respective inputs in the survey
instrument design. Furthermore, a survey was carried out w ith 4,922 refugees and 1,409 host
community members across 13 Sudanese states. The data collected allowed for  the representativity
of the refugee population in each state with a margin of error of around 5%. 3

The findings of this assessment, as expanded u pon below, will help create an understanding of

| OTUut OOLj6 Ydzi CFOI ¢TI (G CaGud OLjY (ithe Hmlitig$ cardsuppgitihy dg@logment Ljig YA G |
of recommendations on how refugees can be better assisted in the future to reduce their

vulnerability leve Is and meet their essential needs ¢ including through cash -based assistance.

Vulnerability mapping

A Basic Vulnerability Indicator (BVI) was developed to inform vulnerability profiling of refugees. The

BVI is the result of an average scoring in eight sectit | Ljo Y dzi CFOIl gl GCGUAY GFndl
encompassing unmet needs , as well as indicators of vulnerability to need. Each indicator is based

on the average of a set of sub -indicators derived from questions within the survey.

The majority of refugees in Sudan suffer from moderate to high basic needs
vulnerability and experience greater vulnerability than their host communities. In
Kassala, White Nile, and West Kordofan, however, refugees and host communities
exhibit similar levels of vulnerability. Furthermore, refugees in -camps/camp -like
situations have a higher overall vulnerability , especially in Blue Nile, and North and
South Darfur.

@ High universal vulnerability #is an issue for refugees across all states, and refugees
’ in North Darfur, West Kordofan, and East Darfur are the most adversely affected.
Universal Refugees in-camp s/camp -like situations generally experienc e higher universal

vulnerability compared to those settled out -of-camp.

Across most states, r efugees experience higher monetary vulnerability than their
host communities . Refugees in Gedaref, White Nile, North Darfur, East Darfur, and
Monetary North/South Kordofan have the highest monetary vulnerability, and those in-
camp s/camp -like situations report highe r monetary vulnerability compared to
those settled out -of-camp.

LUNHCR Sudan & Sudan: Population Dashboard, 31 July 2021
20CHA & Sudan: Humanitarian Needs Overview, 22 February 2021
3 At a 95% confidence level

4Universal vulnerability is comprised of household expenditure, possession of work permit/documentation, utilization of liveli hood coping
strategies, and dependency ratio.


https://data2.unhcr.org/en/country/sdn

Overall, education vulnerability is not severe for refugees and host communities
but refugees in North Darfur and South Kordofan experience the highest level of

Education education vulnerability.

Refugees in West Kordofan and all respondents in Kassala and South Kordofan
experience the highest food vulnerability . Looking at states with a significant
difference between refugees settled in -camp/camp -like situations and out -of-
camp, it was found that vulnerability was higher for the latter in Blue Nile and West
Kordofan.

Health vulnerability is not a major issue for refugees and host communities across
most states , except for East Darfur. The Kordofan states, North Darfur, and South
Darfur show the highest health vulnerability in Sudan. Refugees in-camp s/camp -
like situations were subject to higher health vulnerability compared to those
settled out -of-camp.

&

High shelter and energy vulnerability is an issue for refugees across all the
surveyed states. Refugees in Blue Nile, especially those settled in-camp s/camp -
Shelter & like situations, have the greatest shelter and energy vulnerability.

Energy

High WASH vulnerability is an issue for both refugees and host communities
across all surveyed states. Except for refugees in White Nile, refugees have higher
WASH vulnerability compared to their h  ost communities.

Except for Kassala and White Nile, refugees have greater protection vulnerability
compared to their host communities . Refugees in Blue Nile and East Darfur ha ve
Protection the highest protection vulnerability

Refugees in West Kordofan and all respondents in Kassala and South Kordofan
experience the highest food vulnerability . In Blue Nile and West Kordofan, out -of-
camp refugees have higher food vulnerability than in -camp, but in Sennar,
Khartoum, and Central Darfur the opposite is true.

Determinants of vulnerability

Key drivers of vulnerability .Age and level of education have a significant negative impact on overall
vulnerability & as they increase, overall vulnerability decreases. Furthermore, male, single, engaged,
or divorced refugees, as well as refugees from Ethiopia, Eritrea, Syria, and Iraq, experience lower
vulnera bility. Head of household (HHH) gender and education levels  have a significant impact on
BVI, with households that are male -led and have higher levels of education experiencing lower
vulnerability. The refugee settlement situation also has a significant im pact on BVI, with refugees
settled in -camp/camp -like situations experiencing higher vulnerability.

c Recommendations: Including the additional variables of HHH gender, HHH level of
.O'. education, and refugee settlement situation in the ProGres dataset would im  prove
M 0of i @oLjYLgsgLdauaoOLjYut YTt 1 OLgLjuYdzi CFOI g GC

programming.

Key drivers of protection vulnerability. Protection need is higher for refugees with high overall
vulnerability, older refugees, refugees living in-camps/camp -like situations, as well as those who
are single, separated, or divorced. Refugees from Chad and the Central African Republic also
experience higher protection vulnerability.

. Recommendations: Additional protection support is recommended for refugee profiles
'O' that are correlated with high protection needs. Furthermore, programming should focus
~ on ensuring that basic needs are met in order to reduce protection vulnerability.



Vulnerability profili ng. Individuals exhibiting the highest vulnerability = are uneducated older
widowed women, living in-camps/camp -like situations, with a high number of dependents. The
most vulnerable households are found to be led by heads of household with little to no educ  ation,
a high number of dependents, and a low income.
_‘O"_ Recommendations: Support should be targeted towards individuals and households
=/~ with profiles correlated with high vulnerability.

Potential for cash -based assistance

Preferences and feasibility. Those who are single, living in -camps/camp -like situations, and working
for pay have a higher preference for cash -based assistance. Cash-in-hand is the preferred modality
for most refugees, but the states of Blue Nile, North an  d South Kordofan , and North Darfur show a
preference for in -kind or combined assistance over solely cash -based assistance. Additionally, low
levels of access to financial institutions pose a crucial challenge to cash  -based assistance.

., Recommendations: Cash-based assistance should utilize cash -in-hand modality to
-( )- maximize feasibility and align with preferences. The impact can be augmented by
“S" facilitating refugee access to financial services.

Access to marketplace and availability of goods. Most refugee s, except for those in East Darfur and
Blue Nile, report being able to access a marketplace within one hour from their homes. Furthermore,
most refugees report feeling mostly safe when traveling to the market alone, although those in
Central and East Darfu r feel the least safe.

Recommendations: Cash-based assistance should be targeted to states with higher

levels of feasibility, including the safety of using cash, preference for cash, and market

_‘O’ accessibility and sufficiency. Kassala, Sennar, and West Kordofan are especially

A=/ promising across these areas, while White Nile and East Darfur seem to have less
potential based on the indicators.

Use of cash-based assistance. Refugees somewhat differ in how they would spend cash -based
assistance according to their demographics and state. The greatest proportion report s that they
would use cash for paying off debts, followed by purchasing food and non -food items.

