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Executi ve

Summary

The compounded eFect of muItiFMBChDideECbUFQQ6m‘1()S(4T'U/\T

insecurity resulted in 83 percent (4.6 million peopnle) _of the

popul ation surveyed in the Ti : ;

as food insecure, of which tw

popul ation) are severely food

prevalence of food insecurity

western, Eastern and Central

More than four in pve househo

diets, and 57 percent of thes_

diets. Although the consumpti [ =

steady, the consumption of nuﬁg,

vegetables and fruit has decl ¥ er

202zon | ess than one day a Wee") 1 '

The number of households depe g

fell by 24 percent-ccompar @er i

60 to 36 percent). Over 30 pe: el A

gifts or loans to be their primar¥ source of income.

Reliance on gifts or | oans isTgete%88r3?§HEb%¥na'tuat'On in the

mechani sm, and househol ds relyPhﬁlgﬁm?thlgg ggpPFh%?Qt of hous:

source of income are |ikely e&P?g%g[@ Iplo'oorn. people. This represe
increase compearradiwi tphrergroed i n Octo

Al though 80 percent of responggpehsolrgapmitPpAomapkepre were suFer

were functional, 66 percent ofptbBemrreported not being

able to access them due to | ack of resources to bur it ems.

Purchasing power of householdganO[hEh?iBPg§lRB%PHnahbgn' 47 per

al so eroded due to the increaggadp%?%%%ug? ﬁ%p%rW%ng%% people)

factprroycessed food items (suc h° €a’s® rreilcye ,f Osoudg a'rn,S €ntd © (2 million |

vegetable oil). Prices of ve989QbPL§‘EﬁB‘Y?uFPEe%rée%PégiP%rthe

higher iin -ahecttoedanmatket s sinégtﬁﬁeaéﬁpﬁpf North western zone (!

routes to the main soBrce mar k&l § g?g Bﬁ{cent) and Central zone

The majority of househol ds (7E,ﬂ0'bgrggﬁ?5‘ Qalrjggggl(jdgn\évgrggdfound b

in high or extremely hrbgirseldevzepgeg%”goﬁgumpn%{?gnWith their rural

coping strategies. The percenPg§8e8¥)hobggﬁbngue to a lower rel

i mpl ementing emergency | i veIiHngugngHgagt}g?e@?Lg pgerce of i

more than doubled compared \N.?HdbEE8BethH§8h?¥9%m'939rba“ areas

percent to 29 percent). AccesglgglﬁagFL'ﬁg%donogﬂm yn{hgnsupport

food, has dramatically dropped Bhdhtheppoppthtchoedomblusmalod ds ar

households i mplementing crisipbnkevalehoothpapPppdngo household heac

mechani sms has more than tripBedpesoahthng Thosm L2 driven by the

percent in October 2020 to 48capacentesnanNavembeppdPRidnities fol

Proxy nutrition estimates sho%nFHQ?'tﬁg %r% aF%n te 8FS&R&|dS he:

and SAM amongst ghomoadr éirs aged%gorer diets c mpar ed to those head

percent and 4 percent, respecPFgant’Ahgﬁge h g X%ildren

surveyed, only 45 percent wer rtgud 0

consuming nutritional supplemgé?gfﬁ &(Dh]%qﬁ be?%ue

data collection. Proxy MAM ramMeseamhang poagnantpagdhouseholds C (

breastfeeding women were founditpsbes@lppeeerntofawhi ch consume

only 15 percent reported takiwgsasynsuppeemeBtpeioehbhp, 3Bastern

days before data collection. Central zone (56 percent) recorded
of households consuming poor diets.

