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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Egypt Vulnerability Assessment for Refugees (EVAR) 2018 contains reliable and representative 
information of refugees and asylum-seekers of various nationalities living in Egypt. While previous EVARs 
focused on Syrian refugees only, the spirit of a “one refugee” approach is now better reflected through 
a common vulnerability assessment. The survey covered a total of 12 refugee nationalities.  

The 2018 survey was conducted on a stratified random sample covering three groups of refugees and 
asylum-seekers, to reflect the different challenges faced by refugees1 in Egypt:  

• Syrians;  
• Iraqis, Yemenis and Sudanese, referred to as ‘non-Syrian Arabic speakers’;  
• South Sudanese, Eritreans, Ethiopians, Somalis and other nationalities, referred to as ‘non-Syrian 

non-Arabic speakers’.  

A total of 1,389 households comprising 4,652 individuals were interviewed. Children represent 42 per 
cent of the surveyed household members. Overall, male and female individuals were equally represented 
in the EVAR. The survey also covered households of varying sizes and members of different age groups 
to allow for a multi-sectoral analysis across the report.  

Based on this sample of 1,389 households, several indicators can be concluded with regards to various 
sectors including child protection, education, food security, livelihood and cash-based interventions.  An 
overall 77 per cent response rate was observed from an overall target of 1,800 households. 

Protection  

The majority of respondents did not have a valid residence permit. Only 37 per cent of the respondents 
had valid residence permit with significant differences observed between the various sampling groups. 
Particularly among Arabic speaking refugees the percentage of holders of valid residence permits reached 
42 per cent, with the highest records among Yemenis (62 per cent), Syrians (46 per cent), and Iraqis (44 
per cent).  

Access to birth notifications and certificates was significantly high with 93 per cent of newborn children 
having a birth certificate. There was no marked difference observed among the various nationalities. In 
terms of child protection, less than three per cent of refugee children were engaged in child labour. Male 
children were more likely to be engaged in child labour, and out of the boys working seven in ten were 
Syrians. Overall, 78 per cent of the working children were prevented from school due to work. The 
highest occurrence of child labour incidence among refugees was reported in Damietta (6.5 per cent). 
High rates were also observed in Qalyubia (4.8 per cent), Alexandria (3.8 per cent), and Cairo (2.8 per 
cent).  

Education 

Among all children aged between 6 to 17 years, 67 per cent were at the primary stage of education. 
Sampled adult members either had primary education (32 per cent), preparatory education (25 per cent), 
secondary education (23 per cent) or higher education (10 per cent). While 41 per cent of older persons 
(60 years old or more) had a primary education.  

 
1 For ease of reading, the term ‘refugees’ is used throughout this document, covering both refugees and asylum-seekers in 
Egypt. 
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Almost all interviewed households (86 per cent) reported that their children aged 6-17 years were 
attending school. The majority were in public schools (48 per cent) followed by community schools (45 
per cent) with Iraqi and some Yemeni children enrolled in private schools.  

The main reason cited for not attending school was the high cost of education (36 per cent). Lack of 
documents and limited knowledge of school registration procedures (14 per cent) were also reported. 
Nationalities reporting the cost of education as a reason for not attending school included Somalis (55 
per cent), Ethiopians (37 per cent), South Sudanese (32 per cent) and Sudanese (31 per cent) while lack 
of documentation was mainly reported among Sudanese and Syrian refugees (16 per cent and 13 per 
cent respectively). Lack of awareness on registration procedures was mostly reported among Yemeni 
respondents (37 per cent). 

Overall, while the percentage of school enrolment was almost the same for both male and female 
children, some differences were observed in terms of reasons provided for non-attendance. Out of the 
families with boys not attending school, 11 per cent stated that the boys had to work to support their 
families. No family reported this reason for their female children. On the other hand, the high cost of 
education was mostly cited as a reason for girls not attending school (41 per cent) compared to 31 per 
cent for boys. 

Food Security 

More than one quarter of refugees were found to have poor access to food in Egypt (27.1 per cent), i.e. 
were food insecure. At the same time about six out of ten of the refugees were found to be vulnerable 
to food insecurity, implying risk of having inadequate food consumption due to poor dietary intake and/or 
limited economic capacity to access food. Results varied across the different profiles with an increase in 
the percentage of food insecurity among Syrian refugees from 10.2 per cent in 2017 to almost 16 per 
cent in 2018. Similarly, 70.4 per cent of the Syrian refugees were found to be vulnerable to food 
insecurity in 2018 compared to 63.6 per cent in 2017. Food security status is much worse among non-
Arabic speaking refugees. More than one third of refugees from other nationalities (Arabic and non-
Arabic speakers) were food insecure (35.9 per cent), and nearly half of the them were vulnerable to food 
insecurity (50.8 per cent) while only 13.3 per cent were assessed to be food secure. Moreover, 43.5 per 
cent of non-Arabic speaking refugees had insufficient access to food while 24.6 per cent of other Arabic 
speaking refugees had insufficient access to food. Overall, results show that refugees who receive food 
assistance from WFP2 in the form of food vouchers were less likely to be food insecure. Without this 
food assistance their economic vulnerability would be worse, and their food consumption patterns would 
also be negatively affected. Nearly half of WFP beneficiaries receive assistance only from WFP (48.9 per 
cent), without which their food security status is expected to deteriorate. Thus, if food assistance stops, 
poverty rates and food insecurity is expected to immediately and significantly rise. 

 

 

 

 

 
2 Till the reference period of the 2018 EVAR survey, WFP assistance was confined only to Syrian refugees. Then the food 
assistance has been expanded to include non-Syrian refugees in May 2019. 
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Livelihoods 

Unemployment rate is calculated at 29 per cent for the assessment sample. The rate is much higher than 
the national unemployment rate of 8.9 per cent reported by CAPMAS for the last quarter of 20183. Out 
of the 71 per cent employed; 52 per cent reported being employed in temporary wage employment 
while 45 per cent were in regular wage employment. Only three percent reported engagement in self-
employment-having their own micro-small businesses.  

Disaggregating the unemployment rate by gender, more women are unemployed than men (35 per cent 
women compared to 26 per cent men). There is however a much lower labour force participation rate 
among women as only 33 per cent of the working age population (18-60 years old) were in the labour 
force (economically active) which means they are either working or seeking work. This is compared to 81 
per cent of the working age men in the labour force. When asked about the reasons behind not seeking 
work, women stated cultural norms and household responsibilities. Syrian women have remarkably 
refrained from engaging in work as 21 per cent of working age women were in the labour force.  

Correlating education and work options shows equally interesting outcomes. Refugees attaining technical 
and vocational education reported 82 per cent employment rates. Next to this group comes the ones 
with middle level education (secondary schools) as 69 per cent of them reported employment. Higher 
education (university and above) reported 67 per cent employment rate.  

Overall, access to labour income was limited to only one-third of the sampled refugees who generate an 
average monthly income of EGP 2,386.9 per capita. The income generated from regular work was lower 
by 38 per cent among female-headed households compared to their male counterparts. 

Living Conditions 

While 52 per cent of the surveyed households live in a separate room in apartments shared with other 
households, 47 per cent were living in private housing. It was also found that 47 per cent of the 
households were living in unfurnished rentals while 34 per cent were living in furnished rentals. The 
percentage of homeless refugees or refugees residing in unsuitable areas identified through the EVAR 
was less than two per cent.  

Data indicates that on average, living space for all respondents was 61m2 per household. Living space 
however varied by strata with an average living 73m2 for Syrians, 63m2 for Arabic speakers, and 44m2 for 
non-Arabic speakers. The type of housing was also significantly different across the different nationalities, 
as access to private shelter (e.g. apartment) was high among Syrian and Arabic speaking refugees as 
opposed to non-Arabic speaking refugees. The average rental cost was EGP 1,343.6 per month with the 
highest rent paid being EGP 7,500 and the lowest being EGP 200. The locations with comparatively 
higher rental costs were Heliopolis, Al-Agouza and Zohour districts compared to lower reported rental 
costs in Abouhoms, Dikirnis and Al Moski districts. 

Welfare, Income and Expenditure 

Overall, 77 per cent of the surveyed households were found to have expenditures below the Minimum 
Expenditure Basket (MEB), meaning they faced difficulties in meeting their most pressing basic needs. 
Variations were observed between female-headed and male-headed households as 81 per cent of the 
female-headed households were identified as facing difficulties in meeting their basic needs compared 

 
3 https://www.capmas.gov.eg/Pages/IndicatorsPage.aspx?ind_id=5778 

https://www.capmas.gov.eg/Pages/IndicatorsPage.aspx?ind_id=5778


4 

 

to 74 per cent of the male-headed households. Levels of vulnerability also varied significantly across the 
three sampling groups with the highest incidents of economic vulnerability reported among non-Arabic 
speaking refugees (86 per cent) compared to Syrian refugees and other Arabic speaking refugees.  

The primary expenditures included rent, food, education-related expenditures, health, and transportation. 
Overall, 59 per cent of the respondents had a per-capita expenditure of less than EGP 1,000. The per 
capita expenditure differed by the sex of the household head as the average per capita expenditure for 
female-headed households was lower by 18 per cent compared to male-headed households.  In order 
to meet their most pressing basic needs, 73 per cent of the households reported that they had taken on 
debt in addition to resorting to other coping strategies. More than 95 per cent of the sampled households 
reported that they were still unable to repay the debt at the time of the survey. 

Overall, while the 2018 EVAR indicates that access to UNHCR multipurpose cash assistance was limited 
to only 21 per cent of the sampled refugees, the assistance was tangible in reducing resort to negative 
coping mechanisms. This is demonstrated in the fact that 70 per cent of households not receiving MPCA 
reported reducing the number of meals eaten per day which was lower by 10 per cent amongst 
households receiving UNHCR cash assistance. Moreover, 69 per cent of households not receiving MPCA 
reported that they had to limit the food portion size at mealtime, while this was lower by seven per cent 
among households receiving UNHCR cash assistance. However, given the resorting to borrowing and 
reported unmet needs, the cash amount was not sufficient to cover all the reported needs. A total of 48 
per cent of the households indicated support for rent, and improved shelter/housing as their most unmet 
needs, followed by food and health related needs.  

  



A Sudanese child from Sudan playing at the waiting area of the clinic of NGO & 
UNHCR partner Refuge Egypt in Cairo.
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CHAPTER ONE:  
INTRODUCTION 

The Egypt Vulnerability Assessment for Refugees (EVAR) is a multi-sector household level survey 
developed by UNHCR in partnership with the World Food Program (WFP), the United Nations Children's 
Fund (UNICEF) and Caritas Egypt. EVAR is led by UNHCR Egypt with WFP contributing to the food 
security analysis. The purpose of the EVAR is to generate reliable and representative evidence on the 
situation of the refugees in Egypt. 

Unlike previous rounds, EVAR 2018 was extended to cover a sample of all refugees and asylum-seekers 
registered by UNHCR in Egypt. The survey covered a total of 12 refugee nationalities. The data collected 
through the survey was also used as a starting point to shift from the commonly used categorical targeting 
to an advanced targeting methodology based on proxy-means testing for both Syrian refugees and 
refugees of other nationalities. 

This report comprises of seven main chapters as follows: 

• Survey methodology; 
• Main demographic characteristics of sampled refugees; 
• Refugee protection; 
• Housing conditions 
• Education and school enrolment; 
• Livelihood and employment status; 
• Food security status; 
• Household vulnerability, income, and expenditure. 

The next chapter explains the survey methodology including sample selection, questionnaire design and 
data processing steps. The third chapter describes the main demographic characteristics of the sampled 
refugees and provides information on household size and composition, and an overall description of 
different age groups, their education level and marital status. Chapter four highlights main refugee 
protection functions such as legal residency, child protection and persons with specific needs. Chapter 
five pays special attention to education and school enrolment and shows main statistics on school 
attendance, school typology and reasons for drop-out of education. Chapter six provides an analysis of 
the food security status of refugees in Egypt. Chapter seven depicts the livelihood and employment 
status of refugees at the working age, and it also shows the main reasons for unemployment as stated 
by the sampled refugees. Chapter eight describes the housing conditions of the refugees in Egypt. Finally, 
chapter nine shows the socio-economic vulnerability levels of the refugees in Egypt, and also shows the 
income, expenditures, and unmet needs of the refugees and the different coping mechanisms they 
resorted to in response to lack of basic needs. 

  



A refugee from Somalia and a  father of three seen at the registration centre of 
the UNHCR in Cairo, Egypt.
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CHAPTER TWO: 
SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

2.1. Sample Selection 

The EVAR baseline survey was conducted between March and May 2018 on a total of 1,389 households 
(4,652 individuals). The sample was stratified by a classification into three groups to reflect the different 
challenges faced by persons of concern in Egypt namely: 

• Syrians; 
• Other Arabic speaking refugees4; 
• Non-Arabic speaking refugees. 

The sample was derived from UNHCR profile global registration database (ProGres) where a total of 
98,740 cases were registered at the time of the survey. Sampling weights were applied so that the 
distribution of each of the household heads and household members within each stratum reflects the 
actual population distribution. To further account for the difference between the household and the case 
structure 5 , the sampling weight was multiplied by the actual number of cases for all households 
composing of one or more cases.  