Recommendations:  Differences in how states and demographics would use cash
, could be utilized Ut Y0 U ¢ | -badad as¥istaindg by sector (e.g., education expenditure
.O'. more likely by women in White Nile); however, this is only feasible in specific cases and
=~ care would need to be taken to ensure targeted beneficiaries do not encounter
height ened sec urity risks compared to non -beneficiaries.
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Complementary to this report, all survey data can be accessed inan  interactive dashboard available
online . The dashboard is accessible thought this link or by clicking on any of the below dashboard
images.

Through the dashboard , it is possible to filter findings from the survey by state to allow for the
exploration of state -level disaggregation . Moreover, it is possible to filter findings by demographics
(age, gender, age group, education, and settlement situation ) of the respondents.

¥ Settlement.. (an) ~  Gender (A -
{M)UNHCR
State (a1 + | Agegroup (Al -
-7=-- The UN Refugee Agency 6,331

Urbanfrural | (an) » | Education | (al) -

The Basic Needs and Vulnerabilities Assessment (BaNVA) for refugees in Sudan was conducted by Voluntas Policy Advisory
and the Sudan Polling and Statistics Center for UNHCR Sudan. The survey was completed via computer-assisted personal inte..
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Context overview

As of August 2021, Sudan hosts an estimated 1,108,153 refugees and asylum -seekers from the
Central African Republic, Chad, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Somalia, South
Sudan, Syria, Yemen, among others. The main refugee -hosting states are Khartoum, White Nile,
Kassala, South and East Darfur, as well as West and South Kordofan. °

South Sudanese refugees are the largest refugee population, with a recorded number of 784,860
refugees living across all states 5 Most of the current overall refugee population (70%) are living
outside of official camps ./ Out-of-camp settlements include large collective self -settlements,
communities that are integrated with the host community , and urban areas. Many out-of-camp
settlements are in remote and underdeveloped areas where resources, infrastructure, and basic
services are extremely limited. In the camps, the assistance provided is modest and, in some cases,
does not meet minimum living standards 82

UNHCR, as a part of the Humanitarian Needs Overview (HNO) process and with the support and
endorsement from partners in the Refugee Consultation Forum (RCF), has conducted a severity
ranking of refugee -hosting localities in Sudan. This has allowed UNHCR an d partners to priori tize the
areas and sectors in which funding and investment are most needed. Furthermore, a multi -sectoral
needs assessment (MSNA)was conducted in 2020 to provide a country -wide overview of needs for
IDPs, returnees, vulnerable residents, and refugees. However, primary data assessing refugee
vulnerabilities , as well as information about the reason, nature, and consequences of such
vulnerabilities, remains scarce an d outdated.

About the Assessment

In this context , Voluntas was commissioned to support UNHCR in Sudan by implementing a Basic
Needs and Vulnerability Assessment (BaNVA) for refugees hosted in Sudan. As depicted  in Figure 1,
the outcomes of the assessmentare two -fold. Firstly, it create s an understandingof | OT it OOLjo Yt dzO|
and sectoral vulnerabilit ies. Secondly, it serve s to identify recommendations for how refugees can
be assisted in the future to reduce their vulnerability levels and meet their essential needs , including
the potential use of cash -based assistance.

SUNHCR Sudan & Sudan: Population Dashboard , 31 July 2021
5ldem.

“ldem.
8 OCHA & Sudan: Humanitarian Needs Overview, 22 February 2021
9 Sphere Project, Sphere Handbook: Humanitarian Charter and Minimum  Standards in Disaster Response, 2011.
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Figure 1 Assessment Logframe
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Through desk review of (i) previous vulnerability assessments carried out in Sudan, (i) existing
national indicator frameworks, and (iii) the ProGres datasets, as well as key informant interviews (KIIs)
with sector co -leads, Voluntas developed an analytic al framework. This analytical framework
informed the development of asurvey instrument used for data collection as well as the subsequent

analysis. The framework included three main components: (i) background and Demographic
information, (ii) sectors' vul nerability, and (iii) response to needs.

Overallobjective | Componet Specic Objecives
Demographic/ background information o
Region and Settlement Situation

Identify, and help L : 9

prioritize household Livelihoods/Selfeliance

level vulnerability

taking a combined view Food -

of specific protection ood security

needs and socio Health/Nutrition ®

economic factors.

It should assist with WASH

improving refugee :

assistance Protection

programming design, af & & VAL x

differentiating by {KStUSNJ I yR bCLQa& (1)

context. Energy
Education

Coping Mechanisms
Cash Assistance Modalities

Figure 2. Analytical Framework

To accomplish the above-mentioned objectives, an analysis was conducted in a staged process.
Firstly, overall and sector vulnerabilities were identified through a vulnerability mapping exercise
Secondly, a vulnerability profiling was carried out , and thirdly, building on key indi cators from the
ProGres database and other indicators collected in the survey ,determinan ts of overall vulnerabilities
and protection vulnerability were explored . Finally, based on findings, the potential of cash-based
assistance to address the basic needs and vulnerabilities of refugees in Sudan was analyzed . All
steps are described in more detail below.

Vulnerability Mapping
A Basic Vulnerability Indicator (BVI) was developed to inform the overall level of vulnerability of
refugees and host communities . The BVlisbasedon OG t Ul YLjOL Gt | Ljo Ydzii:@pvé@sah I G Cd U
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monetary, education, food, health, shelter and energy,

-~

WASH, and protection vuinerability . All

vulnerability indicators are based on a score f rom 1 to 4, with 1 indicating the lowest level of
vulnerability and 4 indicating the highest level of vulnerability.
11 1.2 1.3 1.4
@ 1. UNIVERSA Expenditure Work Permit and Livelihood Copin¢ Dependency ratic
Documentation ~ Strategies
Score from 1 to 4 for each 2.1 2.2 2.3
sector vulnerability indicator % 2. MONETAR" Debt Employment  Income level
Status
R " 3.1 32 3.3
1 mlmmum VUInerabl!le 3. EDUCATIO| School aged Attendance Reasons for not
4: maximum vulnerability children attending
41 42
G 4. FOOD Food Expenditure Coping strategies
% BVI 5.1 5.2 53
5. HEALTH Availability of  Healthcare need: Healthcare
w healthcare expenditure

-

A

6.1 6.2 6.3

g /\ 6. SHELTER a shelter type Shelter Availability of

ﬂ ENERGY conditions energy source

7.1 7.2 7.3 7.4
Latrine adequacy Access to water Availability of Waste disposal

[ — ‘ [ handwashing

- tools
8.1 8.2
Availability of Perceived safety
w /:' 8. PROTECTIC protection

services

Figure 3. Basic and Sector Vulnerability Indicators Legend

Sector vulnerability indicators build on sub-indicators calculated based on specific survey questions.