JanuaryTk2geay Emergency
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COPUNG STRATEGUES

Th ) - ¢ h hol d . El{]hur_br_an are%s ther 7\évas a strongetl
© ma]torl y o | ouseboo dz 'nnet\?vozrskjg:rh?_yas efgalmolr]y(or coommunity s
percen ) are relylng -omse vceorpglbn%:gg!nﬁu][ngpldotnhrough credit, beggi ng
strategies (such as |limiting ortion_sizes, reducing,the
Bood_s. gt 1 s_ i mportant “to note that
number of meals per day and redumng gortloBF for adlults .
. are unsuStalna e over ong period:¢
so that children and/or pregnant women may eat) mainly
in the Eastern zone (87 percePRPejppiCenthalchahkepgaspbreeahy by
and Mekelle (79 percent). -Theofatesphadembserepantedree be able

fourths of the population aretbhadeecaRtngl eaothngcseanentobut onl
mai ntain the most basic of fobédisgcableytpepkbhBtunadeti mMmaesThe m:
the problems in both food acctbe EastevobdaandaNpabhlwegtern zones

across the Tigray Region. del ays were due to temporary displ :
Th ¢ ¢ h hol d Ian? or a lack of agricultural i npt
e roportion o ouseho s i emergenc
- Ip'hp d ) ¢ ¢ . Iagﬁdz gg gercgnt gf hoijisehc}l(tjﬁ who
i v i in r i i r in i
€ 00 cop. g s .a egres &85% rgsor'?gg Hgangsgccesg toetrle
|l ast reproductive animal s) hagsmloaezggsn doubl ed
compared with October 2020, soaring from 13 percent to
29 percent), t hr edatfeuntiurge hfoouosdthq)el\?dLErll_tcly HOOD PROFYLES
Zones recording the highest rate households engaging
in such mechanisms are the EaHDESﬁhOSdatHeBaBdEﬂg andregul ar i nc
Central zones at 41, 38 and 3%rpwagedt,pesspentiveleg.of farming
. savings) fell b¥ 24 perxcernst scompare
Access to basic needs, other than o} fj ang he Sgpamtg
) ) ) ) perlod?rom 0 to perc nt) Un
sustain |ivelihoods in the meglum t o Ionﬁ term has
. ePendln? 0 asslistance or any sour
dramatically reduced as househP ds re Xlng Pn Cl’laIS . .
) ) ) ) al most quadrdplicated, rising from
l'iveli hood coping mechani sms Fnsuch_as SP|LIng RrP8UCt'Ve .
) ajority o ousSeho S reporting nc
assets or reducingrkéalttedd or educati on
) are I n Mekelle (46 ;l)ercent) and t he
expenditure) has more than trlpglrgghtSISInQ from 2 percent
in October 2020 to 48 percent in November 2021 The
North western zone recorded an alarming 71 percent of
househol ds engaging in such mechanisms, which as
foll owed by Mekelle at 43 per
zone at 41 percent. Househol d
emergency coping mechanisms d
faced with | imited future pro
to overcome future challenges

The number o households dep

f
(such as salaries or wages,
products or animals and/or s
compared t-orité&diespperiod (fro
Udn addition, the number of h
assistance or any source of
quadruplicated, rising from
of households reporting no i
Mekell e (46 percent) and in
Over 30 percent of househol d
reported gifts or | oans as t
This is an alarming nnding, which underlines the | ack of
income opportunities. Rel iance on gifts or |l oans is an
erratic and unsustainable coping mechanism and
households relying on this as a primary source of i ncome
are | ikely extremely poor.
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Untrodu
Food Sec
TI gray

Signinpcant progress ha
in the Tigray Region i

suFered throda@mimelst ii ml & 915988, 3

85%The government began
programmes focused on
sustainabi ity with th
Particular focus was p
with sustainable smal.l

talay food needs and engagement

productio
devel op i

n for export
ndustries in
of jobs and increased
Households that did no
often relied on season
enabled them to earn a
the vibrant markets in
opportunities, namely
mining, contributed he
commodity exports by c
connict, these two | ab
the primary means of i
Tigrayan population an

ct
ur i

d been
n recen

ambi t i

i mproving food system
e suppobt™M§siPntBPNLEPHLRAI @6ERBFEING to o
l aced oﬁhgﬁﬁpGL??ﬁbn88hhﬂﬂlfﬁgg)ianalyses
hol de+ @B?ICBTtBPQ Thbomd¥¢ReEAELPP W@y cons
hage commRicsaiedlesallet N the Wester
purposebO°BR8PFY " Get 8@ LNEoPRHAAE WRere it
the regP6hob&hi éR2PedPFoaPbYiigarl bROCL N
househopathFEhhglHéwgl@@,glpd@@Z@lMeMetrhe 2072
t engagB2lHeShaPPASPAelNfdrmPAyON where 7
al and/BPp%|8FhPBr9cthSb¥ RAfEhcipate in
living ﬁﬁHfHEPbﬂasgftB@TW fB8g FPEBROUNde
the ar8h9nrpgaat; LggLing and destiruction
sesame pFOdb@tPofi! hHA'LPP; YARGKE an estimat
avily t8ftReoRacWRlieadamadedq l argest