The following formula was used to calculate sampling weights: 

𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆ℎ𝑡𝑡 =  (𝑆𝑆𝑝𝑝𝑆𝑆𝑝𝑝𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡𝑆𝑆𝑝𝑝𝑆𝑆 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 𝑠𝑠𝑡𝑡𝑠𝑠𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡𝑆𝑆 ℎ/𝑡𝑡𝑝𝑝𝑡𝑡𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 𝑆𝑆𝑝𝑝𝑆𝑆𝑝𝑝𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡𝑆𝑆𝑝𝑝𝑆𝑆)/(𝑠𝑠𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑤𝑤 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 𝑠𝑠𝑡𝑡𝑠𝑠𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡𝑆𝑆 ℎ/𝑡𝑡𝑝𝑝𝑡𝑡𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 𝑠𝑠𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑤𝑤 𝑠𝑠𝑆𝑆𝑠𝑠𝑤𝑤). 

  

 
4 Mainly Iraqi, Yemeni and Sudanese refugees. 
5 The case structure is a grouping terminology globally considered by UNHCR for specific registration purposes such as refugee 
status determination and resettlement. 
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Table 1 shows the weights applied at each of the household head and member levels. 

Table 1: Sampling weights at the household head and member levels 

 

2.2. Questionnaire Design  

The questionnaire includes six main modules, namely: 

• Household biodata 
• Living conditions 
• Income and expenditure 
• Food consumption 
• Household coping mechanisms 
• Observations and referrals 

The first module household biodata includes registration status, nationality, and residence status. The 
module also contains standard demographic data on age, sex, household relationships, marital status, level 
of education and employment status. Special child protection indicators were included in the first module 
such as birth registration, school enrolment and child labour. 

The living conditions module contains questions on type of housing and occupancy as well as level of 
crowdedness. It also collects data on rental cost.  

The third module on income and expenditure contains data on regular (recurrent) and irregular (non-
recurrent) household expenditure. Data on sources of household income including access to cash 
transfers were also part of this module. 

The food consumption module includes both consumption patterns and food sources, which were 
particularly added to enable a consolidated approach to reporting indicators of food security.  

Strata Number of cases at 
the population 

Number of households 
and cases at the 

sample 

Household weight 

Syrians 43,041  642 HHs (646 cases) 0.9 

Other Arabic speakers 22,631  459 HHs (464 cases) 0.7 

Non-Arabic speakers  33,068  288 HHs (290 cases) 1.7 

Total heads 98,740 cases 1,389 HHs (1,400 
cases) 

 

     

Strata Number of 
individuals at the 

population 

Number of individuals 
at the sample 

Weighted 
number of 
individuals 

Individu
al 

weight 
Syrians 128,396 2,508 2,257.2 0.9 

Other Arabic speakers 49,123 1,538 1,076.6 0.7 

Non-Arabic speakers  47,992 606 1,030.2 1.8 

Total members 225,511 individuals 4,652 individuals 4,364 individuals  
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The fifth module on household coping mechanism further contains specific measures applied to cope 
with lack of food and other basic needs.  

Finally, the EVAR questionnaire concludes with observations and referrals to different service for the 
most vulnerable refugees. The detailed questionnaire can be found in annex I. 

2.3. Data Processing 

The original survey data was in database format, which is suitable for queries and retrievals of information. 
The database files were examined to ensure having unique case identification, and individual members 
identification. The structure of the database files depends on the data items such that if the data item 
has one response, then each case exists as one record, while if the data item is a multiple response 
question, then there are as many records as the number of responses for each case, the data was 
reshaped such that they are transposed to have all responses in one record. Furthermore, some of the 
database files were recorded at the head of household level, and some other files were recorded at the 
household member level. The final data was merged into two datasets to have one dataset for all data 
collected at the head of household level, and another dataset for all data collected at household members’ 
level.  

The data was then imported into SPSS6 files to further allow for statistical analysis. A data dictionary was 
created to describe the data items. Variable and value labels were added for each question as detailed in 
the questionnaire. Two specific codes were added for the data items whenever applicable.  The first is a 
missing code when the corresponding question is applicable to be asked while there is no answer, and 
the second is another system missing code when the corresponding question of the data item is skipped 
according to the questionnaire design.  

Frequencies for all variables in the two datasets were then produced and the data was checked for the 
presence of outliers, out of range responses, and missing values. A check for inconsistencies between 
different data entities such as age, and education level was also conducted to further ensure the reliability 
and the consistency of the data. 

6 The Statistical Package for Social Science. 



Syrian refugee children participating in an indoor community event in Alexandria, 
Egypt. 
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CHAPTER 3: 
MAIN DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
              OF SAMPLED REFUGEES 

3.1. Background Characteristics 

Nationality distribution 

A total of 12 different nationalities were interviewed. Syrian refugees represented 51 per cent of the 
sampled individuals with 49 per cent reflecting other nationalities including Sudanese (19 per cent), 
Eritreans (8 per cent), South Sudanese (7 per cent), and Ethiopians (6 per cent) amongst others.7 

Table 2: Nationality distribution of household members 

 

  

 
7 The overall population distribution at the time of the assessment was Syria (57%), Sudan (16%), Ethiopia (7%), Eritrea (6%), 
South Sudan (5%), Somalia (3%), Iraq (3%) and Yemen (2%) among others.  

Nationality Female Male Total 

  Eritrea 54.5% 45.5% 8.1% 

  Ethiopia 54.4% 45.6% 5.9% 

  Iraq 47.3% 52.0% 3.2% 

  Somalia 51.4% 48.6% 1.6% 

  South Sudan 45.7% 54.3% 7.0% 

  Sudan 50.4% 49.4% 19.2% 

  Syria 47.7% 52.3% 51.2% 

  Yemen 55.6% 44.4% 2.3% 

  Other Nationalities 49.3% 50.7% 1.5% 

Total 

% of Total 

2,288 

49.2% 

2,364 

50.8% 
4,652 
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The figure below reflects further distribution by strata, which guided the survey. As response rates were 
higher among Syrians, 54 per cent of the total respondents were Syrians, followed by other Arabic 
speakers (33 per cent). Non-Arabic speakers, primarily from the East and Horn of Africa represented the 
remaining number of respondents.  

Figure 1: Distribution of individuals by survey strata 

 

Sex distribution 

The sex distribution at the individual level was almost equal among males and females (51 per cent vs. 
49 per cent). At the household level, female-headed households represented 45 per cent of the sampled 
households. 

Figure 2: Respondent distribution by sex 

 
  

Syrians
54%Other Arabic 

speakers
33%

Non-Arabic speakers 
13%

55% 51%
45% 49%

0%

20%

40%

60%

Household Head Individual Members

Male Female
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Household size and composition  

The average surveyed household had three household members. While 35 per cent of the surveyed 
households had only one member, 23 per cent of households were composed of two or three members, 
and 27 per cent were composed of four or five members. Large households of more than six members 
represented 15 per cent of the surveyed households.  

Figure 3: Distribution by family size and sex of the head of household 

 
Table 3: Household head sex and distribution by household size 

 
  

68%

38%
52% 55%

32%

62%
48% 45%

One member Two-three members Four-five members Six and above

Male Headed Female Headed

Family size/ 

number of household 
members 

Percentage of households Total 

 Female-headed households Male-headed households 

1  31.9% 68.1% 34.9% 

2 - 3 62.3% 37.7% 22.8% 

4 - 5 47.6% 52.4% 26.9% 

6 and above 47.2% 52.8% 15.4% 

Total 631 758 1,389 

% of total  45% 55% 
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Age Dependency Ratio 

The dependency ratio is a measure of the number of dependents aged zero to 14 years and over 
the age of 65 years, compared with the total population aged 15 to 64 years. The age dependency ratio 
is used to reflect the pressure faced by the working age population to support those outside the labour 
force age. The higher the ratio, the greater the burden carried by working-age population.  

The overall age dependency ratio is estimated at 64 per cent. The highest age dependency ratio is found 
among Sudanese, South Sudanese, and Syrian refugees. Details can be found in Table 4 below. 

Table 4: Age dependency ratio by nationality 

 

Age groups 

Children represented 42 per cent of the surveyed household members, whereas the adult age group 
represented more than half of the sampled household members (54 per cent) equally divided between 
sexes.  

Figure 4: Distribution by age group 

 
Those within the youth age group (15-24 years) represented approximately 17.8 per cent of the 
population while older persons (aged 60 years and above) represented 4 per cent of the household 
members. Table (5) below shows the age and sex breakdowns of the surveyed household members. 

12%
15% 15%

54%

4%

  0-4   5-11   12-17   18-59   60+

Nationality Age dependency ratio 

  Sudan 77% 

  South Sudan 75% 

  Syria 65% 

  Eritrea 60% 

  Yemen 52% 

  Iraq 39% 

  Ethiopia 26% 

  Somalia 14% 

Total 
Ratio of Total 

4,652 
64% 
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Table 5: Percent distribution of household members by age and sex  

Figure 5: Age and sex breakdowns of the household members. 

 
  

6%

5%

7%

5%

5%

5%

5%

3%

2%

2%

1%

1%

1%

0.5%

0.2%

0.1%

0.0%

7%

6%

7%

6%

5%

5%

5%

3%

2%

2%

1%

1%

1%

1%

0.2%

0.2%

0.1%
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4 5 - 4 9

5 0 - 5 4

5 5 - 5 9

6 0 - 6 4

6 5 - 6 9

7 0 - 7 4

7 5 - 7 9

8 0 +

Female

Male

Background characteristics 
Sex 

Total Female Male 

Age    
  0-4  45.8% 54.2% 12.4% 

  5-11 46.3% 53.7% 15.2% 

  12-17 49.7% 50.1% 14.7% 

  18-59 51.0% 49.0% 53.7% 

  60+ 46.5% 53.5% 4.0% 

Total 

% of Total 

2,288 

49.2% 

2,364 

50.8% 
4,652 
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Education level 

Among all children aged between 6 to 17 years, 67 per cent were at the primary stage of education. 
Sampled adult members either had primary education as their highest level of education (32 per cent), 
preparatory education (25 per cent), secondary education (23 per cent) or higher education (10 per cent). 
While 41 per cent of older persons had a primary education. The below figure shows the overall 
distribution of household members of age 6 and above by the highest level of education attained. 

Figure 6: Distribution of household members of age 6 years and above by highest level of education 
attained  

   
Overall, the number of those who had not received any education was at nine per cent with the highest 
incidence among the older persons age group (23 per cent). 

Table 6: Highest education level of household members of age 6 years and above 

  

9%

47%

20%
16%

1%
7%

  No education   Primary   Preparatory   Secondary   Technical Higher
Education

  Higher Education

Education Level (6+) Female Male Total 

  No education 63.4% 36.6% 9.0% 

  Primary 49.2% 50.8% 46.7% 

  Preparatory 47.7% 52.1% 20.2% 

  Secondary 50.7% 49.3% 15.9% 

  Technical Higher Education 45.8% 54.2% 1.2% 

  Higher Education 44.2% 55.8% 6.9% 

Number of refugees 6 years or older 

% of Total 

1,975 

50.1% 

1,973 

49.9% 
3,948 
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Marital Status 

The majority of the members above 18 were married (58 per cent). Single individuals represented 31 per 
cent of the household members followed by widowed and separated individuals (5 per cent and 3 per 
cent respectively).  

Figure 7: Distribution of household members by marital status 

 
Analysis further indicates an almost equal representation of married male and female individuals while 
those who indicated that they were widowed or divorced were predominantly female. Table 7 below 
provides a detailed disaggregation to the above chart. 

 

Table 7: Marital status of household members of age 18 and above 

 

  

Divorced
2%

Engaged
1%

Married
58%

Single
31%

Separated
3%

Widowed
5%

Marital Status (18+) Female Male  Total (%) 

  Divorced 83.7% 16.3% 1.6% 

  Engaged 38.1% 61.9% 0.8% 

  Married 52.7% 47.2% 58.0% 

  Single 34.2% 65.8% 30.7% 

  Separated 89.1% 10.9% 3.4% 

  Widowed 91.7% 8.3% 5.4% 

Number of refugees 18 years or older 

% of total 

1,363 

51% 

1,324 

49% 
2,687 



 A Yemeni asylum-seeker and his daughter living in Cairo in Ard El Lewa 
neighborhood. 
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3.2. Geographical Distribution 

The survey covered 15 different governorates (comprising 59 districts). A total of 43 per cent of the 
surveyed households were in Cairo, followed by Giza (35 per cent) and Alexandria (8 per cent).  

In Cairo, the sample covered a total of 18 districts including Ain Shams and Maadi which hosted around 
22 per cent of the sampled household members. In Ain Shams, almost 45 per cent of the sampled 
households were Sudanese, followed by South Sudanese (28 per cent) and Syrians (25 per cent). More 
than half (51 per cent) of the sampled households in Maadi were Ethiopians.  

In Giza, a total of 13 districts were covered; 6th October district had the highest concentration of 
respondents with more than 16 per cent of the household members. The majority of respondents in in 
Giza were Syrians (72 per cent).  

As for Alexandria and the North Coast, six different districts were covered including El-Montazah which 
hosted almost five per cent of the sampled household members, 89 per cent of them were Syrians. Map 
1 below shows the distribution of household members among different districts in Egypt. 

Map 1: Distribution of household members by district 

 
  



A refugee from Sudan with his wife at the registration centre of the UNHCR in 
Cairo, Egypt.
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CHAPTER FOUR: 
PROTECTION 

4.1. Legal Residency 

Majority of the respondents (63 per cent) indicated that they did not have a valid residence permit at the 
time of the survey. Only 37 per cent of the surveyed household members had valid residence permits - 
more than half had an education related residence permit.  