Figure 4 outlines the design of the indicators . More detailed information is presented in

Subindicator

1. Universal
Vulnerability

2. Monetary
Vulnerability

3. Education
Vulnerability

4. Food
Vulnerability

Question assessed

1.1 Expenditure Proportion of HH income spent in the past 30 days
1.2 Work Permit anc Presence of civil documentation or work permits
Documentation within a household

1.3 Livelihood

- . Measures taken to cover basic needs
Coping Strategies

1.4 Dependency  Number of workingage population within a

ratio household
2.1 Debt Proportion of HH income used to service debt in th
past 30 days

&2 T Current employment status

status

2.3 Income Estimated monthly income in SDG

3':.L Eolcelladed Number of school aged children living in a HH
children

3.2 Attendance Number of school aged children not attending schc

3.3 Reasons for not
attending

4.1 Expenditure Proportion of HH income spent on food in the past
Pattern on Food days
4.2 Coping strategie Food coping strategies used

Reasons for school absence

Annex 3.

Subindicator

5. Health
Vulnerability

6. Shelter and
Energy
Vulnerability

7. Hygiene
Vulnerability

8. Protection
Vulnerability

5.1 Availability of

i Distance to the nearest healthcare facility

Within a HH:
5.2 Healthcare neec A Number of children under 6 and adults over 60
(avg) A Number of people with disabilities

A Number of people with recurring healthcare nee

5.3 Healthcare
expenditure

6.1 Shelter type
6.2 Shelter
conditions (avg)
6.3 availability of
energy source

Proportion of HH income spent in the past 30 days

Type of shelter

A Condition of the shelter of residence

A Presence of proof of ownership or rent

A Primary source of HH energy

A Sufficiency of primary source of HH energy

A Access to sanitation facilities
7.1 Latrine adequac A Type of sanitation facility (communal/family)
A Latrine privacy

7.2 Access to water Sufficiency and access to water sources
7.3 Hygiene Access to handwashing facilities and soap
7.4 Waste disposal Access to solid waste disposal facility

8.1 Protection

. Awareness of services for legal aid/justice
services

8.2 Perceived safety Sense of safety leaving the house during the day

Figure 4. Basic Vulnerability Indicator (BVI)

Figure 5 shows an example of how the BVI is calculated.
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Sub

- . Sub
indicators for Questions for Monetary

Answer options and scoring indicator
score

Sector

vulnerability BVI
indicator score

Monetary Vulnerability
Vulnerability

1. How big a part of your

available household income,
1. Debt - did you spend servicing deb About half debt = 3 ‘ € Monetary =23

in the past 30 days?

2 Student OR Working own plot/looking @28 4
Employment ‘ 2. What is your current ‘ after livestock = 2 ‘ )

?
Status employment status?

3. What is your household

3. Income - estimated monthly income ir‘ 50 000-80 000 =2 - 2
SDG?

Figure 5. Calculation of the BVI - Example

Vulnerability Profiling

For this assessment, the objective of the vulnerability profiling was to identify groups with similar
characteristics and overall vulnerability (using the BVI) that would otherwise not be apparent
Clusters developed by this analysis are internally coherent (same characteristics within the group)
and externally differentiated (different characteristics between groups) , which allows for the
identification of specific profiles of persona s within the re fugee population .

The vulnerability profiling was carried out using a cluster analysis at the individual and household
level s. On the individual level, characteristics taken into consideration were the settlement situation,
marital status, age, and dependency ratio .2° On the household level, the head of household ( HHH)
gender, HHH educational level, and dependency ratio  were used as characteristics for the
clustering .

Determinants of Vulnerability

For the BaNVA, determinants of vulnerability are defined as factors that impact the level of refugee Ljo
vulnerability in Sudan. The identification of t hese determinants can contribute to more effective
targeting of programming

The key factors determin ing the vulnerability of refugees were identified through linear regression
analyses. The analysis explored determinants of overall vulnerability ~ (using the BVI) and protection
vulnerability . Possible determinants investigated were selected from the key indicators registered
in the ProGres database and other indicators collected in the survey , asoutlined in the table below.

Independent Variables

ProGres indicators Additional indicators collected in the survey
Age
Gender HHH gender

Marital status
Country of origin
Year of arrival to Sudan
Highest level of education obtained

HHH education level

Refugee settlement situation

1°Dependency ratio is the ratio between dependent and independent household members (dependency ratio = household members not o f
working age/household members of working age). For example, a dependency ratio of 0.5 would mean that the household members that
are not of working age are half as many as the members of working age.

12



Table 1 Variables used to identify determinants of overall  vulnerability and protection vulnerability

Potential of Cash -Assistance

Finally, the potential of cash -based assistance to address the basic needs and vulnerabilities of
refugees in Sudan was explored . This exploration was carried out through the collection of
information on preferred assistance modality, the preferred mode of receiving cash -based
assistance, spending of cash -based assistance, access to financial institutions, accessibility of
nearest marketplaces , and sense of safety when travelin g with cash to the marketplaces

Descriptive analysis of these variables was carried out , with d ata disaggregated by state (13 assessed
states) and gender (female vs. male). In addition, a linear regression analysis to determine drivers of
refugee sopiéference for cash -based assistance was also carried out.

22 AguUugY:t CCOLuUGt FY&8t nOLj
Different data collection modes were used for this assessment including an extensive desk and
secondary data review, key informant interviews (Klls), and household surveys, a s outline below:

91 Desk and secondary data review. To design the assessment, structure the analysis, and inform
the findings, Voluntas conducted a thorough desk review of (i) previous vulnerability
assessments carried out in Sudan and neighboring countries, (i) existing national indicator
frameworks, and (iii) ProGres datasets.

1 Key Informant Interviews (KlIs): To ensure that the BaNVA responds to sector -specific
frameworks , indicators , and needs, 21 Klls were conducted with partners and sector co-leads

(Annex 1).

I Face-to-face Survey. In collaboration with our data collection partner, Sudan Polling Statistics
Centre (SPSC), 4,922 household surveys were carried out with refugees and 1,409 with host
communities from13 states in Sudan. The survey was implemented using computer -assisted
personal interviewing (CAPI). The sample was developed following a multi -stage clustered -
stratified approach with the settlement situation (inside/outside camp) and gender as strata. T he
final sample and in -state distribution were be developed based on the ProGres dataset. To be
inclusive of refugees speaking different languages, the survey was first piloted in English and
Arabic and then translated into Amharic (Ethiopia). The intervie ws were also conducted in Dinka
and Tigrinya (Eritrea) as additional languages. The following sub -section looks deeper into the
survey sampling profile and methodology. The survey instrument can be found in Annex 2.

23 agosClFt Y
Key Informant Sample
Kllswere carried out with partners and sector co -leads to ensure that the BaNVA responds to sector -
specific indicator frameworks while enabling a gap analysis for missing information related to
vulnerability -specific needs. A total of 21 interviews were carri ed out with UNHCR, other UN
agencies, and NGOs to include their respective inputs. Interviewees were selected based on
recommendations of the UNHCR team and based on referrals from sector experts. Annex 1includes
a list of the key informants.

Survey Sample

The assessment was planned to be conducted across 14 states in Sudan including Kassala, Gedaref,
Sennar, Blue Nile, Khartoum, White Nile, North Darfur, West Darfur, Central Darfur, South Darfur, East
Darfur, North Ko rdofan, West Kordofan, and South Kordofan.
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The sampling framework was designed based on the ProGres “n gu g/l gLjOoLjY OLjuGaguoOr
population in each state and following a multi -stage clustered -stratified approach with the

settlement situation (in -camp or camp -like situation/out -of-camp) and gender as strata. Moreover,

in each state, 100 interviews were planned with host communities to enable the comparison with

the refugee population's results.