ash valpeyBabianabty. - dPstr@pttentA8d destr
our soufg@EePnihaynhavei aecpentedsfefr active
ncome fpestpitPidet MEASuPEst REvEOosalerely
d aroundyd@tpreharntyobftBasrd8radabrvices for

popul At iTangray was also a | abomunwe eXxipifttd d 9n dve 90 fO Nhumd tiht ari an anc

signipcant seasonal I a
region to the Western
provinces of Wollo and
EthisMpProductive Safet
was | aunched countrywi
reducing food insecuri
economic opportunities
through cash transfers
feeding pPrograms

Connict has severely d
these pillars of Iivel
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activity in a region typically higl

isruptelNaf8rbGthhblbamheyoggas dnrimas theen
i hoods BF}B‘?BHhaEeBGFHﬁrcFEEtédp898lat"”

from Iszmde assett depletion

ocT
MAR APR MAY JUN JUuL AUG SEP
oct
MAR APR MAY JUN JuL AUG SEP
Food Security Assessment 8



Over the past months, npeld re;ﬁEtOGgRAde’bqa&AahicCOVERAGE
screenings and monitoring actiSAtMPsL HlaMeG c oA PiRtROA C H
indicated a signipcant deterioration of household food
security and nul? iRriioonr otudctohreeTs%ralldsqrs?SS this objective, a quant

. . . wa $ conducted jn_.areas oJ the regi
children in Tigray already face I"e'vel's "of wasting “an

. . accessible tpo hilmanltari./an actors.
stunting worse than the national average (9. versus .2
percent and 30 versus 21 perceznotn,e raensdpetch{eie\';hcéeli*??de%'}mir\}%_nErt)')/traea we
myriad of factors including acecxecslsudteod ifnr1p0rmovtehc1e v?aatmé)rllanrgdframe’

. . . areaqs of .the Nodrth wqe.stern zone ('t
sanitation, infant and young chi’l car|ng1 an fleeding
practices, and |l asting chroni O rPlaeHrS engecl((9$g|(brwtﬂhdréeer2%(i%t/i1%rn z e
EI Niab'The destructi6sandfIwakért)thp?ocnhtesr(:her’ ;atwarep’dsRaya Al am
basic health'%caswl tsiemg ifcream thlnteornnna}lctcownapuqsdlte sampllng frame

. establlshead thraough t he nte ratio
only exacerbate the issue and "hHa I'rready |e t7o emerg nc
Jevels of acufe malnutrition '70m 2007 and projections, WorldPo

(2020) and the Unternati onMml Organ
One year after the onset of tIpg spqmtieGie.nta Tir@ickt nlyo wmera!xd Et hi o
survey was therefore undertakemnsted sinetha! Rloaulhd WOW The purpose of
vol atile connict dynamics andfgsyhhee quantt oSshertazadd9¢Shofan esti mat e
humanitarian and commercial suyprltirasuhaved,afhfaktieadg tih&@ o consider
food security situation for 1 esi hehtasiisN fdre &as skfs st tr &GinpN i ng
that remain accessible.