The overall low possession of valid residency was common across sexes though slightly higher among 
males (65 per cent), compared to females (61 per cent). It was also common across the different 
governorates. Particularly in Giza and Cairo governorates, the percentage of refugees lacking residence 
reached 67 per cent and 65 per cent respectively. Details can be found in Table 8 below. 

Table 8: Possession of valid residence permit by governorate 

Significantly, the absence of valid residence permits was high among small households as nearly 84 per 
cent of households composing of one individual did not possess a valid residence permits, while 
possession of valid residence permit increased for larger households. Details can be found in Figure 8 
below.   

  

Governorate No Yes Total (%) 

  Cairo 65.0% 35.0% 36.2% 

  Giza 67.4% 32.6% 34.8% 

  Alexandria 49.2% 50.8% 9.5% 

  Qalyubia 52.6% 47.4% 7.1% 

  Sharkia 45.7% 54.3% 5.2% 

  Damietta 95.5% 4.5% 2.5% 

  Dakahlia 55.2% 44.8% 1.5% 

  Monofiya 44.2% 55.8% 1% 

  Other 53.8% 46.2% 2.2% 

Total 
% of total 

2,930 
63% 

1,722 
37% 

4,652 
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Figure 8: Possession of valid residence permit by household size  

 

In addition, the possession of residence permits varies significantly across the different linguistic groups 
with the highest possession of residence permits noted among Arabic speaking refugees, namely Yemeni 
(62 per cent), Syrian (46 per cent), and Iraqi refugees (44 per cent). In comparison, possession of 
residence permits was lower among non-Arabic speaking refugees particularly for Somalis (30 per cent), 
Ethiopians (29 per cent), Eritreans (22 per cent) and South Sudanese (21 per cent). 

The possession of valid residence permits among Arabic speaking refugees was mainly attributable to 
acquisition of education-related permits as nearly three-quarters of Syrian refugees reported having an 
educational residency, which was followed by Iraqis (65 per cent), and Yemenis (43 per cent). This 
residency was primarily obtained on their national passports. On the other hand, almost all other 
nationalities reported having a valid residency through their UNHCR-issued identity card. 

Figure 9: Possession of valid residence permit by type 

  

4.2. Identity Documents 

Only 9 per cent of the surveyed household members indicated having a valid passport; 62 per cent 
indicated that they possessed an invalid passport and 30 per cent indicated they did not have a passport 
at all. Ownership of valid passports was noted among Sudanese (12 per cent), Syrian (11 per cent) and 

84%

70%

59% 56%

16%

30%

41% 44%

One member Two-three members Four-five members Six and above

No Yes

No
63% Passport –

Educational 
residency

52%

Passport – Tourism
8.7%

UNHCR card
38.5%

Yes
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South Sudanese refugees (8 per cent). Out of those having valid passports, the majority (98 per cent) 
also held valid UNHCR identity documents. Almost one-quarter (24 per cent) of those holding invalid 
passports had a UNHCR card. 

4.3. Birth Registration  

Out of 136 newborn children8 whose households were interviewed, 93 per cent had a birth certificate.  
One-third out of the remaining seven per cent had obtained birth notifications. There was no marked 
difference observed among the various nationalities. However, access to birth certificate was three per 
cent higher among newborn boys compared to newborn girls. On the other hand, the number of newborn 
girls with birth notifications was 13 per cent higher than for boys. 

Figure 10: Access to birth certificates and notifications 

    
Figure 11: Birth registration by sex 

 

  

 
8 All children up to the age of 12 months are considered newborn. 

Yes
93%

No
7%

Birth certificate

Yes
27%

No
73%

Birth notification

20%
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4.4. Child Protection 

Child Labour 

International standards have defined thresholds based on the child’s age and the number of hours a child 
worked during the week to classify children’s involvement in economic activities: 

• Age 5-11 years: one hour or more 
• Age 12-14 years: 14 hours or more 
• Age 15-17 years: 43 hours or more 

Data showed that 97 per cent - out of 1,392 children aged 5-17 years - reported that they were not 
working. While three per cent of refugee children were working. 

Table 9: Percent distribution of children 5-17 years old who were exposed to child-labour by sex 

Analysis indicated that boys were more likely to be engaged in child labour than girls, where 5 per cent 
of the surveyed boys reported child labour compared to less than one per cent of the girls. Alarmingly, 
seven-in-ten of the working children were Syrians. 

Figure 12: Child labour by sex 

 

The highest occurrence of child labour incidence among refugees was reported in Damietta where 6.5 
per cent of the children reported that they were mainly working for someone else. High rates were also 
observed in Qalyubia (4.8 per cent), Alexandria (3.8 per cent), and Cairo (2.8 per cent). 

Concerning type of work in which working children were engaged in, Figure 13 shows that among 
working refugee children, 66 per cent were engaged in permanent work while 30 per cent were working 
in temporary/casual work, and only four per cent had seasonal jobs. 

5%

1%

Male Female

 

Sex 

Total  Female Male 

Child labour    

Child not working 99.1% 94.6% 96.8% 

Child Works for someone else 0.6% 5.3% 3.0% 

Child Works on his own account 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 

Child works for a household member 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 

    Number of cases  669 722 1,392 
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Figure 13: Per cent of working children by type of work 

 
Children were further classified into three age groups according to defined international standards, results 
show that all children aged between 5 and 14 years were engaged in employment for more than 43 
hours per week. Working children between 5 and 11 years either worked in a restaurant or in a shop 
whereas working children aged 12-14 were mostly employed in factories (57 per cent). On the other 
hand, 83 per cent of the working children aged between 15 and 17 years were engaged in work for more 
than 43 hours a week. Six per cent were working within 14 to 43 hours per week while 11 per cent were 
working less than 14 hours per week. This age group was employed at different places including 
restaurants (31 per cent), shops (25 per cent), factories (19 per cent), or hawking/vending in the streets 
(11 per cent).  

Figure 14: Percent distribution of time spent on child work per week by age group 

 

Overall, majority of working children were either employed in restaurants (29 per cent), factories or shops 
(24 per cent each). More than three quarters of the working children (78 per cent) were prevented from 
going to school due to work. 

Regular
66.3%

Temporary/Casual
30%

Seasonal
4.0%

11%
6%

100% 100%

83%

5-11 years 12-14 years 15-17 years

  Less than 14 hours   14-43 hours   More than 43 hours



27 

 

Figure 15: Percent distribution by child's place of work 

 

Table 10: Percent distribution of time spent on child work per week, and place of child's work by age  

 

  

29%

24% 24%

9%

4% 4%
2% 2%

In a restaurant In a factory In a shop In the street In a bar/café In an office At home Other

  

  

Age of child 
Total 

5-11 years 12-14 years 15-17 years 

Time spent on child work per week     

  Less than 14 hours  0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 8.9% 

  14-43 hours  0.0% 0.0% 5.6% 4.4% 

  More than 43 hours  100.0% 100.0% 83.3% 86.7% 

     Place of child's work     

  In a restaurant 50.0% 14.3% 30.6% 28.9% 

  In a factory 0.0% 57.1% 19.4% 24.4% 

  In a shop 50.0% 14.3% 25.0% 24.4% 

  In the street 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 8.9% 

  In an office 0.0% 0.0% 5.6% 4.4% 

  In a bar / café 0.0% 0.0% 5.6% 4.4% 

  At home 0.0% 0.0% 2.8% 2.2% 

  Other 0.0% 14.3% 0.0% 2.2% 

     Work prevents child from attending school     

      Yes 100.0% 71.4% 77.8% 77.8% 

 No 0.0% 28.6% 22.2% 22.2% 

Total 2 7 36 45 
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Analysis further indicated that some working children were exposed to multiple hazardous conditions 
including carrying heavy loads, exposure to dust, fumes and gas, and exposure to extreme heat or 
humidity amongst other hazards as shown in Figure 16. 

Figure 16: Hazardous conditions faced by working children 

 

Case Identification and Referrals 

EVAR was used not only to collect socioeconomic data to better target programming but served as a 
referral mechanism to strengthen protection-based responsiveness and effectiveness. As shown in Figure 
17, referrals to food assistance, emergency cash assistance and livelihood grants topped the list of the 
referrals. While each of the food assistance and emergency cash assistance referrals were evenly 
distributed between female-headed and male-headed households, referrals to livelihood grants were 
higher for male-headed households compared to their female counterparts (57 per cent vs. 43 per cent 
respectively). On the other hand, referrals to food assistance and emergency were higher for non-Arabic 
speaking refugees (53 per cent and 58 per cent respectively), compared to livelihood referrals which 
were higher for Syrian refugees (44 per cent). 

Figure 17: Referrals made through EVAR 2018 data collection by sex and strata 
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An Egyptian teacher in a classroom at one of the schools participating in Smart 
Schools project implemented by UNHCR and Vodafone Foundation. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: 
EDUCATION 

5.1. School Attendance 

The majority (86 per cent) of refugee children aged 6-17 years were attending school. Attendance rates 
were highest among Sudanese (92 per cent), Syrian (89 per cent), South Sudanese (87 per cent), and 
Iraqi refugees (82 per cent). Comparatively, school attendance was observed to be moderate among 
Eritrean (64 per cent), Ethiopian (54 per cent), and Yemeni refugees (52 per cent).  

Figure 18: Percentage of children aged 6 - 17 years enrolled in school 

 

5.2. School Type 

Of the refugee children attending school, nearly 48 per cent were attending public schools, 45 per cent 
were attending community schools, and eight per cent were attending private schools. Less than one per 
cent were either attending special needs schools or were enrolled in home-based education/only 
attending final exams. 

Figure 19: Per cent distribution by school type 

 

More than three-quarters of Syrian children (77 per cent) were attending public schools. The remaining 
were either attending community schools (19 per cent), or private schools (4 per cent). While for Yemenis, 
43 per cent were attending private schools, and the remaining were either attending public or community 
schools (around 29 per cent each).  
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The vast majority of Iraqi refugees (97 per cent) attended private schools9 presumably due to existing 
regulations that limit their formal access to public schools compared to some other nationalities that have 
access to public schools. On the other hand, most refugees from the East and Horn of Africa were 
attending community schools (92 per cent for both the Eritrean and South Sudanese refugees, 89 per 
cent of the Sudanese, and 85 per cent of the Ethiopians).  

Figure 20: Distribution by nationality and school type 

 

Table 11: Percent distribution of children 6-17 years attending school by the nationality and school 
type 

 

 

 
9 Including private schools for special needs (3 per cent). 

77%

6%
0% 0%

15%

29%

0%

19%

89% 92% 92%
85%

29%

3%4% 5% 8% 8%
0%

43%

97%

Syria Sudan South Sudan Eritrea Ethiopia Yemen Iraq

Public School Community School Private School

Nationality 
Type of School 

Total  Public School Community School Private School 

Syria 77.1% 19.1% 3.8% 58.2% 

Sudan 5.6% 89.2% 5.2% 22.9% 

South Sudan - 91.8% 8.2% 7.8% 

Eritrea - 92.2% 7.8% 4.7% 

Ethiopia 15.4% 84.6% - 1.2% 

Yemen 28.6% 28.6% 42.9% 1.3% 

Iraq - 3.4% 96.6% 2.7% 

Other - 100% - 1.2% 

Total 

% of Total 

520 

47.8% 

486 

44.7% 

81 

7.5% 
1,088 
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5.3. Reasons for Dropout  

Despite the high percentage of school enrolment among the different refugee nationalities, the main 
reason cited by those not attending school was the high cost of education (36 per cent). Others 
mentioned lack of documents, ignorance of the procedures for registration, late time of second school 
shift, and the high cost of transportation.  

Figure 21: Reasons for dropout of education 

 

The cost of education was highly reported among various nationalities including Somalis (55 per cent), 
Ethiopians (37 per cent), South Sudanese (32 per cent) and Sudanese (31 per cent) amongst other 
refugees. Lack of documentation was mainly reported among Sudanese and Syrian refugees (16 per cent 
and 13 per cent respectively), while lack of awareness on registration procedures was highly reported 
among Yemeni respondents (37 per cent). 
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School dropout and sex 

While the percentage of school enrolment was almost the same for both male and female children, some 
differences were observed in terms of reasons provided for non-attendance. 11 per cent of the families 
with boys not attending school reported that they had to work to support their families, while no family 
reported this reason for their female children. On the other hand, the high cost of education was mostly 
cited as a reason for not attending school for girls (41 per cent) compared to 31 per cent for boys. Details 
can be found in Table 12. 