Due to the changing situation on the ground, the obtained sa mple slightly differed from the sample
originally scoped. Data collection in West Darfur was impossible due to the security situation in the
area which restricted access during data collection. Thus, data collection took place in only 13 states.
In total, the obtained sample consisted of 6,331 interviews includ ing 4,922 interviews with the
refugee population and 1,409 with host community  representatives . The sample framework enable d
state -level representativity of the refugee population in each state with a margin of error of around
5% (at 95% confidence level). The table below shows the obtained sample across the 13 assessed
states:

Host
State Refugeg Refugee .
State Populatio% Sam%le MoE at 95% Q Community | Total INTERPRETATION OF THE MARGIN OF ERR
Sample With 5% margin of error, B0%of the sampled

Kassala 123,987 4.96% 107 refugees mention to have access to education, then we
Gedaref 4.98% 100 can say with 95% confidence that betwe&s and
SERRED 9.897 4.99% 111 55%of _the state refugee population have access to
education.
Blue Nile 4,233 4.93% 113
Camess o sow w0061
White Nile State 271,444 403 4.88% 120
North Darfur 24,602 380 4.99% 107 & Band illustrat
West Darfur** 426 0 N/A 0 and | L!S ra es
. 60 ) I — range within
Central Darfur 10,092 360 5.07% 100 /OI which we can
South Darfur 52,119 366 5.10% 122 w04 ~ assert findings
East Darfur 74,144 382 5.00% 100 with confidence
North Kordofan 6,469 334 5.22% 105 20 4 —
West Kordofan 63,061 429 4.72% 106
South Kordofan 38,658 379 5.01% 104 0 -
State 1
4,922 1,409 6,331

Figure 6. Obtained Sampling Strateqy
24 8§9UGFY: UgCCORtOTIWYGiFn F Lj

The assessment was subject to some challenges and limitations, which the methodology has been
designed to mitigate to the extent possible. Figure 7 outlines the main challenges and limitations
faced during the inception and data collection phases, and the mitigation measures taken

11| atest update on January 31st, 2021.

14



Inception

Data Collection

An overarching consideration

Inflation

Length of
survey

Sample frame|

Host
communit

Festivities
delay

Security on
the field

Refielding

Status
verification

Challenges/Limitation

The rapidly changinginflation and value of the currencyin
Sudareffectedthe possibilityof includingindicatorof expenses
expressedn Sudanes@ounds

The comprehensiveand multisector scopeof the assessment
impactsthe length of the questionnaire Longinterviews can
leadto surveyfatigueaffectingthe reliability of the responses

UNHCRProGresdatabase served as sample frame for the
survey However,| b | / Rr@Gresdatabase includes only
around60%of refugeeshostedin Sudan

Evenafter consultationwith severalorganizationoperatingin
the context, no cleardefinition of hostcommunityemerged
Ramadarand Eidfestivitiesin Sudarprolongedthe duration of
datacollectionin the field.

Thesecuritysituationin West Darfur poseda risk to the safety
of enumeratorsandrestrictedaccess

During the quality assuranceprocedures,it emergedthat a
numberof interviewscollecteddid not complywith the quality
standardsrequired - primarily related to the length of the
interviewsconducted

During data collection there were instances of discrepancy
between the sefdeclared refugee/host community status of
the respondent and the status registered by the researcher.
This also related to the distinction between-amp" and
"camplike" settlement status.

Mitigation measure

All sector expenditure questions were expressed as portion of total
expenditure

Only some main dimensionswere included for each sector to ensure an
adequatelength of the questionnaireand the highestreliability of the data
collected

UNHCRProGresdatabaseis the most updated and comprehensivesource of

data regarding refugeesin Sudan currently available Basedon the best
information that is available, this sample is representative of the target

population

Host community was defined in collaboration with UNHCRas & y' I { .
populationlivingin the vicinity of refugeesettlementsé

Enumeratorsof non-Muslim religion continued operating to conduct survey
datacollectionand minimizethe impactof the festivities

Datacollectionin West Darfurwasnot conductedand the state was excluded
from the sample Thus,only 13 statesare consideredn the analysis

Theinterviewsnot complyingwith the quality standardsequiredwere deleted
from the datasetandre-fieldedto reachthe setquotas

Sincethe settlement statuswas registeredby trained researchersit wasused
as the determinant to distinguish between refugees in-camp/camplike
situations,out-of-camprefugeesandhostcommunitiesto ensureuniformity.

Figure 7. Main challenges/limitations and mitigation measures

to keep in mind for the

interpretation of the assessment refers to

different types of cognitive bias. The ¢ LjLjO LjLja@fRdddogy relies on self -reported indicators
as expenditure, income, debt, among others ; therefore, it is subject to inaccuracies and bias.
Moreover, data on some protection -related issues have been deliberately omitted from the
guestionnaire because th e survey tool would be inappropriate as a means to collect such sensitive
information . This is to be considered when evaluating the accuracy of protection -related indicators ,
especially within female respondents and/or female  -headed households.

25 alul dOAYAGYs 1+ TGdCOY

After data cleaning and quality assurance, the final sample included 6,331 interviews, 4,922 from
refugees living in-camp/camp -like situations or out -of-camp, and 1,409 from host community
representatives . The proportion of male sinthe sample is slightly higher than females . In addition, all
refugees in White Nile and Gedaref state were living in-camp/camp -like situations. Moreover ,
almost half of the sampled refugees ha d no level of education. Furthermore, around one-fifth of the
refugee sample was unemployed. This and other demographic information of the surveyed
refugees is presented in the figures below.
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Il \vale Bl Female Il 18t029 Ml 30 to 39 Ml 40t049 [/ 50t059  >60
Host Host
community community | 15% 15% 20% 24% 26%
Refugees| Refugees| 12% 13% 22% 27% 26%

Settlement situation

Il In-camp/camplike situations [lll Outof-camp Bl Host community

Sennar North South West North Darfur  Blue Nile Central Khartoum South Darfur East Darfur  Kassala White Nile  Gedaref
Kordofan ~ Kordofan  Kordofan Darfur

Figure 8. The demographic makeup of sample |

Marital status Highest level of education acquired
L

Il single [ Married Divorced L R2yQli 1y2¢ Il None [ Preparatory | Univeristy R2y Qi (y2s
M Engaged | Separated  Widower M Primary Secondary Vocational training

Refugees| 7% 70% 15% Refugees| 11% 7% 27% 49%
hiost 68% 17% (Rt 18% 21% 9% 23% 27%
community community

Employment status

Il Working for pay Il Selfemployed Bl Student Working own plot/ Unemployed Helping family member = Retired Longterm sick/disabled ~ Other
looking after livestock without pay
Refugees| 3% 5% 4% 21% 8% 2% 12% 45%
Host
5 6% 4% 3% 11% 14% 8% 23% 29%
community