A stratigiteadge toMoust er sampling strae

applied, with zones akebldder stihrevey

M t h d I igai tai@al clusterKewrewresef seampl ieng wi
e 0 0 0 egchy(a)f the six zones with probabi
and with replacement. The cluster

EARCH QUES\"'D'.IONS eAtimated design eFect of 2.0 was
CUFYcC OB J ECTqVEssampIing approach. A conservative

into sample size calculations as t
The primary objective of this ptrhegmatein emo Mihted rtioh G |ISUrat gkt and a
wa to contri uasecejuiondeer ds aadi g minfartik®d in the below table in o

RES
SPE

s
household food security situatihgnt faqlel gWin®g att h e abytebrak nef popu
connict in the Tigray Region iaitcNas%qmler aZ®@a&. aWhial @ ot hercent ¢
onnict has remained higimontdynesgmiehntdtvairyd nt bifs e¥3 or at the zon
period, few surveys or monitoriet®esat icointnidesh cleaVM & veadptathided per c
the eFects oMabhiduisteyhotlodscover bpRei 6v8egHdP regional |l evel. Findin
across the region. This assessgmannt hwa s ftolt &l &fi yrhe iightte mbahbl e ge
to complement partner reports samdjisnficramatyi an gnathic@hs ¢ can pr
build towards a more comprehensive updated snapshot of
t h food security situation, focused on those I|iving in
accessible areas of the regior
The secondary objectives for e '
humani tarian actors about pot e 1 ,
through an analysis of pndinggiss
and along househol d demogr aphigS
source of informationfor relatwm\,ﬁa
mar kets, agriculture, nutriti.d ‘

water and health services.
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similar geographic areas in order t
Unsecurity Analyses, which excluded
Tigray from acute food insecurity a
activities were conducted exclusive

uportform assi sekbdphone interviewing (CATU) n
;tisld':enmngra‘ Findings from the May 2021 FSMS are
O ™ Mtagudom Wukro and kelete A nature and to be triangulated with

PALIRES sources during that time, due to th
A2

nearotal shutdown of the phone netw
which means the prople of responden
towards those Iliving in or travelin
phone network was available for int
periods, or respondents traveling t
region where phone network was slig
although addtid¢ aomailnfacei ews with n
di splaced individuals were conducte
period to account for challenges re
DATA ANALYSYS collection. Wherever possible or re

St
se
gl
vV a
Th
Co

incorporated within this report.
atistical analysis was conducted using standard food
curity and nutrition indicatrplrs awearll & s3 kalgy sseady g eigt® ed by ur ban
ob-daéphyed thresholds to generpatie jCpdie®oihpemC @llat aset s wekebaelapil e
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association between selected variables and child nutrition
status was examined by perfornd HoiAbLi & NaGE Snalyses; to
measure the strength of association between the ordinal ]
response and independent Varianlé)ar(actolVoanrsltatftaaercse)t’tsluasrvcfehayfcereqU|red (
. planning to factor in the considera
square test is used.
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using CATY methodolm@gfyer evihd &
points range from historical
surveys.

1 Proxy rep®ueisfagons on indivi
members, particularly relate:
was reported by proxy by one
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t accurately renect lived
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d/ or lactating woman was a:

consumption of suppl emen-
dren under the age of pv.
irect caretaker was asked r
consumption of supplements.

-
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1 Subset i ndFramdbngs related t

overall popul ation may have
and should therefore be cons L, 1

9 Respondeferhiaasn: i ndicators -’!‘-v.‘;‘\:"_‘
oveareported due to the subjek ] \l A
of respondent s. For instance, respondents might have
the tendency to provide what they perceive to be the
Yiganswers to certain quest N@¥sel@ligsthgoupjt ohfouwasnealoylsd s, int.
desirability bias). Notably,dytn}@énipcrsoddrntcild,lndid+p0d$ehdln¢tmmwerin
households who identiped asrcedrarténotnlsy aocirsopslsacgeedqdoerr’ age, disab
returning households captured tPRIddFH e TPdnddf context in th
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accommodating for the phenormhéfdd tofdiSPd ffiedted!d ©r movements ma
displacement and mi xed hous&fdiPst U &di during this initial rapi
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str

ongly i &antti jpdd tehe |joicfal community
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community during the past ye
the current survey and hinde
food security conditions acc
di spl acement status but is il
househod dewneliincati on (for pa
survey that had no bearing o
benepci ar-lyemenpoioar y) , insteaf
met hodol ogi cal concern regar
household selection. This se
addressed in any future iter
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be explored through qualitad#ive research methods. Since

- o v,
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F) 9] F) u I a t i on E§%a|TT]ETapSWEt for all types of

i veli patterns were reported f

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD PRUGEGI?E P'icl 1o the contiet,
ion. Overall, 38 percent of