Figure 22: School enrolment by sex of refugee children 
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Table 12: Percent distribution of children 6-17 years not attending school by the reasons and sex 

 
  

  

  

Sex Total 

 Female Male 

Reasons of not enrolling at school     

  Cost of education too high 40.6% 30.5% 35.9% 

  Lack of documentation 7.1% 20.7% 13.5% 

  Not aware of registration procedures  19.8% 6.0% 13.4% 

  Late time of second school shift 14.1% 3.7% 9.2% 

  Cost of transport too high 10.2% 7.7% 9.0% 

  Disability or serious medical issue 1.4% 15.1% 7.8% 

  Children working in order to support the family - 10.5% 4.9% 

  Unsafe neighborhood 1.8% 2.1% 2.0% 

  Gender-specific harassment 3.5% 0.0% 1.8% 

  No school nearby 1.4% 1.6% 1.5% 

  No available slots/Capacity at school - 2.1% 1.0% 

    Total Number of children not attending school 84 97 181 



Refugee children attend a cooking class organized by Hilton Hotels as part of an 
educational Corporate Social Responsibility event on Food Security in Cairo.
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CHAPTER SIX: 
FOOD SECURITY  

This chapter attempts to provide a brief review of the food security status of all refugees in Egypt during 
2018. In addition to providing a snapshot of food consumption patterns and economic vulnerabilities of 
refugees, this chapter also highlights the characteristics associated with food insecurity.  
Map 2: WFP assistance to refugees and host community 

 

6.1. Macroeconomic Context in Egypt 

The implementation of the national economic and financial reforms along with the gradual restoration of 
confidence and stability are starting to yield positive results on macroeconomic and financial indicators, 
however the socioeconomic implications on vulnerable households remain an area of concern.  

The economy continued to pick up with real Gross Domestic Profit (GDP) growth reaching 5.3 per cent 
between July 2017 and June 2018, compared to 4.2 per cent in the previous year. The largest 
contributors to GDP growth in fiscal year 2018 were net exports followed by private investment10. The 
overall fiscal deficit decreased to 9.7 per cent of the GDP, while the overall balance of payments showed 
a surplus of USD 12.8 billion during the period July 2017 to June 2018, and the net international reserves 
increased to USD 44.3 billion at the end of June 2018. The unemployment rate decreased in 2018 to 
reach 9.9 per cent, compared to 11.8 per cent in the previous year. Yet youth unemployment remains 

 
10 Egypt Economic Monitor, From Floating to Thriving: Taking Egypt’s Exports to New Levels, World bank 
https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/egypt/publication/egypt-economic-monitor-july-2019 

https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/egypt/publication/egypt-economic-monitor-july-2019
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very high (22.5 per cent amongst 15-29 years). Also, the variation between males and females is very 
high; unemployment stood at 6.8 per cent amongst males compared to 21.4 per cent amongst females. 

According to the 2018 Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) Global Food Security Index, Egypt is moderately 
food secure. Egypt ranks 61 out of 113 countries, yet it is one of the countries that saw the largest 
negative change in the index during 2018. Affordability, food quality and food safety remain the most 
pressing challenges compared to food availability. 

National poverty rates have augmented to 32.5 per cent of the population in 2017/2018, in comparison 
to 27.8 per cent in 2015, with a 4.7 per cent increase, according to the latest Household Income, 
Expenditure and Consumption Survey (HIECS). Additionally, the national per capita poverty line reached 
EGP 736 per month in 2017/2018, compared to EGP 482 per month in 2015 while the per capita 
extreme poverty line reached EGP 491 per month in 2017/2018, which is the minimum level for citizens 
to survive. 

The results from the food security and vulnerability analysis in this report indicate that 27.1 per cent are 
food insecure and an additional 59.4 per cent are highly vulnerable to food insecurity and have been 
reliant on various negative coping mechanisms in order to meet their minimum needs of food.  

Since 2013, WFP has been assisting an average of 75,000 vulnerable Syrian refugees in Egypt, injecting 
some USD 148 million into the Egyptian economy through food vouchers and local food purchases, 
education, as well as through support to pregnant and lactating women and capacity developing.  

Starting May 2019, WFP Egypt started to implement the “One Refugee Policy/Approach” to include the 
most vulnerable and food insecure refugees in Egypt regardless of their nationality. WFP Egypt therefore 
expanded its food assistance to include refugees from multiple countries targeting an additional 24,530 
refugees from seven different nationalities11 in collaboration with UNHCR and the Government of Egypt. 
The vulnerable refugees receive the same form of General Food Assistance (GFA) as that is provided to 
Syrian refugees. In the future, WFP Egypt aims to scale up the number of beneficiaries from all refugees 
to reach 150,000 depending on availability of funds. 

6.2. Food Consumption Pattern for Refugees  

Food Consumption Score 

The frequency of household food consumption of various food groups can be assessed using the Food 
Consumption Score (FCS). The FCS is a composite score that is based on dietary diversity, food 
frequency, and relative nutritional importance of different food groups consumed by households. Based 
on the analysis, households are classified into three food consumption groups, ‘poor’ food consumption, 
‘borderline’ food consumption, and ‘acceptable’ food consumption. Thus, the FCS is used to monitor the 
economic access to food and surveillance at decentralized levels; moreover, it is used to identify the 
households who are food insecure. 

The results from the 2018 EVAR show that almost three quarters of refugees (74.1 per cent) had 
acceptable food consumption levels, nearly one fifth of refugees (19.4 per cent) had borderline 
consumption levels, and only 6.5 per cent of refugees had poor food consumption (far below the 
minimum acceptable diet). The analysis indicates that there is a significant statistical difference in food 
consumption scores by origin of refugees and their language spoken (Figure 23). Whilst 87.4 per cent of 

 
11 Nationalities are Sudanese, Eritrean, Ethiopian, South Sudanese, Somalian, Iraqi, and Yemeni. 



38 

 

Syrian refugees had acceptable food consumption levels, only 57.2 per cent of the non-Arabic speaking 
refugees had acceptable food consumption and the percentage reached 75.6 per cent for other Arabic 
speakers (nearly three quarters). This implies that 42.8 per cent of the non-Arabic speaking refugees in 
Egypt had poor or borderline food consumption. 

Figure 23: Food consumption groups according to main groups of refugees in Egypt 

 

Dietary Diversity 

Dietary diversity is recognized as a key element of high-quality diets. It is the total of the number of 
different foods or food groups  consumed by an individual or household over a specific time period. 
Increasing the variety of foods is thought to ensure adequate intake of essential nutrients and thus 
promote good health. Lack of dietary diversity is a serious problem among poor populations in the 
developing world. Measures of dietary diversity are relatively simple to collect, and research shows that 
high measures of dietary diversity are associated with both nutrient adequacy and adequate nutritional 
status 11F

12. 

Regarding dietary diversity, almost half of refugees are likely to have a fairly diversified diet in Egypt, and 
53.1 per cent of refugees scored high on the dietary diversity index in 2018 (diet was based on foods 
from more than six food groups during the reference period of the survey). Figure 24 shows that non-
Arabic speaking refugees are more likely to have a low or moderate diversity (70 per cent) compared to 
Syrian refugees (27.1 per cent) or to other Arabic speaking refugees (50 per cent) which is similar to the 
results drawn from the FCS. 

 
12 WFP, 2009, “Comprehensive Food Security & Vulnerability Analysis Guidelines”, 
https://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/manual_guide_proced/wfp203208.pdf?_ga=2.218491674.202
6149227.1570698368-1782498098.1548248073. 
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https://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/manual_guide_proced/wfp203208.pdf?_ga=2.218491674.2026149227.1570698368-1782498098.1548248073
https://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/manual_guide_proced/wfp203208.pdf?_ga=2.218491674.2026149227.1570698368-1782498098.1548248073
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Figure 24: Dietary diversity groups according to main groups of refugees in Egypt 

 

Generally, high energy foods like cereals, oils, and sugars are the most frequently consumed foods by all 
refugees, however Syrian refugees tend to consume sources of animal protein (meat, fish, eggs and dairy) 
more frequently (nearly half of the week) than non-Syrian refugees (two days/ week for Arabic speakers 
and one day per week for non-Arabic speakers) as shown in Table 13. 

Table 13: Average days of consumption of food groups according to main groups of refugees in Egypt 

It is worth noting that the difference in food consumption pattern and dietary diversity among refugees 
in Egypt could be due to the aid and global assistance in recent years that mostly goes to refugees from 
Syria, and much less to refugees from other countries of conflict or economic catastrophe. 
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Cereals 6.8 6.8 6.8 

 

Oil 6.7 6.5 6.5 

 

Sugar 6.5 6.2 5.8 
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Pulses 2.7 4.4 4.0 
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Eggs 4.0 2.3 1.4 
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Fruits 1.2 0.8 0.5 
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6.3. Household Strategies to Cope with Lack of Food 

One of the perquisite steps in food security analysis is understanding how people are behaving to access 
the food they are consuming. When livelihoods are negatively affected by a shock /crisis, households 
may adopt various mechanisms/strategies which are not needed in a normal day-to-day life, to cope with 
reduced or declining access to food. 

The Coping Strategy Index (CSI) was mainly designed to capture the nature of the behavioural response 
to food insecurity in a given context. The individual behaviours identified and enumerated are likely to 
be specific to that context, and both the behaviours themselves, and the relative severity of individual 
behaviours, vary significantly from location to location, and from a culture to another. However, recent 
research has shown that the CSI can be reduced to a simpler set of behaviours that are more “universal” 
in nature without significantly impacting the ability of the index to reflect food security. This “reduced” 
CSI uses the five most common behavioural changes in response to food shortage. These five standard 
coping strategies and corresponding weightings are: 

• Eating less-preferred foods (1.0); 
• Borrowing food/money from friends and relatives (2.0); 
• Limiting portions at mealtime (1.0); 
• Limiting adult intake (3.0); 
• Reducing the number of meals per day (1.0). 

It is also worth noting that while the “reduced” CSI accurately reflects the food security status of 
households, it does not reveal as much detailed information about the range of food insecure households. 
However, it facilitates the comparison of food security across various strata by normalizing the behaviours 
and severity scores that are used to create the index13.  

The current analysis shows that non-Arabic speaking refugees had a significantly reduced coping capacity 
in comparison to Syrians and other Arabic speakers. On average, the reduced CSI reached 20.3 among 
the non-Arabic speakers, compared to 12.6 for the Syrians and 16.6 for other Arabic speakers. 

Food consumption coping strategies include eating cheaper or less preferred foods, reducing number of 
meals, limiting meal portions, borrowing food/money or restricting consumption of adults for children to 
eat. Most refugees were found to rely on less preferred foods (87.5 per cent), and almost two thirds of 
refugees (68.4 per cent) reduced the number of consumed meals as well as the meal portions, while 44.5 
per cent of households borrowed food or relied on help from family and friends to buy food and 38.2 
per cent had to reduce their adults’ food consumption to allow for children to eat.  

It should be noted that the adopted food consumption coping mechanisms are significantly different 
across the three main groups of refugees in Egypt. Whilst about two thirds of non-Syrian and non-Arabic 
speaking refugees had to borrow food or money to buy food, only 31.5 per cent of Syrian refugees and 
40 per cent of non-Syrian and Arabic speaking refugees adopted this mechanism. Similarly, more than 
80 per cent of non-Syrian and non-Arabic speaking refugees reduced the number of consumed meals 
and the meal portions while almost only half of Syrian refugees adopted these mechanisms. In addition, 
more than half of the non-Arabic speaking refugees relied on cheap and low-quality foods all week and 
only 18.6 per cent of Syrian refugees adopted this mechanism all week as shown in Figure (25). 

 
13Feinstein International Center, January 2008, “The Coping Strategies Index: Field Methods Manual”, 
https://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/manual_guide_proced/wfp211058.pdf 

https://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/manual_guide_proced/wfp211058.pdf
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Figure 25: Food consumption coping strategies adopted by refugees 

 

It was also noted that non-assisted refugees tend to consume cheaper and less preferred foods at higher 
frequency than assisted ones. About 86 per cent of non-beneficiaries relied on cheaper and low-quality 
foods. Also, almost one fifth of non-beneficiaries reduced the meal portions all week versus 5.6 per cent 
amongst assisted refugees. 

In order to analyse more the stress and insecurity faced by households and describe their capacity 
regarding future productivity, it is necessary to study the livelihood coping strategies indicator. Coping 
behaviours of livelihood strategies are classified into three categories: stress, crisis and emergency 
strategies14.The data shows that almost 60 per cent of refugees relied on stress coping strategies, mainly 
borrowing money to meet their minimum needs during the reference period of the survey (56.2 per 
cent). It is worth noting that reselling food assistance voucher was rarely used as a negative coping 
mechanism, and one fifth of severely food insecure refugee households were engaged in begging, while 
almost 11 per cent of the severely food insecure refugee households sent their children to work.   

 
14 Stress strategies, such as borrowing money or spending savings, are those which indicate a reduced ability to deal with future 
shocks due to a current reduction in resources or increase in debts. Crisis strategies, such as selling productive assets, directly 
reduce future productivity, including human capital formation. Emergency strategies, such as selling one's land, affect future 
productivity, but are more difficult to reverse or more dramatic in nature. 
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Figure 26: Livelihood coping strategies adopted by refugees 

 

Concisely, six out of ten of the households adopted both food consumption coping mechanism or 
livelihood coping mechanism (60.5 per cent) while almost one third of refugees adopted food 
consumption coping mechanism only, 2.5 per cent of refugees adopted livelihood coping mechanism 
only and 3.2 per cent did not adopt any coping mechanism. 

6.4. Overall Assessment of Household Food Security for Refugees 

To assess the status of food security for refugees in Egypt accurately, it is important to compile an 
acceptable minimum combination of food security indicators into one composite index "Consolidated 
Approach for Reporting Indicators of Food Security" (CARI). 