Figure 9. The demographic makeup of sample | |

Additional demographic information on the household level was also collected. Data showed that
the majority of head s of households (HHH) in both the refugee and host communit ies are male. In
addition, more than half of the surveyed households had a household size lower than five individuals.
In addition, 56% of refugee household s had a household income lower than $45/month . Further
household demographic information is shown in  Figure 10.
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Monthly household income (USD¥*) HHH gender HHH education

M Female HHHIE Male HHH I Vocational Secondary [l Primary

L han $4!
Il Less than $45 University Preparatory [ll None

I $45-$113
$113-$181
Refugees Refugees| 10% 28% 50%
$181- $227
46%
550 More than $227
Ws2yQi 1y26k Host Host |, o o 5 o
Refuse to answer community community | 16% 20% 109t
Poverty I_ine in Sudan** HOUSGhO|d size
per capita per month:
0
17% =8 $74in urban areas Il <5 M6tol11 Bl 121016 17 to 21 >22

$59in rural areas

4%
8%
Refugees
23% 0
Ll Host
community

Refugees Host
community

Figure 10. The demographic makeup of sample I/
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The following sections explore the main findings from the survey carried out. These findings provide
insights into the basic and sector -specific vulnerabilit ies experienced by refugees and host
communities , refugee determinants of vulnerability, profiles of refugee groups with higher levels of
overall vulnerability and protection vulnerability, and the potential of cash -based assistance for
refugees in Sudan.

31 CUCFOl glraciulAYogssaFt

The objective of the vulnerability mapping was to identify the overall and sector -specific levels of
vulnerability experienced by refugees in Sudan.

The sector -specific vulnerability was assessed across the universal, monetary, education, food,
health, shelter & energy, WASH, and protection sectors. Meanwhile, the overall vulnerability was
measured by the Basic Vulnerability Indicator (BVI). More details on what each indicator means and
how results can be interpreted are presented under each sub  -section below . As mentioned above,
all vulnerability indicators are based on a score from 1 to 4 with 1 indicating the lowest vulnerability
and 4 indicating the highest vulnerability.

9gLGLYCUCFOI grGCUuAYKFnGLGgUt | YA9CKkp
The BVI was built on the vulnerability indicator s of eight sector s: universal, monetary, education,
food, health, shelter & enerqy, WASH, and protection . Therefore, the BVI is a measure of vulnerability

¢ referred to as wverall vulnerability © for the purpose of this report & among refugee s and host
communit ies.

Results from the BVI analysis show that at least one-third of refugee s had high levels of overall
vulnerability in all states, except for Sennar . Within the refugee population, the states where
refugees were found to be most vulnerable were Blue Nile, North Darfur, East Darfur , and West
Kordofan. Furthermore, West Kordofan and East Darfur showed the hi ghest levels of overall
vulnerability for both the refugee population and the host community (  Figure 11). When comparing
the refugee population with the host community, significant differences  were observed in Gedaref,
Blue Nile, North Darfur, South Darfur , and North Kordofan, where refugees were significantly more
vulnerable than the ir host communities . The opposite is true in White Nile.

Basic vulnerability indicator

Low vulnerability ~ Moderate vulnerability | High vulnerability ll Severe vulnerability (> Significant difference between refugees in
camp and in camiike settlements (>10%)
Refugees| 43% 57% Refugees| 64% 35%
Kassala _ Centra
Host community| ~ 32% 68% Darfur Host Community 82% 18%
Refugees| 59% 41% -
Gedaref Soutl Refugees| 35% 65%
Host community 92% 6% f
- Darfur Host Community| 62% 36%
Refugees| 88% 12% =
Sennal 4
Q Host community 100% East Refugees 2y 9%
: Refugee; 26% 73% | Darfur Host Community| 13% 86%
Blue Nile =
Host Community| 67% 33% Nort Refugees| 51% 49%
Refugees| 56% 43% ordofan .
@ Host Communltx?% 83% 9%
Host Community| 67% 33% T
= West Refugees|10% 90%
White Refugees 43% 57% | Kordof
Nil . ordoran o Community|  24% 76%
lle Host Community| 19% 81% =
@North Refugees|  31% 68% | Sout Refugees 64% =620
Host Community 80% 20% ot Host Community 3% 27%

Figure 11 Basic Vulnerability Indicator

In-camp/camp -like situation and out -of-camp breakdown
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Significant differences were found between in-camp /camp -like situations and out -of-camp
refugees in the states of Sennar, Blue Nile, Khartoum, North Darfur, Central Darfur, South Darfur,

North Kordofan , and South Kordofan. Across all assessed sta tes, refugees settled in-camp /camp -
like situations are more vulnerable than those settled out-of-camp. A high proportion of in-
camp/camp -like situation s refugees with high levels of overall vulnerability were found in Blue Nile,
Khartoum, North Darfur, Sou th Darfur,and North Kordofan. Refugees with the lowest levels of overall

vulnerability were found in out-of-camp settlements in Sennar, Khartoum , and Central Darfur ( Figure

12).

Basic vulnerability indicator

States with a significant difference between refugeesamp/camplike situations and oubf-camp (>10%)

Low vulnerability Moderate vulnerability High vulnerability ll Severe vulnerability

54 317 164 197 212 171 119 261 175 185 239 127 68 266 73 306
5% I
13% 15%
34%
42% 44%
52% 0
60% - o~ 57% 55%
71% 74%
90% 78%
v
95% - a5
66%
58% 56%
48%
40% o 36% 43% 45%
33% 29% 26%
18%
10%
s s s 1 s s s
In- Out-of- In- Out-of- In- Out-of- In- In- Out-of- In- Out-of- In- Out-of- In- Out-of-
camp/camp camp camp/camp camp camp/camp camp camp/camp camp/camp camp camp/camp camp camp/camp camp camp/camp camp
like situation like situation like situation like situation like situation like situation like situation like situation
Sennar Blue Nile Khartoum North Darfur Central Darfur South Darfur North Kordofan ~ South Kordofan

Note: Differences between refugees settleedamp and in camiike settlements may be partly attributed to differences in tlzergple sizes of each group

Figure 12 BVI in-camp/camp -like situation and out -of-camp breakdown

KEY TAKEAWAYS

9 Most refugees in Sudan have moderate to high levels of overall vulnerability , with at least one-
third in every state experiencing high levels of overall vulnerability.

1 In Kassala, White Nile, East Darfur, and West Kordofan , the majority of both refugees and host
communities experienc e high overall vulnerability. Meanwhile, in Blue Nile, North Darfur, South
Darfur, and North Kordofan refugees are more likely to experience higher overall vulnerability.

91 Overall, refugees in-camp/camp -like situations experience higher levels of overall
vulnerability compared to those settled out-of-camp. The highest proportion of refugees in-
camp/camp -like situation s with high to severe levels of vulnerability are identified in Blue Nile,
Khartoum, North Darfur, South Darfur , and North Kordofan.