The survey found that 61 percdhteeoi shbkehoabehortdeulwbeweal producd
mal-eeaded and 39 pertemtdewer g hi@d matperneni ct | ivelihood, 26 percent
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proportion of -maaeded ohdesnah@®l demvdd ances, traditional artisana
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variance across geographic arpaasaplrudeBano/ i hUutRk BRI MRBations seé
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headed by either children (<1§)_3_i 5|¥spﬁé§88§p$g f hosé n
The existence of c¢child headed t
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result of active connict. 22
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Tigray Region was found to be;
suggest a slight increase fro;d
4. 7. Al most a quarter (24 per§
having at | east one member | i]
digculty seeing even with glal
climbing steps, dicculty remeg~-
sethre dicculties or probl ems L‘
understood. Roughly 30 percen %
|l east one pregnant and/or | aciy

URBAN VS RURAL

A consideration of urban or ré?
kebealas conducted via an analmhdy
sources from Worl dPop cl asuspi pry
areas. Un this assessment, 654'
living in rural areas while 3 ':'" an
areas. "
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and ccgss t resources and fuel Wi

e h O I d Frb O &v reliance on-food ass
. N ember eri is largely in line

I I h O O d iDyS|n alcmtlhac Srtners have be

during those months showing 0.4 mil

MARY FOOD B QNCQ%pIe in need reached in each of t
RCES

An exploration of food sources by u
The data collection period °fhNBHPmBﬁfszgzﬂe\%oéi‘ﬁég?gd trends sh
with thmelRd@dvest. UYn the accgg,%,ielald%neg,e@,% %MntB?oduction in rur
region covered by this surveygy; 88 RPERENghPE tHe ARMPEFFEACe of f
population reported plaetiieng FdyfikBPOstNEr"R668Eholds regardless o
planting season leading up toyfphgndgiarGprhlestbas Pe8iQAd 22 per
The immediate eFects of the hgrygst FeB8pbetFGeNylNFEPERtedly rel
the pndings of primary food sgyreRasberablorRENP!I FFi MEFPSPood sou
the ri%giwinth 30 percent of hougsjeshog drSe gfaetPiodnt €adilsYo shows strong re
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additional 60 percent reportedpymifI-WiymdnLdpgP'tkeds well as obta
purchases, family or Comm““itb’hF’HHBHrErert!OBHEgPHQ{Oénd exchan
begging (23 percent, 21 percephraPdularP§rpPBhounced (34 and 20
respectively), a substantial pRgEtbABI 8 WE i €BmPa&Ffed to 21 and 15

qualitatively reported as stefp@p;8enbl a8 b0EraNPOi PEspectively).

harvest.
PRYMARY SOURXIE (RFURFAQAL VS URBAN)

PRYMARY SOURXDE OF FO ® Rural ® Urban

44 %

30% Own Production

="
N
L

22%

Cash Purchases ——

20%
30% . : 14%
Family or Community Support
15%
- Loans, Purchases on Credit, Begging s
conce M
0% Food Assistance

S <& S &
O & =) S '
(oa 2 K < 2
& & 5 \%Q‘%’ & 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% S50%
QQ ~(52 (\\&.\ Qg,\‘ 0\*
o & & (\(} &
5,0‘0 £° community support has been consiste
Q© & . .
((,b@\\\ QQ«("\ through partner reporting, benenci a
& indicative survey processes over th

Reliance on food assi &t andenaay PRAEaRbEsBhBFHice that was not cap
food source was reported by 1iPhperHegBnthbs hBBtEhBFEESSMENt but v
across accessible areas of thehpegAloAvYalwitAtEXEtXoWuUl RaR§sSessmen
operational challenges facinghRUmeRPtdsi WAaubdrehtee fAhsenes the

region with regards to air and road access to the region

PRYUMARY SOURXIE & F NFNOOME BY GENDER HEAD OF HOUSEH

® Female Headed Households @ Male Headed Hous

olds
40%
35%
36% 27% 29% ° 28 %
8 %
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households would typically rebgaenoncash2886/or food
transfers.