CARI is thus used as a proxy indicator of household access to food. Under the CARI approach, each 
surveyed household is classified into one of four food security categories.  This classification is based on 
the household’s current status of food security (using food consumption indicators) and their coping 
capacity (using indicators measuring economic vulnerability and asset depletion). CARI is therefore 
derived from the pre-reviewed indicators “food consumption score”, “share of expenditure on food” or 
“poverty status” and “livelihood based coping strategies”. Based on the derived results, households are 
divided into four main groups; the severely food insecure, the moderately food insecure, the marginally 
food secure (vulnerable population) and the food secure.   

One of the key drivers of food insecurity of refugees during 2018 is their economic vulnerability. Hence, 
it was assessed using various methods; the first relied on the standard WFP indicator “share of 
expenditure on food”, the second relied on assessing the overall poverty status in reference to the MEB 
that was estimated by UNHCR. The second method was selected for calculating the CARI index and 
reporting on household food security status to ensure consistency with UNHCR methodology.  

The analysis of the 2018 EVAR confirmed that there are significant differences in food security indicators 
across the three main groups of refugees in Egypt. Therefore, it was necessary to study the food security 
index and its components, not only on the overall level of refugees but also on the disaggregated level 
of the three main groups of refugees; Syrian, Other Arabic speakers, and non-Arabic speakers. This 
breakdown is needed to help more in describing the food security status of various groups of refugees 
and in identifying the causes of vulnerability and the appropriate interventions for each group. 
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Figure 27: Food security index according to main groups of refugees in Egypt 

 
According to this analysis, more than one quarter of refugees were found to have poor access to food in 
Egypt (27.1 per cent), i.e. they are food insecure. At the same time about six out of ten of the refugees 
were found to be vulnerable to food insecurity, which implies that they are at risk of having inadequate 
food consumption due to poor dietary intake and/or limited economic capacity to access food (see Figure 
28).  

Among the Syrian refugees, the situation could be interpreted as a little better. But as a matter of fact, 
the results of the 2018 EVAR indicate that there is an increase in the percentage of food insecurity 
among Syrian refugees from 10.2 per cent in 2017 to almost 16 per cent in 2018. Similarly, 70.4 per 
cent of the Syrian refugees were found to be vulnerable to food insecurity in 2018 compared to 63.6 
per cent in 2017. 

Regarding non-Syrian refugees, food security status is the worst especially among non-Arabic speaking 
refugees. More than one third of non-Syrian refugees (Arabic and non-Arabic speakers) were food 
insecure (35.9 per cent), and nearly half of the them were vulnerable to food insecurity (50.8 per cent) 
while only 13.3 per cent were assessed to be food secure. Moreover, 43.5 per cent of non-Arabic 
speaking refugees had insufficient access to food while 24.6 per cent of other Arabic speaking refugees 
had insufficient access to food.  

The results show that refugees who receive food assistance from WFP15 in the form of food vouchers 
were less likely to be food insecure. Without this food assistance their economic vulnerability would be 
worse, and their food consumption patterns would also be negatively affected. Nearly half of WFP 
beneficiaries receive assistance only from WFP (48.9 per cent), without which their food security status 
is expected to deteriorate. Thus, if the WFP assistance stops, poverty rates and food insecurity is 
expected to immediately and significantly rise. 

Figure 28: Food security index for WFP assisted and non-assisted refugees 

 

 
15Till the reference period of the 2018 EVAR survey, WFP assistance was confined only to Syrian refugees. Then the food 
assistance has been expanded to include non-Syrian refugees in May 2019. 
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Table 14: Food security console according to main groups of refugees in Egypt 

Domain Key 
Concern Indicator Food Secure (1)16 Marginally Food Secure (2)17 Moderately Food Insecure (3)18 Severely Food Insecure (4)19 

Cu
rr

en
t S

ta
tu

s 

Food 
Consumption 

Inadequate 
quantity, 

quality food 

Food 
Consumption 

Group 

Acceptable 

  

Borderline Poor 

74.1 19.4 6.5 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Other 
Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Other 
Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Other 
Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

57.2 75.6 87.4 30.7 20 9.6 12.1 4.4 3.1 

Co
pi

ng
 C

ap
ac

ity
 

Economic 
Vulnerability 

Expenditure 
below the 

poverty line 

Poverty 
Status 

Total Expenditure ≥ Poverty 
Threshold (MEB) 

  

Poverty Threshold (MEB)≥ Total 
Expenditure ≥ Extreme Poverty 

Threshold (Food MEB) 

Total Expenditure ≤ Extreme 
Poverty Threshold (Food MEB) 

18.1 63.9 18 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Other 
Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Other 
Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Other 
Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

14.7 22 18.6 52.2 56 77.1 33.2 22 4.3 

Asset 
Depletion 

Livelihood 
coping 

strategies 
which 

deplete 
assets, 

decrease 
production, 

reduce 
human 
capital 

Livelihood 
Coping 

Strategy 
Categories20 

Neutral Stress Crisis Emergency 

37 59.5 2.7 0.9 
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speakers 
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Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Other 
Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Other 
Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Other 
Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

40.7 31.8 36.8 57.5 65.1 58.1 0.4 1.9 4.8 1.3 1.3 0.3 

Su
m

m
ar

y 

Food 
Security 

Index 

Each household assigned to 
a FI group based on a simple 

average of the FCS and a 
coping capacity indicator. 

The latter is formed from a 
simple average of the 

poverty status and asset 
depletion indicators. 

13.5 59.4 25.1 2 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Other 
Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Other 
Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Other 
Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Other 
Arabic 

speakers 
Syrians 

10.1 18 13.7 46.3 57.4 70.3 40.1 22.1 15.3 3.4 2.5 0.7 

               

 
16 Food Secure; Able to meet essential food and non-food needs without engaging in atypical coping strategies.  

17 Marginally Food Secure; Has minimally adequate food consumption without engaging in irreversible coping strategies; unable 
to afford some essential non-food expenditures. 
18 Moderately Food Insecure; Has significant food consumption gaps, or marginally able to meet minimum food needs only with 
irreversible coping strategies. 
19 Severely Food Insecure; Has extreme food consumption gaps or has extreme loss of livelihood assets will lead to food 
consumption gaps, or worse. 
20 Stress strategies, such as borrowing money or spending savings, are those which indicate a reduced ability to deal with future 
shocks due to a current reduction in resources or increase in debts. Crisis strategies, such as selling productive assets, directly 
reduce future productivity, including human capital formation. Emergency strategies, such as selling one's land, affect future 
productivity, but are more difficult to reverse or more dramatic in nature. 
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6.5. Household Characteristics Associated with Food Insecurity 

To identify the main factors correlated with vulnerability to food insecurity in the refugee community, a 
series of logistic regression models were conducted to identify the household characteristics associated 
with its food security status. As discussed earlier, food security status varied across the Syrian and non-
Syrian refugees, where each group of refugees has its own food consumption pattern. Therefore, it is 
necessary to conduct two binary logistic regression models. The first model was carried out for Syrian 
refugees and the second model was conducted for other refugee nationalities. 

The models are estimated using the forward stepwise technique to determine the significant variables 
affecting household capacity to secure access to food (where the dependent variable is a binary taking 
the value “1” for the moderately or severely food insecure households and “zero” for the food secure or 
marginally food secure households).  

Investigating the main factors that could increase Syrian refugees’ likelihood of being food insecure shows 
that, when the head has a disability, the household is more likely to be food insecure. Also, food insecurity 
was found to increase in case of female headed households. Households sharing their place of residence 
with others were found to be less likely to be food insecure. Moreover, households not receiving WFP 
assistance were found to be more likely to suffer from food insecurity compared to those who receive 
food assistance from WFP. 

Figure 29: Prevalence factors of food insecurity among Syrian refugees 

  

  
Regarding non-Syrian refugees, the results show that the household food insecurity is highly determined 
by the ability of households to generate income; hence food insecurity increases in households where 
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no members is able to work, or whose head is unemployed. The education level of household heads 
significantly affects households’ likelihood of being food insecure. The higher the heads’ level of 
education (secondary or above) the less likely the household to be food insecure. Households renting 
their place of residence are also less likely to be food insecure compared to those hosted for free. 
Furthermore, food insecurity is found to be more prevalent amongst households with children younger 
than 5 years old. 

Figure 30: Prevalence factors of food insecurity among Non-Syrian refugees 
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6.6. Community Validation of Targeting Criteria for Non-Syrian Refugees 

WFP has recently started the implementation of a “One Refugee Policy” which mandates that vulnerable 
refugees of different nationalities residing in one country receive equal access to assistance based on 
their needs. It was then essential to study in depth the non-Syrian refugees' lives in Egypt, and provide 
a comprehensive, reliable, and representative information on their vulnerabilities, needs, and capacities. 
As a result, WFP and UNHCR worked jointly to produce the vulnerability targeting criteria of non-Syrian 
refugees in Egypt.  

In early 2019, based on previous findings of a quantitative analysis and aiming to reduce inclusion and 
exclusion errors for recipients of assistance, WFP conducted a qualitative validation exercise to develop 
a set of criteria for targeting non-Syrian refugees for assistance. The vulnerability targeting criteria 
validation exercise entailed 12 focus group discussions with non-Syrian refugees in Greater Cairo and 
one key informant interview with officers from Caritas who are working on collecting data from Iraqi 
refugees. The exercise was conducted to collect in-depth information on the perceptions and opinions 
of non-Syrian refugees in Egypt about their vulnerability. The discussions covered topics such as 
household income and expenditure patterns, food consumption patterns, vulnerability criteria and type 
of assistance needed. The focus groups were selected based on the following: 

• Five main nationalities (Sudan, Eritrea, Ethiopia, South Sudan and Yemen) 
• Four geographical locations (6th of October, Haram, Maadi and Nasr City) 
• Sex (male/ female) 

The focus group discussions were guided by a specific outline to highlight the vulnerability of non-Syrian 
refugee household and their characteristics.  Discussions were structured to be flexible enough to allow 
for themes specific to the non-Syrian community to emerge. Participatory techniques (such as discussing, 
listing, and ranking) were used during the focus groups to ensure that all participants were involved in 
the conversation. On the other hand, key informant interviews were conducted using the same list of 
questions designed to elicit information from Caritas officers chosen for their thorough knowledge of the 
Iraqi community in Egypt. 

The moderating team for the focus group discussion and key informant interviews consisted of two or 
three WFP staff members (a facilitator and one or two assistants), interchangeably facilitating the 
discussion and taking notes. The moderating team ensured that all sections of the questionnaire were 
clearly explained, and all participants were involved in the discussion. 

Throughout the discussions with the non-Syrian refugees, the participants were asked to define and rank 
the characteristics of the most vulnerable households from most to least vulnerable. The following table 
shows the normalized average ranking scores (0 being least vulnerable and 100 being the most). It 
summarizes the most important characteristics of vulnerable households as defined by the non-Syrian 
refugees in Egypt.  

Remarkably, “Widowed/divorced/separated female headed household and married female but without a 
husband” was reported as the most important characteristic to define and target the most vulnerable 
non-Syrian refugee households. This was followed by “Presence of Children under 10 years old”, “Chronic 
diseases of any household member” and “Special needs of any household member”. “Mental illness of 
any household member”, “Recent arrival of household to Egypt” and “Head of the household is illiterate” 
were not perceived as a significant determinants of household vulnerability. 
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Table 15: Average normalized score of vulnerability characteristics 

 

Based on that, several technical meetings were held between UNHCR and WFP teams to implement and 
revise the vulnerability criteria proposed by WFP on the Profile Global Registration System (ProGres) 
database and then to compare the outputs with the proxy means for income poverty proposed by 
UNHCR (for Syrians and non-Syrians). A significant overlap between the outputs from the vulnerability 
criteria developed by WFP and the outputs from proxy means for income poverty proposed by UNHCR 
was found which helped in confirming the criteria for selection of assisted populations. 

It is noteworthy that while working on the final criteria UNHCR and WFP also agreed on giving the 
priority in selection to the unaccompanied minors and unaccompanied old age. That was based on the 
right-based approach and the protection concerns of children under the age of 18 years and for 
unaccompanied old-age people (older than 60 years).  

All previous approaches implemented by WFP in close partnership with UNHCR, led to a prioritized list 
of most vulnerable non-Syrian refugees living in Greater Cairo who were targeted for the launch of the 
WFP “One Refugee Policy”. As a result, WFP is supporting about 24,530 non-Syrian refugees as a first 
step towards including the most vulnerable refugees regardless of their nationalities or countries of origin. 

Figure 31: Proposed targeting criteria - darker gradient indicates larger weight 
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Vulnerability Criteria Scoring 

Widowed/ divorced/ separated female headed household and married female but without 
husband 

83.3 

Presence of children under 10 years old  46.8 

Chronic diseases of any household member  44.5 

Special needs of any household member physical disability, mental disability)   40.6 

Large household size (more than 3 members) 35.2 

Households with elder persons (older than 60 years) 26.4 

Mental illness of any household member 7.5 

Recent arrival of household to Egypt  2.8 

Head of the household is illiterate  1.7 



A Yemeni cook at a Yemeni restaurant in Doqi, Cairo. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: 
LIVELIHOODS AND EMPLOYMENT 

7.1. Economically Active Individuals 

The unemployment rate is calculated at 29% for the assessment sample. The rate is much higher than 
the national unemployment rate of (8.9%) reported by CAPMAS for the last quarter of 201821. Out of 
the 71 per cent employed; 52 per cent reported being employed in temporary wage employment while 
45 per cent were in regular wage employment. Only three percent reported engagement in self-
employment-having their own micro-small businesses.  