BFGdzOl LigCYcUCFOI gr acCcauA
The universal vulnerability indicator measure s how vulnerable refugee and host community
households are according to their expenditure levels, their accessibility to work permits and

documentation, frequency of use of negative copin g strategies, and the degree of dependency of
non-working age household members on working -age household members

Across all states, the majority of both refugees and host communities were moderate to severely
vulnerable to universal needs . Universal vulnerability is most dire amongst refugees in Kassala,
Gedaref, Blue Nile, Khartoum, North Darfur, East Darfur , and West Kordofan where the majority of
refugees experienced high or severe universal vulnerability (  Figure 13). Moreover, host communities
in Kassala, Khartoum, and East Darfur experience d slightly higher universal vulnerability compared
to refugees (Figure 13).
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Universal vulnerability indicator

) Significant difference between refugees in

High vulnerability [ll Severe vulnerability iierence. ]
camp/camplike situations and in oudf-camp (>10%)

Low vulnerability Moderate vulnerability

Refugees| 21% 68% Refugees|  31% 54% | 15% |
Kassala @
i 0, 0,
IRes: CommunltX: S0 arf Host Community 45% 50% I
Refugees 74% ER T
Gedaref < South Refugees|  26% 61%
Host Community 74% 21%
- Darfur Host Community| 59% 34% |
s Refugees 49% 50% | =
ennar
Host Community 89% 11% East Refugees| 12% 66%
o Refugeed] 20% o2 Darfur o5t communiy %
Blue Nile -
Host Community] 70% 20% | North Refugees| 31% 57%
T Refuoces | MESUY 63% i Kordofan 1o Community| 52% 46% |
Host Communi 83% 6% T
né: e West Refugees| 9% 71%
White Refugees| 38% 48%
Kordofan o e o
. . Host community | 9% 90% |
Nile Host Community 67% 28% | =
North Refugees] 70% South Refugees 48% 44% 5%
Darfur Host Community 42% 57% | Kordofan 1, Community 59% 40% |

Figure 13 Universal Vulnerability Indicator

|n-Camp/Camp 'Ilke Sltuatlon and OUt 'Of' Universal Vu|nerab|||ty Tale [)%¢

cam p breakdown States with a significant difference between refugeesamp/camplike situations and oubf-camp (>10%)

S_ f t d ff f d ) Low vulnerability Moderate vulnerability High vulnerability [ll Severe vulnerability
Ignitican Irerences were oun In

universal vulnerability between refugees

settled in-camp/camp -like situations and
refugees settled out-of-camp in the states of
Khartoum and Central Darfur. Out-of-camp
refugees were generally less vulnerable

212 171 175 185
o [
21%
57%

49%

67%
59%

compared to those in-camp/camp -like
situations . The disparity in levels of universal
vulnerability between settlement situation s
was greatest in Central Darfur, where
refugees in camp/camp -like situations
recorded significantly higher cases of severe
vulnerability ( Figure 14).

Universal Vulnerability Sub  -Indicators

Expenditure : higher vulnerability was attributed to

40% 42%

22%

/L /
!

1 7
In-camp/camp Out-of-camp In-camp/camp Out-of-camp
like situation like situation
Khartoum Central Darfur
Note: Differences between refugees settleeamp and in camjike settiements may be partly attributed to differences in the

sample sizes of each group

Figure 14 Universal Vulnerability in -camp/camp -like

households that spent more than half, almost all

or all of their available household income in the past 30 days. T he analysis of sub -indicators reveal ed

that both the refugee population and the host community

were highly vulnerable to expenditure -

related vulnerabilit y. Across all states, the majority of refugees and host community respondents
reported spending more than half, almost all, or all their income in the past 30 days.

Work permit and documentation

- higher vulnerab ility was attributed to household s with only some

documentation or no documentation. R esults from the work permit and documentation sub -

indicator show ed that a high proportion of refugees
vulnerability. For this sub-indicator, vulnerability is

documentation, leading to higher levels of

had only some documentations or no

significantly higher among the refugee population compared to the host community population

in all states , except for East Darfur where the host community

vulnerable.

Livelihood coping strateg ies index: medium,

was shown to be slightly more

high, and severe vulnerability was attributed to

households scoring in the stress, crisis, and emergency categories of the livelihood coping strategy
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index, respectively 2Results of this sub-indicator showed that most refugees and host communities
in all assessed states, except for Sennar, scored in the crisis or emergency categor y, leading to high
levels of vulnerability

Dependency ratio . medium, high and severe vulnerability were attributed to households with
depe ndency ratios of 0.6 -1.2, 1.21.8,and higher than 1.8, respectively. R esults show ed relatively low
levels of vulnerability in this sense for both refugee s and host community , indeed in all states around
half of the households had a dependency ratio lower than 0.6.

Universal vulnerability sub -indicator results can be found in Annex 4.

KEY TAKEAWAYS
9 Across all states, most refugees report high or severe universal vulnerability.

Refugees in Kassala, Gedaref, Blue Nile, Khartoum, North Darfur, East Darfur , and West
Kordofan have the highest levels of universal vulnerability.

9 Out-of-camp refugees are generally less vulnerable with regards to universal vulnerability,
compared to those in -camp/camp -like situations.

9 Expenditure, and work permit and documentation, are the universal vulnerability sub -
indicators showing the highest levels of vulnerability wi  thin the refugee population.

§t FOugl AYCUCFOI gl aCcdaduA
The monetary vulnerability indicator measure s how vulnerable refugee and host community

households are according to the proportion of their household income spent servicing debt, their
employment status, and their estimated household monthly income.

Levels of monetary vulnerability vary significantl y across the assessed states . In Sennar, Blue
Nile, and Khartoum, the host community presented higher levels of monetary vulnerability than the
refugee population . The opposite in Kassala, the Darfur states, West Kordofan , and South Kordofan .
In White Nile, Central Darfur , and North Kordofan , refugees, and host communities experienced
similar monetary vulnerability levels. Within the refugee population, refugees in Gedaref and East
Darfur presented significant ly higher leve Is of monetary vulnerability compared to refugees in other
states (Figure 15).

12 Stress coping strategies: spend savings and borrow money; crisis coping strategies: reduce non  -food expenses, sold animals or household
assets, and sell house or land; emergency coping strategies: withdraw children from school and engage in begging or exploitat ion activities.
More information on this indicator is available inthe 6 ©f : @06 LjY ¢ U C BgedsmentiFi@ieivdrky Population Study 2019, available here.

B3Dependency ratio is the ratio between dependent and independent household members (dependency ratio = household members not of
working age/household members of working age). For example, a dependency ratio of 0.5 would mean that the household members t hat
are not of working age are half as many as the members of working age.


https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/68856.pdf

Monetary vulnerability indicator
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Figure 15 Monetary Vuinerability Indicator

In-camp/camp -like situation and out -of-camp breakdown

Significant differences in monetary vulnerability were found between in-camp/camp -like situations
and out -of-camp refugees in the states of Khartoum, North Darfur, Central Darfur , South Darfur, and
South Kordofan. In all these states, except for South Darfur, in-camp/camp -like situations refugees
experience d higher levels of monetary vulnerability compared to out-of-camp refugees (Figure 16).