The need for all types of househol d
Baseline studies on IiveIihoogeagt}grepeappwaghggndgéiggeﬁ thr ou
typical year, a sizeable porthgis@hwidsard "®dw TidIN@YRd on sales
population would typically rephbyo@0cPs0iB®BO8L%LIINigeUeYyadldl ess of
ll'abour during this seappoodtowprgffthesdsBf@Beof income. Househol d
area in the Western zone, whigh 'hp|ngu}pﬂge{hgcggsahygepppor t o
the majority of residents. Thfe@%qdqi%rpbls(g%%e%f oiYmice&lehol ds regar
l'ivelihood opportunities woulg,ppimMBfbt¥ssMBACHrt PP BsliMArBiondc asrotu r
were most reliangthoen Itohwesr pweaglhthht @ pat e haod siismed to have had rel at
quintiles of the Central zoneggpfdcadl 8ffiNbhcdmBadn@bc ERATEF Y, pen
and North western zones, Witho?‘r§5§NieWBe§5r9ep‘b45tfbdil']/C$'F‘? marily reli
from migratory | abtohirr d etparl dosreef b n@Pfons, gifts, or loans during O
their cash incom¥ iFn naaltlyyp,i ctahbeg ¥\gAaaGk, Gfhe shut down of nnancial se
PSNP as a reported primary fogfdsppfR8A bPCPMBuUSPHyCeth8se house
notable and may be a driver topwarggrpgektagfrecRnteasHel rOTiveliho
infor mal |l abour in both urbanr@Bgr{@pr ﬁ53@§|yeag5@habhy on sup
during the agricultural periognwhggm&gh;{(}uh@[b\,grkgl_nerable
households would typically rely on cash and/or food

transfers HOUSEHOLD MARKET ACC

An exploration of the changesWVhbPwB8fkKfbis8hoflie Tigray Region p
reported income sources one y8§F°8PFontBhaéfaaEBPPbcPPbﬂ”C nee
(ptc®nnict during the same sea%lbrni)n%n%l tc'ﬁﬁ’ip%ﬂlf:t¥‘ﬁ@roﬁ1¥en more pron
sources corroborates some Way?eirﬁ( /Wﬁu#(prghﬂgaggzﬂbhpeassignipcance of
have needed to adapt to rely Wﬁrhg% 3V55FmeWEEPiQtFQSmEegi°n i s

understanding of household food sec

of i ncome.
assessment, households alluded to t
H 32
Udn the belCowreabl ogrce of HoU‘?éhS}qa?/ﬁssme,W'th only 2_5 percent
as a PercenCammpi off Pawrce of §FPOKE) NI nNO issues accessing marke

househol ds engagdamnii ot eiammome}gsodLPrtcaeCOIIeCtion' This level of ~m
(each row) are disaggregated 588?h§{eEbF}’eﬁFpPﬁE8$eby households
sources. Each row adds up to 1HbapePEERE; OfofNEXLMmPI N AcCross a
among households previously rEPYIRY of HgEPELFYuPhI " §FPONdents w
livestock sales, 55 percent c@ﬁ??ﬁﬁbngomﬁérﬁta mFHB{OPﬁg fngat al
source while 9 percent are noWayeBsran‘fﬂqthEq“@ 'H8“8ﬁh°'d either
casual |l abour and 20 percent ngeyef)()’iﬂarfﬂqaa?fggog? P{)aﬁge mar k

Grey cells represent householage\ﬂlhbfh9955&99h9amﬁ939r5 tried to
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shades of orange represent moPECEP§hNACTA{ XEhangBs= 516). Howeve
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Furt hergnofrte,dorddt b oanc o me s/ﬁwterraee' NSt Cu i ty and fear of public areas
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the | ast 30
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to report longer r iton f t ¥r hou's o

this indicat

their own

more |ikely
food stocks

from their

any food stocks.
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w h

13 percgnt esHm@teu tgvewgh (Oelthd one

at the time of data collection. Findings on

ile those relying on support, gifts and | oans

ommunities more | TRB8I{otbowkpegrseshbonpgcRfothis repo

of r ewgiidoen household outcome indicat
Hunger Scale, Food Consumption Scor
Strategies Undex), prior to delving