Employment status and sex  

Disaggregating the unemployment rate by gender, more women are unemployed than men (35 per cent 
women compared to 26 per cent men). There is however a much lower labour force participation rate 
among women as only 33 per cent of the working age population (18-60 years old) were in the labour 
force which means they are either working or seeking work. This is compared to 81 per cent of the 
working age active men in the labour force. Twenty four percent of female refugees contributed to the 
household income while 65 percent of male refugees contributed to.  

Figure 32: Per cent distribution of employed individuals of age 18-60 years by employment type 

 

 

 
21 https://www.capmas.gov.eg/Pages/IndicatorsPage.aspx?ind_id=5778 
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Table 16: Percent distribution of individuals of age 18-60 years by employment status, contribution 
to HH income and sex 

Out of a total of 74 per cent of women in the sample, who were employed, the highest rates of employed 
women were found among Sudanese (76 per cent), South Sudanese (71 per cent), Syrians (67 per cent) 
and Ethiopians (61 per cent). Sudanese and Southern Sudanese women show higher labour force 
participation rates in Egypt than in their countries of origin22. The majority were temporarily employed 
on occasional or seasonal basis.  

Figure 33: Female employment rates by nationality 

  

 
22 https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/sudan/indicator/SL.TLF.CACT.FE.ZS 
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Sudanese South
Sudanese
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Sex 

Total Female Male 

Employment status    

  Self-employed 1% 3% 2% 

  Regularly Wage Employed 20% 55% 45% 

  Temporarily employed (Daily Labourer) 29% 14% 18% 

  Temporarily employed (Occasional-Seasonal-Order Based) 49% 26% 32% 

  Temporarily employed (Job Hopping) 2% 2.% 2% 

Total employed 65% 74% 71% 

Unemployed (Looking for work) 35% 26% 29% 

Contribute financially to household income 24% 65% 44% 

 Total 420 983 1,403 

https://www.indexmundi.com/facts/sudan/indicator/SL.TLF.CACT.FE.ZS
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Employment status and level of education  

The outcomes of the correlation of Education and Employment show that refugees attaining technical 
and vocational education had 82 per cent employment rates. Next to this group comes the ones with 
middle level education (secondary schools) as 69 per cent of them reported employment. Higher 
education (university and above) reported 67 per cent employment rate.  

Table 17: Percent distribution of individuals of age 18-60 years by employment status and education 
level 

Looking at the supply of jobs side, below is a graph that illustrates the trends in available jobs in Egypt as 
reported in 2018.23.  

Figure 34: Supply of jobs in Egypt as an indication from the data available for the same reporting period 

 

 
23 https://www.capmas.gov.eg/Pages/Publications.aspx?page_id=5106&Year=23487 
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Education 

Total 

  

Illiterate Primary/ 

preparatory 

Secondary Technical 
Education 

Higher 
Education 

Employment status       

Self-employed - 3% 2% 4% 3% 2% 

Regularly wage employed 22% 50% 40% 52% 44% 45% 

Temporarily employed (daily 
labourer) 

33% 16% 22% 22% 9% 
18% 

Temporarily employed (occasional) 42% 29% 33% 22% 42% 32% 

Temporarily employed (job hopping) 3% 2% 3% - 3% 2% 

Total employed 59% 49% 69% 82% 67% 71% 

Unemployed (looking for work) 41% 51% 31% 18% 33% 29% 

 Total           115 770 311 28 179 1,403 

https://www.capmas.gov.eg/Pages/Publications.aspx?page_id=5106&Year=23487
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Employment status and disability   

Six in ten of the individuals with disabilities were employed.24 Among individuals with permanent or 
temporary disability, almost one quarter (27 per cent) indicated that they could work in desk or simple 
jobs but unable to undertake work that requires heavy labour such as carrying goods. 

Figure 35: Employment status and disability 

 

7.2. Individuals Out-of-Labour Force 

A total of 43 per cent of the refugees aged 18-60 years were not seeking employment, and multiple 
reasons were indicated as follows: 

• Family responsibilities (57 per cent); 
• Culture and tradition (45 per cent); 
• Permanent physical disability (10 per cent); 
• Temporary physical disability (6 per cent); 
• Safety concerns (4 per cent). 

Significantly, 66 per cent of women individuals were reported to be out of labour force as they do not 
seek jobs for different reasons compared to only 19 per cent of men. Multiple reasons for not seeking 
employment were provided as 73 per cent of the women indicated that the main reason for not seeking 
employment is family responsibility and 58 per cent further indicated culture and tradition25. On the 
other hand, the main reasons indicated by male respondents for not seeking work were related to inability 
to work, as well as permanent or temporary physical disability. 

When asked about the reasons behind not seeking work, women stated cultural norms and household 
responsibilities. Syrian women have remarkably refrained from engaging in work as 21 percent of working 

 
24 72 per cent of persons with disabilities were not seeking work. 
25 The data was collected with multiple response permitted. 
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age refugee women were in the labour force. This is no big change to the trend in Syria as the latest 
available statistics indicate 14.8% female participation rate in 2011 in Syria26.  

However, significant percentages of female household members from various nationalities also reported 
family responsibility as the main reason for not seeking employment including Eritreans (68 per cent), 
Yemenis (65 per cent), and Sudanese (63 per cent). 

Figure 36: Main reasons for not seeking employment by sex 

 

7.3. Economic Activity Ratio and Economic Dependency Ratio 

To sum-up the above findings, we calculate the general economic activity ratio (also known as labour 
force participation ratio) for individuals aged between 18 - 60 years as follows: 

𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝑝𝑝𝑆𝑆𝑝𝑝𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐸𝐸𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐸𝐸 𝑆𝑆𝐸𝐸𝑡𝑡𝑆𝑆𝑎𝑎𝑤𝑤 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖𝑆𝑆𝑎𝑎𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖𝑝𝑝𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑠𝑠 (18 − 60)
𝑇𝑇𝑝𝑝𝑡𝑡𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 𝑆𝑆𝑝𝑝𝑆𝑆𝑝𝑝𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡𝑆𝑆𝑝𝑝𝑆𝑆 (18 − 60)

∗ 100 

According to the above definition, the general economic activity ratio is estimated at 57 per cent. Sex-
specific economic activity ratios were also calculated separately indicating an alarmingly low female 
economic activity ratio of 33 per cent compared to a ratio of 81 per cent for males. 

 

 

 
26 https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.TLF.CACT.FE.NE.ZS?locations=SY  
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In addition, the economic dependency ratio - calculated as the ratio of individuals out of the labour force 
to the total economically active individuals - is estimated at 218 indicating a higher number of 
economically inactive individuals than economically active ones. Table 18 below summarizes the 
economic activity ratios and the economic dependency ratios by nationality. 

Table 18: The economic activity ratios and the economic dependency ratios by nationality 

  

Nationality Economic activity ratio Economic dependency ratio 

  Eritrea 55.6% 218.5 

  Ethiopia 65.4% 100.7 

  Iraq 48.4% 238.6 

  Somalia 54.8% 117.7 

  South Sudan 81.0% 141.2 

  Sudan 66.4% 197.9 

  Syria 51.4% 267.9 

  Yemen 55.9% 227.3 

  Other Nationalities 45.5% 353.3 

Total 56.6% 218.0 
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7.4. Skills 

Regardless of their employment status, refugees indicated multiple skills including esthetics and 
hairdressing skills (22 per cent), cooking (18 per cent), sewing (13 per cent), social media (5 per cent), 
internet use (5 per cent), typing (5 per cent), and embroidery (4 per cent). Among the 18-24 years age 
group, more than one quarter reported having esthetics and hairdressing skills compared to 15 per cent 
of the individuals aged 19 years and above. Figure 37 shows the variation in refugee skills by the two 
age groups. 

Figure 37: Main skills reported by surveyed refugees by age group 
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A Syrian refugee gets emptional while speaking about his home and shows 
photos of his grandchildren in Syria. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT: 
HOUSING AND LIVING CONDITIONS 

8.1. Type of Housing 

Survey results indicate that 52 per cent of the surveyed households were living in separate room in a 
shared apartment, while 47 per cent were living in an apartment, less than one per cent of the sampled 
households were living in other place not suitable for residence (e.g. unfinished shelter, basement, garage 
or workplace). Additionally, less than one per cent were homeless. 

Figure 38: Types of housing accessed by the sampled refugees 

 

The type of housing was significantly different across the different nationalities, as access to private 
shelter (e.g. apartment) was high among Syrian and Arabic speaking refugees. The highest percentage 
access to shelter was among Iraqis (83 per cent), Syrians (72 per cent), and Yemenis (63 per cent) - it was 
also moderate among Sudanese refugees (50 per cent). On the other hand, the vast majority of the non-
Arabic speaking refugee households were living in shared apartments (94 per cent of the Ethiopians, 91 
per cent of the Somalis, 87 per cent of the Eritreans and 81 per cent of the South Sudanese). 

Figure 39: Type of housing by strata  
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8.2. Type of Occupancy 

Regarding the different types of occupancy, 47 per cent of the households were living in unfurnished 
rentals while 34 per cent were living in furnished rentals; 17 per cent were also hosted for free. The 
graph below reflects the main variations in occupancy types by strata: 

Figure 40: Occupancy type by strata 

 

8.3. Living Space 

On average, living space for all respondents was 61m2 per household. The average living space however 
varied by strata with an average living 73m2 for Syrians, 63m2 for Arabic speakers, and 44m2 for non-
Arabic speakers. The graph below reflects the variations by strata: 

Figure 41: Average living space by Strata 

 

8.4. House Crowding 

While the average household size was 3, the average number of members sharing one living space was 
5 which indicates that households shared their places of residence with others. In terms of individual 
space, an average per capita share of 14.8 m2 per person was observed. The number of persons sharing 
a common shelter varied slightly by strata with the highest among non-Arabic speakers, particularly 
among Eritrean, South Sudanese and Ethiopian refugees with an average of six persons sharing the same 
housing. 

8.5. Rental Costs 

The average rental cost was EGP 1,343.6 per month with the highest being EGP 7,500 and the lowest 
being EGP 200. There were variations on the average rental costs by nationalities with the highest rental 
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costs among Iraqi refugees (an average of EGP 2,572.5 per month). In addition, rental costs differed 
significantly by occupancy type. Below figures reflects the different variations in rental costs. 

Figure 42: Average rental cost in EGP by nationality 

 

Figure 43: Average rental cost in EGP by occupancy type 

 

Besides the above noted variations, the rental costs differed significantly by location. The locations with 
the highest rental costs were Heliopolis, Al-Agouza and Zohour districts, while the lowest reported rental 
costs were in Abouhoms, Dikirnis and Al Moski districts. Table 19 below shows the average rent per 
governorate and number of rooms. 

Table 19: Average rental cost by governorates and number of rooms in EGP 

  

1,007 
1,262 1,304 

1,638 1,673 1,684 1,833 

2,573 

Sudan Syria South Sudan Ethiopia Yemen Eritrea Somalia Iraq

1,174.4 1,216.7 
1,571.9 

1,768.0 

Unfurnished rental Full Assistance Furnished rental Partial Assistance

 Number of rooms  

Average  Governorate One Two Three Four Five Six + 

  Cairo  325.0 1,103.0 1,595.1 1,446.3 1,182.2 1,498.7 1,400.6 

  Giza   1,225.0 1,324.6 1,335.9 1,287.2 2,047.9 1,405.9 

  Alexandria  600.0 1,759.5 1,210.3 1,173.0 1,218.7 600.0 1,205.9 

  Qalyubia    900.0 1,386.1 1,101.6 1,578.5 1,239.8 

  Sharkia   300.0 1,355.2 1,092.8 983.3 1,173.6 1,080.1 

  Damietta    1,300.0 950.0 1,025.9 1,400.0 1,048.5 

  Dakahlia    1,200.0 1,012.5 839.0 952.9 924.68 

  Monofiya     1,500.0 1,150.0 1,030.0 1,118.8 

  Other 500.0 1,603.3 1,642.7 1,483.0 1,091.4 1,300.6 1,395.6 

Total 383.3 1,283.9 1,562.1 1,410.2  1,164.3 1,497.8 1,343.6 



A Sudanese refugee gets her monthly UNHCR cash assistance in a Post Office of 
6 of October city, in Cairo, after being identified by iris scanning system. 
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CHAPTER NINE: 
WELFARE, INCOME AND EXPENDITURE 

9.1. Income 

Income from assistance 

The EVAR questionnaire included questions about different sources of income together with assistance 
received. Respondents were asked about the amount of income they receive from the different sources 
of assistance (including WFP food assistance, UNHCR cash assistance and UNHCR education assistance). 
A total of 34 per cent of the households had received cash assistance 30 days prior to the interview with 
clear variations between the different nationalities. While 62 per cent of the Syrian refugees reported 
receiving assistance, the percentage of those receiving assistance was significantly lower among other 
Arabic speaking refugees including Sudanese (23 per cent), Yemenis (4 per cent), and Iraqis (3 per cent), 
and non-Arabic speakers including South Sudanese (18 per cent), Eritreans (16 per cent), Ethiopians (9 
per cent), Somalis (5 per cent), On average, the per-capita income from assistance was EGP 647.5.  