Monetary vulnerability index
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Figure 16. Monetary Vulnerability in -camp/camp -like situation

Monetary Vulnerability Sub  -Indicators

Debt : higher vulnerability was a ttributed to households spending about half  and more than half of
their household income towards servicing debt in the past 30 days. Across most of the assessed
states, around one -third of the refugee and the host community population s reported spending
about half or more than half of their household income servicing debt . This means that they can
be classified as having high or severe vulnerability within this sub -indicator. Refugees in East Darfur,
Gedaref, North Darfur, Central Darfur ,and White Nile had the highest vulnerability levels concerning
this sub-indicator.
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Employment status : higher vulnerability was attributed to  respondents that are unemployed or
helping family members wit hout pay, and to long -term sick, or disabled, or retired heads of
households. Overall, a high proportion of refugees in Gedaref, Blue Nile, White Nile , and North
Darfur reported being unemployed or helping family members without pay, leading to higher
leve Is of vulnerability . The states with the lowest levels of vulnerability are Kassala, Sennar, North
Kordofan , and West Kordofan, where a significant proportion of respondents reported working for
pay or being self -employed.

Income level : a higher vulnerability was attributed to households with monthly income levels
between 20,000 SDG (45 USD}*and 50,000 SDG (113 USDand those with an income level lower
than 20,000 SDG (45 USD)Income level is the sub -indicator that showed the highest vulnerability
within the monetary vulnerability sub  -indicators . Indeed, in almost all states, more than  half of the
refugee population reported having a household monthly income lower than 20,000 SDG (45
USD). Kassala (84%), Gedaref (97%), Blue Nile (98%), White Nile (90%)and West Kordofan (96%)
revealing the highest proportion of refugees within this  level of income.

Monetary vulnerability sub -indicator results can be found in Annex 4.

KEY TAKEAWAYS

9 Across most states, refugees have higher levels of monetary vulnerab ility than the host
communit ies.

9 Overall, refugees in Gedaref, White Nile, North Darfur, East Darfur, and North and South
Kordofan have the highest monetary vulnerability.

1 Refugees settled in-camp/camp -like situations experience high er levels of monetary
vulnerability compared to those settled out-of-camp refugees

9 A significant proportion of the refugee population and the host community is highly vulnerable
to low -income levels and debt repayment.

GnlULgGaUCF®I gr aCcauA
The education vulnerability indicator measure s how vulnerable refugee and host community

households were according to the number of school -aged children in a household, school -aged
children attendance to school, and reasons for school -aged children not attending school.

The majority of refugees and host communities had low to moderate levels of education
vulnerability . Generally, the level was comparabl e between refugee s and host communit ies;
however , in Blue Nile, North Darfur, South Darfur , and South Kordofan , the refugee population had
a significantly higher level of education vulnerability than their host communities . The highest
proportion of refugees with severe education vulnerability was found in  North Darfur ( Figure 17).

1 The exchange rate used to con vert monthly household income levels to USD was 1 USD = 441.28 SDG. This exchange rate was used
throughout this report.
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Figure 17, Education Vulnerability Indicator

In-camp/camp -like situation and out -of-camp breakdown

Significant differences in education vulnerability were found between in-camp/camp -like situations
and out -of-camp refugees in the states of Sennar, Khartoum, North Darfur, South Darfur , and South
Kordofan. In Sennar, Khartoum, and South Kordofan, out -of-camp refugees were less v ulnerable
education -wise compared to the ones in-camp/camp -like situations. However, the opposite was
observed in North Darfur . It is important to note that North Darfur was also the state  with the highest
proportion of out -of-camp refugees with severe edu cation vulnerability ( Figure 18).

Education vulnerability index
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Figure 18 Education Vulnerability in-camp/camp -like situation

Education Vulnerability Sub  -Indicators

Number of school -aged children in the household: higher vulnerability was attributed to
households with a higher number of school -aged children. Survey results show ed that there were
no significant difference s between refugees and their host communities with regards to the
number of school -aged children in their household s. Across all assessed states, more than half of
the households had a maximum of two school -aged children. In Kassala, White Nile, North Darfur,
South Darfur, and West Kordofan, a slightly higher number of school -aged children per household
was reported, leading to higher levels of vulnerability .
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School attendance : higher vulnerability was attributed to households with lower levels of
attendance of school -aged children. Across all states, the majority of the refugee population and

the host community reported school attendance of 100%. However, more than one-tenth of
refugees in Gedaref, Blue Nile, North Darfur, South Darfur, East Darfur, North Kordofan, West
Kordofan reported having some school -aged children in their households not attending school. The
highest proportion of refugee households that reported having school -aged children not attending
school was found in North Darfur (44%).

Reasons for not attendi ng school: moderate, high, and severe vulnerability was attributed to
households reporting the reason for non-attendance being having no school sin their areas, followed
by not being able to afford school/child labor and school being too far , respectively ** Across most
states, both refugees and host communities reported that children did not attend school mainly due
to their inability to afford it, children taking up work, and  the absence of schools in the neighborhood.
This means that levels of vulnerability within this sub -indicator in almost all states was high to severe.
The highest proportion of refugee population that reported having no schools in their area were
found in Gedaref (22%), North Darfur (40%), Central Darfur (35%), North Kordofan (30%), and South
Kordofan (43%).

Education vulnerability sub -indicator results can be found in Annex 4.

KEY TAKEAWAYS

| Levels of education vulnerability are not as high as other LjOL tut | Ljo Y dzlifef FoGh
refugees and host communities .

1 More than 10% of refugees in Gedaref, Blue Nile, North Darfur, South Darfur, East Darfur, North
Kordofan, West Kordofan report having school -aged children in their households not attending
school. Refugees in North Darfur e xperience the highest levels of education vulnerability in
Sudan.

9 In Sennar, Khartoum, and South Kordofan, refugees in-camp/camp -like situations experience
significantly higher education vulnerability compared to those out  -of-camp, although the
opposite is observed in North Darfur.

9 A high proportion of the refugee population and the host community is highly vulnerable to
not attending school due to not being able to afford it, children needing to work instead of
attending school, and having no school in their areas.

"Nt tnYEUCFOI gl GCauA
The food vulnerability indicator measure s food insecur ity according to the proportion of household
income spent on food in the past 30 days , and the reduced coping strategies index (rCSl)

Around half of the refugee population across all states reported a high to severe food
vulnerability level.  When comparing food vulnerability between the refugee population and the
host community, results show ed that refugees in Gedaref, Sennar, North Darfur, and South Darfur
experienced higher food vulnerability compared to their host communities. Refugees in Kassala,
West Kordofan , and East Darfur were found to be the most vulnerable to food insecurity , with more
than 70% of those surveyed having high to severe levels of vulnerability (Figure 19).