HOUSEHOLDS LE®BDSSOPCKS LEEFMary household food insecurity
OVERALL & BY FOOD SOURCE demographic and geographic trends f

Overall

Own Production

Cash Purchases

Family or Community Support

Loans, Purchases on Credit, Begging

Food Assistance

0

x

® No Food Stocks  ® A Few Weeks

Subsequent pndings should therefore
snhapshot of-l roesebhohdumpti on patter

About One Month ~ ® 2-3 Months beginning onetdiver 2OL1t1, among a popu

50%

25%

® 4+ Months reportedly maintaining their food a

. erosion of household and community
9 %

FOOD CONSUMPTYON SCORE

With the onsetineéthratrtvee s2021seasonal
i mprovement d eirm dtoomrdt consumption \
be expected during a typical year .
consumption patterns in November 2
maj ority of households in accessilb
food consumption |l evels (57 percen
percent of households had borderli
and only 18 percent had an accept a
i gl b consumption score. Acrciomparfiecod of
consumption score during the same
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clear deterioration, with | ess

t o] C t f
households consumiSegptepmberdi2® \(g% gEN N’EJPMBf§ O‘bNBHMQNG EACH
mb e 2

RA
b QDRY(RECALL PERYOD)
L

compared to 57 percef® in Nove 20

Not ably, gi wtkeay trhec slelvemeri od of this indicator,

FCS pndings would be expected to renect seastoffal

i mprovements in food consumption, and responses to the
module are |ikely strongly innuenced by the sjage of the

me hénrar vest and Ahewesle hofl dsccess to newly

0.15
harvested goods.
0.69
As can be seen in the pgure below, respondenpnts reported
to mostly be consuming cereals accompanied by
condi ments and spices, while nutritious foods such as
meat, vegetables, or fruits were not even consumed once a
week, on average. While 45 percent of households were
reportedly facing little to no hunger through the househol d
hunger scale module, the npnnding that 82 percent of
households were facing poor oNabbPAWIfEnB tBREuMBtPehober were t
. 8 . -
levels suggest that although WREB®ai B PABY fiyurt har cted ematsi qyuyi de
have prevented many househol dBTFFB8%m gbiRgste Epedpcommodities su
hungry or from going full day&nPdnBafatghtenwPPRoudNfoBangaas acro
explored during the Househol dtB&riEgrm¥ydRee)onsperepiBrally were
consumption levels and dietar§o@peeeditg the) AddbmafRaba market.
signinpcantly below acceptable |evels.
Findings indicate a slightly higher
As compared to rates observed durlnﬂ the s 913 season n
2020 ¢ h ¢ wefster z?neh? Iperc?antﬂ, Eastern
o the average consumplioncgl, £8[e2li"n8e! BLPELN) and soutt
remained steady, however the consumptlon 0 ,aLmPst al .
. ) percent). A slight ¥Iower proporti
ot her food items, partlcularlg thﬁ consumgtlog & ffalfs,

d vegetabl es declineguhrers?iéglnl anqn elé?tigu\llverre cate
sugars an_ g ' poor grets?atVas pePcent and’ a1 per
cooking oil and sugar are goods that are often purchased
through the market and whose availabjility has been .

) . . Trendﬁ in fPod consumRtlon scor w e
steadily decreasing in recent months while prices ave )

. . . . statna'ucally 5|9n|{1cant when nsi
been steadily increasing, in part ue to he e ance on
. . sources. However, npndings may gge
i mported oil .

acceptable food consumption for tho
DG community support as their primary
1/ (
HOUSEHOLD FOORPT ISUPATTEBNaSnd 14 percent with acceptable di
BY ZONE . . .
those primarily relying on cash pur
® Poor B Borderline Acceptable cover their food needs (between 16
acceptable diets).
Northwestern The trends in reported consumption
household food and income sources a
Central the level of food stocks reportedly
household, with the majority of tho
Eastern community support or |l oans for food
as households whose primary i ncome
casual |l abour, reporting zero food
Mekelle .
household. This may suggest no cl ea
i mmedi ate term for those househol ds
South Eastern woreF consumption gaps in November
households are |ikely to continue t
Southern and/ or reliant on community support
needs.
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
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