Table 20: Types of cash assistance received by strata  

 

Income from regular work 

Respondents were also asked about the income from work they have generated in the past month. The 
average per-capita income from work was EGP 2,386.929. The relatively high per-capita labour income 
for refugees can be attributed to the fact that the range of income has a very wide range with almost 70 
per cent not having any source of labour income. Comparing the per-capita income of refugees with the 

 
27 Data was collected before the start of the academic year where distribution of cash for education grants by UNHCR and 
UNICEF commence from July to December each year. 
28 29 per cent received both cash and food assistance. 
29 Households who only generate income from work on a regular basis were included in calculating the mean per-capita income. 
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UNHCR 
MPCA 

WFP Food Voucher UNHCR Education27 Other 

Strata      

Syria 32% 58% 1%  62%28 

Arabic Speakers 15.4% - -  15.4% 

Non-Arabic 
Speakers 11.3% - 2% 0.7% 12.2% 

Total 

% of Total 

293 

21% 

337 
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13 

1% 

10 

0.7% 

475 
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national poverty line which was announced as EGP 735.7 per-capita (CAPMAS 2019)30, one can notice 
that the per-capita income of refugees seems higher than the national poverty line, yet around half of 
the sampled refugees (47 per cent) were found to be below the national poverty line.   

A marked difference in terms of income generated from regular work was observed between female-
headed and male-headed households as the average per-capita income from regular work was lower by 
38 per cent for female-headed households compared to their male counterparts. The average income 
from regular work is EGP 1,795 and EGP 2,893 for female-headed and male-headed households 
respectively.  

In terms of the different sampling groups, the average per-capita income from regular work is significantly 
higher among Syrian refugees with a monthly average of EGP 4,045 per capita followed by other Arabic 
speaking refugees with a monthly average of EGP 1,659 per capita. The lowest average per-capita 
income was found among non-Arabic speaking refugees with a monthly average of EGP 936. 

Figure 44: Average per capita income by strata and sex of household head (in Egyptian Pounds) 

   

  

 
30 See: https://www.capmas.gov.eg/Pages/StaticPages.aspx?page_id=7183 
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Income from external sources 

A total of 18 per cent of the households reported receiving income from external sources either from 
family/friends inside the country (12.5 per cent), from abroad (5.6 per cent) or from pension (0.7 per 
cent). Iraqi and Yemeni households top the list of households receiving income from external sources 
(with 56 per cent and 41 per cent respectively). Table 21 summarizes the main sources of income as 
reported by the sampled households. 

Table 21: Sources of income 

 
  

Percentage of HH received any cash assistance 34.2% 

  Per-capita income from assistance  

  None 65.8% 

  Less than 1,000 32.9% 

  1,000 – 1,400 1.2% 

Mean Per-capita income from assistance 647.5 EGP 

  Percentage of HH generating income from regular work in the past month 29.4% 
  
Per-capita income from regular work  

  None 70.6% 

  Less than 1,000 0.2% 

  1,000 - less than 3,000 3.9% 

  3,000 - less than 5,000 8.7% 

  5,000 + 16.6% 

Mean Per-capita income from regular work 2,386.9 EGP 

  Percentage of HH received any income form external sources in the past month 17.7% 
  
Per-capita income from external sources  

  None 82.4% 

  Less than 1,000 13.4% 

  1,000 - less than 3,000 3.7% 

  3,000 - less than 5,000 0.3% 

  5,000 + 0.2% 

Mean Per-capita income from external sources 874.6 EGP 
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9.2. Expenditure 

Recurrent Expenditure 

Respondents were also asked about the amount of money they spent in the past 30 days. The primary 
expenditures included rent, food, education-related expenditures, health, and transportation. Overall, 59 
per cent of the respondents had a per-capita expenditure of less than EGP 1,000. In addition, 39 per 
cent of the households had a per-capita expenditure ranging from EGP 1,001 to less than EGP 3,000. 
The mean per-capita expenditure is EGP 1,013 which is almost half of the per-capita labour income.  

Table 22: Range of per capita monthly expenditure (EGP) 

 

The average per-capita expenditure differed significantly across the different sampling groups with an 
average of EGP 1,142 per capita for Syrian households, an average of EGP 1,056.8 for Arabic speakers, 
and an average of EGP 835.5 for non-Arabic speakers.  

Figure 45: Average per capita expenditure in EGP by survey strata 

 

  

1,142.00 1,056.80 

835.50 

Syria Arabic Speakers Non Arabic Speakers

Per-capita Expenditure  

  Less than 1000 59.4% 

  1,000 - less than 3,000 39.2% 

  3,000 - less than 5,000 1.2% 

  5000 + 0.3% 

Mean Per-capita Expenditure 1,013.0 EGP 
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The per capita expenditure also differed by household sizes where the per capita expenditure is reduced 
for larger household sizes as shown in Figure 46 below. 

 

Figure 46: Average per capita expenditure in EGP by household size 

 

 

Finally, the per capita expenditure differs by the sex of household head as the average per capita 
expenditure for female-headed households was lower by 18 per cent compared to male-headed 
households. 

 

Figure 47: Average per capita expenditure in EGP by sex of household head  
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In terms of different household expenditure items, food was reported as the top recurrent expenditure 
item with a monthly average of EGP 451.5 per capita, followed by rent with a monthly average of EGP 
272.6 per capita.  Overall, 77 per cent of the surveyed households were found to be below the Minimum 
Expenditure Basket (MEB) calculated by UNHCR, WFP and other members of the Cash and Basic Needs 
Working Group31. This means that the majority faced difficulties meeting their minimum basic needs in 
any given month.  

Figure 48: Per cent distribution of household expenditures by items 

 

Non-recurrent Expenditure 

Households were also asked about their non-recurrent expenditures over the past three months. Almost 
14 per cent of the households reported that they had undergone acute and emergency health care with 
expenditures ranging from as high as 18,000 EGP and as low as EGP 15 over a three-month duration. 
Other non-recurrent expenditures reported included education-related expenditures, legal 
documentation, clothes, repair and maintenance of shelter, and assistance to family or friends. 

 

The Challenge of Debt 

Out of the surveyed households, 73 per cent reported being in-debt over the past month. The vast 
majority relied on informal sources for borrowing including friends, families, acquaintances, and host 
communities. Multiple reasons were provided for incurring debts: 81 per cent indicated that they had to 
borrow to cover domestic expenses (e.g. cooking fuel, gas, electricity, food, and drinking water); 53 per 
cent indicated that paying for rent was the main reason for borrowing; 40 per cent indicated that they 
had to borrow to meet health and medicines costs, and 7 per cent indicated that they had to borrow to 
cover costs of education.  

 

 
31 The minimum expenditure basket can be found in annex II. 
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Overall, more than 95 per cent of the sampled households reported that they were still unable to repay 
the debt at the time of the survey. Figure 49 below shows the main reasons for debt as reported by the 
surveyed households. 

Figure 49: Main reasons for borrowing by sex 

 

9.3. Unmet Needs 

Overall, 48 per cent of the households indicated support for rent, and improved shelter/housing as their 
most unmet needs. This was significantly unmet among South Sudanese (63 per cent), Sudanese (57 per 
cent), Yemenis (56 per cent) and Somalis (51 per cent). Food was reported as the second unmet need 
according to 39 per cent of the households particularly among Ethiopians (42 per cent) and Eritreans (37 
per cent).  

Health appeared as the third unmet need according to 28 per cent of the sampled households. Similar 
pattern between the sexes was observed as nearly 48 per cent of both females and males reported 
support for rent as the top unmet need, likewise 35 per cent of the females and 34 per cent of the males 
reported food as the top unmet need. 

Figure 50: Most reported unmet needs among refugees 
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9.4. Household Coping Strategies 

Data indicated that refugee households across all strata were using multiple strategies to meet their most 
pressing needs. The coping strategies ranged from borrowing money to cover basic needs to accepting 
high risk, illegal and or exploitative jobs. Food-related coping strategies were most employed by families 
across the three strata.  

In addition to coping strategies outlined in the food security chapter, other commonly used coping 
strategies/mechanisms were reported as follows: 

• Relying on less preferred food (87.5%) 
• Reducing essential non-food expenditure (68.4%) 
• Reducing the number of meals eaten per day (68.1%) 
• Limiting food portion size at mealtime (67.7%) 
• Borrowing money to cover basic needs (48.1%) 
• Borrowing food or relied on help from relative(s), friend(s) (44.5%) 
• Buying food on credit or borrowing money to purchase food (43.5%) 
• Restricting consumption by adults in order for younger children to eat (38.2%) 
• Accepting high risk, illegal, exploitative temporary jobs by adults (35.8%) 

Figure 51: Household Coping Strategies 
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The different household coping strategies were common across the three sampling groups where 94 per 
cent of the non-Arabic speaking refugees reported relying on less food, while 82 per cent of the Syrians 
and 88 per cent of other Arabic speakers reported so. In addition, nearly 79 per cent of the Arabic 
speaking refugees reported reduction of essential non-food expenditures followed by 65 per cent of 
each of the Syrians and non-Arabic speaking refugees. Details can be found in Table 23 below. 

Table 23: Household coping strategies by strata 

 

  

 Main sampling groups 

Total 

  

 
Syrian 

Arabic 
speakers 

Non-
Arabic 

speakers 

Coping strategies/mechanisms     

Relied on less preferred food 81.7% 87.7% 94.1% 87.5% 

Reduced essential non-food expenditures  65.2% 78.7% 65.3% 68.4% 

Reduce number of meals eaten in a day 52.6% 71.4% 84.2% 68.1% 

Limit portion size at mealtime 53.4% 74.2% 80% 67.7% 

Borrowed money to cover basic needs (health, rent, etc.) 50.3% 50.5% 44% 48.1% 

Borrow food or relied on help from relative(s)or friend(s)  31.2% 39.7% 63.2% 44.5% 

Bought food on credit or borrowed money to purchase food 39.1% 50.5% 44.0% 43.5% 

Restrict consumption by adults in order for younger children to 
eat 

45.0% 43.5% 26.9% 38.2% 

Accepting high risk, illegal, exploitative temporary jobs by adults 36.9% 43.9% 19.08% 35.8% 
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Coping Strategies and UNHCR Multipurpose Cash Assistance 

Even though only 21 per cent of the surveyed household were receiving UNHCR multipurpose cash 
assistance (MPCA), the cash assistance was significant in reducing the likelihood of resorting to harmful 
coping strategies/mechanism. While 70 per cent of households not receiving MPCA reported reducing 
the number of meals eaten per day, this per cent was lower by 10 per cent amongst households receiving 
UNHCR cash assistance. Moreover, 69 per cent of households not receiving MPCA reported that they 
had to limit the food portion size at mealtime, while this was lower by seven per cent (7 per cent) among 
households receiving UNHCR cash assistance.  

Table 24: Percent distribution of households by used coping strategies and receiving UNHCR MPCA 

  

 

Receiving UNHCR MPCA 
Total 

  No Yes 

Coping strategies/mechanisms    

Reduce number of meals eaten per day 70.2% 60.4% 68.1% 

Limit portion size at mealtime  69.0% 62.5% 67.6% 

Borrow food 47.7% 32.1% 44.5% 

Bought food on credit or borrowed money to purchase food 44.9% 37.9% 43.5% 

Adults accepted high risk, illegal, exploitative temporary jobs  29.3% 6.6% 35.8% 

Total 79% 21% 100% 



Refugees from various nationalities take part in a football championship 
organized by one of UNHCR’s partners. 
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9.5. Vulnerability and Welfare Levels 

The Minimum Expenditure Basket (MEB) is defined as what a household requires in order to meet basic 
needs – on a regular or seasonal basis – and its average cost. The MEB was calculated as EGP 1,603 
(USD 89.5) per person per month for 2018-19. Household vulnerability/welfare is assessed against four 
thresholds namely, severe, high, mild, and low vulnerability. Those households in the severe and high-
vulnerability groups are unable to meet their basic needs in accordance with humanitarian standards 
reflected in a monetized minimum expenditure basket (MEB).   

The vulnerability thresholds accompanying the MEB are calculated as shown below: 

Table 25: Definition of vulnerability thresholds based on MEB 

 

Based on minimum expenditure basket defined by UNHCR for 2018-19, 32 per cent of the surveyed 
refugees are identified at severe vulnerability level, 45 per cent are further identified at a high level of 
vulnerability, 18 per cent are identified at a mild level, and only five per cent are identified at a low 
vulnerability level. 

Figure 52: Overall welfare levels of households by vulnerability/welfare thresholds 

 
The levels of vulnerabilities differ significantly across the three sampling groups with the highest 
vulnerabilities reported among non-Arabic speaking refugees where 53 per cent are identified to be 
severe vulnerable, compared to 37 per cent for Arabic speakers and 10 per cent among Syrians. 
However, it is important to note that around 60 per cent of Syrian refugees are also identified to have 
higher representation with those categorized as “high” at 60 per cent compared to other Arabic speakers 
and Non-Arabic speakers.  

Overall, non-Arabic speakers had the highest number of refugee respondents with difficulties in meeting 
their basic needs (86 per cent) followed by Arabic speakers 74 per cent and Syrians (70 per cent).  
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Figure 53: Vulnerability level by strata 

 
Variations were also observed between female-headed and male-headed households as 81 per cent of 
the female-headed households were identified at severe or high levels of vulnerability compared to 73.6 
per cent of the male-headed ones. 