5The scoring of thissub -G Fn G L gt | YGYLiYI gLiOnYt FY6©f : GOLiYCUCFOI gl GCUUAY LjLjGdpLjdOFuyY~r1 g9
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Food vulnerability indicator
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Figure 19. Food Vulnerability Indicator

In-camp /camp -like situation and out -of-camp breakdown

Significant differences were observed between in-camp/camp -like situations and out -of-camp
refugees in the states of Sennar, Blue Nile, Khartoum, Central Darfur , and West Kordofan . In Blue
Nile and West Kordofan, out -of-camp refugees had a higher level of food vulnerability compared to
those in camp/camp -like situations , while the opposite is observed in Sennar, Khartoum ,and Central
Darfur (Figure 20).

Food vulnerability index
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Food Vulnerability Sub
Food expenditure:

Figure 20. Food Vulnerability in -camp/camp -like situation

-Indicators

severe, high, and moderate vulnerability levels were attributed to

ke situation

West Kordofan

household s

spending almost all or all, more than half, or about half of their household income on food in the past

30 days respectively . Across all states, about
than half or almost all of their household income

one-third of households reported
on food in the past 30 days

spending more
. No significant

differences were observed in food expenditure between the refugee population and the host

community. High levels of food expenditure were

North Darfur, and East Darfur, and severe level s in Kassala and West Kordofan.

reported for the refugee population in  Gedaref,
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Reduced coping strategy index ( rCSl): higher levels of vulnerability were attributed to households
with higher scores of the rCSI * Across most states, except White Nile, South Darfur, East Darfur
and West Kordofan, the majority of the refugee and host community population s had alow rCSI
of 0-14, indicating moderate vulnerability . In White Nile, South Darfur, East Darfur, and West
Kordofan, aro und half of the refugee population and the host community had an rCSI higher than 14,
which translates into high and severe vulnerability

Food vulnerability s ub-indicator results can be found in Annex 4.

KEY TAKEAWAYS
9 Food vulnerability is high among the refugee population as well as host communit ies.

1 Refugees in Kassala, East Darfur, and North and West Kordofan have the highest levels of food
vulnerability across states.

9 In Blue Nile and West Kordofan, food vulnerabil ity is higher amongst out-of-camp refugees,
however in Sennar, Khartoum, and Central Darfur, it is higher for refugees living in
camp/camp -like situations.

1 The refugee population and the host communit ies are highly vulnerable to spending a high
proportion of their monthly household income  on food . Coping strategies were also prevalent
among both population groups

fOgCuUYecUCFOlI gracauA
The health vulnerability indicator measure s the availability of healthcare, average healthcare needs,
and healthcare expenditure

Across all states , healthcare vulnerability ranged between low and moderate . Across both the
refugee population and the host communit ies, refugees in East Darfur were found to experience th e
greatest health vulnerability. On a state level, both refugees and host communities in the North,
West, and South Kordofan, and North, East , and South Darfur were more likely to experience high
health vulnerability (Figure 21)
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Figure 21 Health Vulnerability indicator

16 The reduced coping strategy index (rCSl) scores range from 0 -56. Low, moderate, severe, and high vulnerability were attributed to
households with a rCSI score of 0; 0 -14,14-45, and >45, respectively. More information on the rCSl is available here.


https://www.indikit.net/indicator/3950-reduced-coping-strategy-index-rcsi

In-camp/camp -like situation and out -of-camp breakdown

When looking at states with significan t difference s between in-camp/camp -like situations and out -
of-camp, refugees settled in the former experienced higher health  vulnerability compared to the
latter , except for those in South Kordofan.

In Sennar and Khartoum, refugees settled out -of-camp, as well as those settled in-camp/camp -like
situations in South Kordofan were found to have the most favorable health situation with more than
half experiencing low levels of health vulnerability. Opposite to this, refugees in -camp/camp -like
situations in North and West Kordofan recorded the greatest instances of high health vulnerability
(Figure 22).

Health vulnerability index
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Figure 22. Health Vulnerability in -camp/camp -like situation and out -of-camp breakdown

Health Vulnerability Sub -Indicators

Availability of healthcare :healthcare availability was measure d by the time needed to walk to the
closest healthcare facility. Severe, high, and moderate vulnerability levels were attributed to
distances that took more than five hours, more than one hour, and between 15 minutes and an hour

of travel , respectively. Refugees in Blue Nile and North Kordofan reported higher travel distances
compared to their host communities. Meanwhile, in White Nile, East Darfur, and South Kordofan, host
communities reported longer travel times compared to refugees. Except for Blue Nile and East
Darfur, surveyed states reported low travel times ranging between less than 15 minutes and 15
minutes to an hour . It is worth noting that the majority of both refugees and host communities in
East Darfur reported travel times of more than one hour and more than five hours.

Healthcare needs: household healthcare needs were assessed through both the number of
dependents in the household and members with chronic healthcare needs or physical/mental
disabilities.” Households with no members with healthcare needs were  attributed a low
vulnerability , those with one member a moderate vulnerability, those with two members a high
vulnerability, and those with three or more a severe vulnerability . Across all states, households
reported | ow and moderate healthcare need s. Refugees generally reported higher healthcare
needs compared to their host communities , except for Khartoum and Central Darfur .

Healthcare expenditure:  severe, high, and moderate vulnerability levels were attributed to
households spending more than half/ almost all / all, about half, and about a quarter , respectively, of
their household income on healthcare in the past 30 days. Compared to host communities, refugees

in Kassala and Khartoum were found to spend a greater proportion of their monthly income on

17 Dependents are classified as non -working age members of the household which include children under six, school aged children, and
adults over 60



healthcare. The opposite is true in White Nile and West Kordofan. Overall, the lowest healthcare
expenditure was registered in Gedaref and Sennar, while the highest was in East Darfur.

Health vulnerability sub -indicator results can be found in Annex 4.

KEY TAKEAWAYS
Overall, health vulnerability is not as severe compared to the other LjO L. U Yulhdrabilitie s.

In East Darfur, the Kordofan states, and North and South Darfur the highest health vulnerability
was observed .

1 Refugees in camp/camp -like situations report higher health vulnerability than out-of-camp
refugees.

1 Refugees in Blue Nile and North Kordofan repo rt higher travel distances compared to host
communities .

9 Blue Nile and East Darfur have the highest proportion of refugees reporting travel times of an
hour or more. Meanwhile, across both refugees and host communities, in most s urveyed
states, low travel times ranging between less than 15 minutes and 15 minutes to an hour  were
reported .

9 Except for refugees in Khartoum and Central Darfur, refugees report higher healthcare needs
in the household compared to their host communities.

1 Refugees in Kassala and Khartoum spen d a larger proportion of their monthly income on
healthcare compared to host communities. Meanwhile, both refugee s and host communities
in East Darfur allocate a large proportion of their household income  to healthcare.

aUOCuOll YBYGFOI t AYCUCFOI gl acaulA
The shelter and energy vulnerability indicator is based on the shelter type, shelter conditions, and
availability of energy sources in the household .

Refugees across most states ¢ except for Kassala and South Kordofan & expe rienced high to
severe shelter and energy vulnerability . In Blue Nile, refugees recorded the highest levels of
severe shelter and energy vulnerability. In all states, refugees recorded higher shelter and energy
vulnerability than their host communities , except for White Nile (Figure 23).
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Figure 23 Shelter and Energy Vulnerability Indicator





















































































