Figure 54: Vulnerability level by sex of household head 
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A refugee from Ethiopia seen with his daughter at the registration centre of the 
UNHCR in Cairo, Egypt.
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CHAPTER TEN: 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

As shown throughout the report, important developments have taken towards the “one refugee” 
approach with EVAR 2018 marking the first time a joint multi-sectoral vulnerability assessment has been 
conducted for all refugee population groups in Egypt.  This analysis is expected to inform the “one-
refugee” approach to programming in the country while taking into account specific profiles, needs and 
capacities of the different groups.  

As evidenced in the analysis, several positive indicators can be concluded including high rates of birth 
registration, and school enrolment, and overall low rates of child labour. The report further indicates the 
effect of assistance in contributing to the reduction of vulnerability and resort to harmful coping 
strategies. Yet some recommendations are desirable to further improve the refugees’ situation as 
indicated below: 

Access to residence permit: In light of the analysis, some clear variations were found between the various 
sampling groups in terms of access to residence permits with higher access among Syrian and Arabic 
speaking refugees compared to non-Arabic speaking refugees. There remains a need for continued 
advocacy and engagement on this issue for refugees and asylum-seekers to regularize their stay in Egypt; 

Child labour: While only less than three per cent of refugee children were working, the EVAR shows that 
seven-in-ten of the working children are Syrian. This indicates the need to further review root causes for 
child labour and program adequately with the concerned communities; 

Cost of Education: Despite the high percentage of school enrolment across the different refugee 
nationalities, the main reason cited for not attending school was the high cost of education (36 per cent), 
the high cost of education was amply reported among refugees from the East and Horn of Africa, 
indicating the continued need to provide support (financial and/or in-kind) to promote access, enrolment 
and attendance to school; 

Support all with food assistance: The analysis of the 2018 EVAR further confirmed significant differences 
in terms of food security across the three main groups of refugees in Egypt. This indicates the need for 
a continued food assistance among the different refugees without which their food consumption patterns 
and overall welfare would be adversely impacted; 

Gender dimensions to employment: It is recommended to have more gender specific programming to 
increase the labour force participation rate of women. This will target the economically active population 
who are hindered from work either due to family responsibility or culture and traditions. Learning from 
refugees’ profiles and background, it is important to tap livelihoods programming into areas that are on 
demand in the Egyptian labour market; 

Housing support: Housing conditions were found to be different across the different nationalities, as 
access to private shelter (e.g. apartments) was high among Syrian and Arabic speaking refugees. On the 
other hand, the vast majority of the non-Arabic speaking refugee households were living in shared 
apartments. While UNHCR multipurpose cash assistance covers a significant portion of rental cost, access 
to shelter remains the most unmet need among refugees indicating the need to either increase the cash 
transfer value of the multipurpose cash assistance to fully cover the rental costs and/or provide dedicated 
programmatic support to those (1 per cent) who were identified as homeless or living in 
unsuitable/difficult conditions; 
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Access to assistance: the data indicates that only 34 per cent of the households have ever received any 
assistance from UNHCR or its partners with clear variations between the different refugee groups. While 
62 per cent of the Syrian refugees reported receiving assistance mainly in the form of cash or food 
assistance, the percentage of receiving assistance was significantly lower among both Arabic speaking 
and non-Arabic speaking refugees, indicating the need for unearmarked funds towards assistance to 
further meet the varying needs. In order to draw the attention of donors on the pressing needs of non-
Syrian refugees, UNHCR launched for the first time together with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in July 
2018 an appeal dedicated to non-Syrian refugees in Egypt. The “Egypt Response Plan for Refugees and 
Asylum-Seekers from Sub-Saharan Africa, Iraq and Yemen” was prepared by UNHCR and eight appealing 
partners (UN agencies and I/NGOs). 
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ANNEX I: 
QUESTIONNAIRE: EGYPT VULNERABILITY 

ASSESSMENT FOR REFUGEES 

General Information (Enumerator) 

Name of Interviewer ADD CODE Instead of name 

Name of Interviewer 2 ADD CODE Instead of name 

Interview Date 

Questionnaire Code 

General Information (Household) 

Number of HH members 

Governorate 

District 

Town/Village 

GPS coordinates 

Detailed address 
Street Name Building  Floor  Apartment Nr. 

MODULE 1: HOUSEHOLD BIO DATA 

This module should be duplicated and completed for each member of the household above 18 years unless otherwise indicated 

1.1 Given Name 1.2  Family Name 

1.3  
Are you registered with 
UNHCR? (if ‘no’ proceed to 
question 1.6) 

o Yes
o No 

1.4  Case Number 1.5  Individual Number 

1.6  Passport number / ID number 1.7 Valid Passport 
o Yes
o No 

1.8 Nationality 1.9 Valid residency 
o Yes
o No 

1.10 
Physically present during the 
interview  

o Present
o Absent

1.11 If valid residency, type of permit  

o Passport – Educational residency.
o Passport – Egyptian family member.
o Passport – Working residency

o Passport – Tourism.
o Passport – Investor
o UNHCR card

1.12 Phone Number 

1.13  Date of Birth 



79 

 

1.14 Sex 
o Male 
o Female 
o Other 

 

1.15  
Relation to head of household 

o Head of Household o Husband  o Wife  
o Son o Daughter o Sister 
o Brother o Mother o Father 
o Grandmother o Grandfather  o Uncle 
o Aunt  o Grandson  o Mother in-law 
o Father in-law o Son in-law o Daughter in-law 
o Brother in-law o Sister in-law o Niece 
o Nephew 
o Granddaughter 

o Cousin (female) 
o Cousin (male) 

o Half-brother  
o Half-sister 

 
o No blood relation 
o Other blood relation 

 

  

1.16  Marital Status 
o Married 
o Single 

 

o Widow 
o Separated  

o Divorced  
o Engaged 
o Other (specify) 

1.17  Specific Needs Category 

o Disability-Physical 
o Disability - Sensory 
o Disability- intellectual  
o Speech impairment  
o Pregnant or lactating 

woman 
o Single parent 

 

o Unaccompanied child 
o Separated child 
o Child-headed household 

(UAC) 
o Child at risk 
o Older person at risk 

o Underage marriage 
o Woman at risk 
o Child with special 

educational needs 

1.18 Level of Education 

o None 
o KG 
o Primary 
o Preparatory 

 

o Secondary 
o Technical Higher Education 
o Higher Education  
o Other (specify) 

1.19 Do you contribute to HH 
income? 

o Yes 
o No 

1.20 Employment Status 

o Self-employed 
o Unemployed (looking for work) 
o Out of Labor Force – Age below 18 

and above 60  
o Not seeking work, although within the 

age of 18-60. 
 

o Regularly Wage Employed 
o Temporarily Employed (Daily laborer) 
o Temporarily employed (Occasional/ Seasonal/ Order based) 
o Temporarily employed (Job hopping) 

 

1.21 
If the respondent is aged 
between 18-60 and not seeking 
work place reasons? 

o Family responsibility 
o Culture and tradition 
o Studying 
o Safety concerns 

o Temporary inability (go to 1.XX) 
o Permanent inability to work (go to 1.XX) 
o Other (please specify) 

1.22  
Kindly clarify how the physical 
inability to work affects you. 

o Totally unable to work. 
o Able to work but for desk/simple jobs (unable to join a job requiring heavy labor like carrying goods) 

1.23  Income from work (average of 
30 days) 

o Regular employment |   __| EGP 
o Temporary employment|   __| EGP 
o Self-employment|__| EGP 
o Overtime income |__| EGP  
o Part time income (different job) |   __| EGP 
o Former work Pay – When currently not employed |   __| EGP 

1.24  
If self-employed, how much 
capital was required for 
business start-up? 

          |   _ _| EGP 

1.25 
Occupation in Egypt 

(multiple choices possible) 

o Managers 
o Professionals 
o Technicians and Associate professionals 
o Clerical Support Workers 
o Services and Sales Workers 
o Skilled Agricultural, Forestry and Fishery Workers 
o Craft and Related Trades Workers 
o Plant and Machine Operators and Assemblers 
o Elementary Occupations 
o Armed Forces Occupations 

1.26 
Which languages do you speak 
(multiple selection)? 

o English 
o French 
o Spanish 
o Russian 
o Chinese 
o Arabic 
o Other (specify) 

 

1.27 Which other skills do you have? 
o Carving 
o Ceramics 
o Crocheting 

o Videography 
o Photography 
o Interpreting and translation 



80 

 

 o Embroidery 
o Painting 
o Knitting 
o Leather tooling 
o Loom weaving 
o Macramé 
o Pottery 
o Quilting 
o Sewing 
o Woodworking 
o Other handicraft skills, please specify: 

______________________________ 
o Microsoft Office package 
o Internet user 
o Social media 
o Web design 
o Software development 
o Database/statistics 
o Engineering software 
o Design software 
o Other computer skills, please specify:   

______________________________ 
 

o Book keeping 
o Typing 
o Cooking 
o Baking 
o Cleaning 
o Child care 
o Elderly care 
o Gardening 
o Esthetics and hairdressing 
o Plumbing 
o Electronics repair 
o First Aid 

 
o Any other skills, please specify: 

__________________________ 
 

The following section to be completed for each child in the household  

1.28 
Do you (child) / does the child 
have one or all of the 
following? (multiple selection) 

o Birth certificate  
o Birth (hospital) notification 
o Don’t know 
o None 

1.29 
Does your/the child attend 
school?  

o Yes 
o No 

1.30 What type of school? 

o Community school 
o Public school 
o Public school for special needs 
o Private school 
o Private school for special needs 

1.31  
Do you (below 18)/does your 
child work 

o Yes 
o No 

1.32 Type of work 
o Regular 
o Seasonal 
o Temporary / casual 

 

1.33  
How many hours does your 
child work per week? 

o More than 43 hours 
o Between 14 and 43 hours 
o Less than 14 hours 

1.34  Where does your child work? 

o In a factory 
o In the street 
o At home  
o In a restaurant  
o In a bar/café  

 

o In a shop 
o Beauty center /Barber 

shop/Hairdresser 
o In tanneries 

o In the fields 
o In a harbor/on a boat 
o In an office 
o Other please specify: 

_________________ 

1.35 
Does your child’s work 
involve any of the following 
(tick all that apply)? 

o Carrying heavy loads 
o Working with chemicals/explosives 
o Working with dangerous tools/operating heavy equipment 
o Working at heights 
o Collecting or sorting garbage 
o Exposure to dust, fumes or gas 
o Exposure to extreme heat or humidity 
o Exposure to loud noise or vibrations 
o Exposure to harassment. 
o Exposure to sexual and/or gender based violence 
o None of the above 

 

1.36 
If your child (below 15) is not 
enrolled at school, please give 
the reason(s)  

o Children working in order to support the family 
o Disability or serious medical issue 
o Lack of documentation 
o Not aware of procedures to register 
o Discrimination or harassment  
o Gender-specific harassment 
o Harassment from teachers 
o Language barrier 
o No school nearby 
o School curricula are different from Syria 
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o Cost of transport too high 
o Unsafe neighborhood 
o Marriage 
o Below school age 
o Late time of second school shift 
o Bullying 
o Cost of education too high 
o Poor quality of education 
o Lack of schools for female-only students 
o No available slots/Capacity at school  
o Ongoing registration 

 

 

MODULE 2: LIVING CONDITIONS  

 

 

2.1 

 

Type of housing 
o Apartment / villa / house 
o Separate room in a shared apartment 
o Unfinished shelter / basement / garage Workplace 
o Collective shelter 

o Homeless  
 

 
2.2 

Type of occupancy                   
o Owned apartment/house 
o Furnished rental 
o Unfurnished rental 
o Provided by Employer  
o Assistance  
o Hosted (for free)  
o Squatting 

 
2.3 

If renting, how much is the total rent per 
month 

 

 

 
|    _   |EGP 

2.4 

Number of rooms (bedrooms and living rooms) 

 

 
|   _| 

 

2.5 

Living space in m2 (Occupied by your HH) 

HH) 

 

 

|   _ _| m2 
    2.6 

 How many people share the same house/ flat? 

 

 

|   _| 

 

 

MODULE 3: INCOME AND EXPENDITURE 

3.1 REGULAR / RECURRENT EXPENDITURES: What is the estimated amount spent on average out of your pocket per month over the last 30 days by the household 
for each of the following items? Write 0 if there is no expenditure.  

Health - related expenditures (including 
consultations, medications, investigations, etc) 

|   _ _| EGP 

Education-related expenditures (transport; 
stationery) 

|  _ _| EGP 

Food (including WFP voucher)  

|   _ _| EGP 

Rent    |   _ _| EGP Debt repayment |   _ _| EGP Hygiene and cleaning materials  

|   _ _| EGP 

Gas   |   _ _| EGP 

 

Water    |   _ _| EGP 

 

Electricity   |   _ _| EGP  

 

Drinking water |   _ _| EGP  Communication |   _ _| EGP  Habitual expenditures |   _ _| EGP  

Transportation |   _ _| EGP   Assistance for family or friends  

|   __| EGP 

Total |   _ _| EGP 

3.2 IRREGULAR/ NON-RECURRENT EXPENDITURES: What is the estimated amount spent on average out of your pocket for the last 3 months by the household for 
each of the following items? Write 0 if there is no expenditure.  

Legal Documentation |   __| EGP Education-related expenditures  

(books; school fees; uniform) 

|  _ _| EGP 

Clothes/shoes   |   _ _| EGP  
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Repair and maintenance of shelter  

|   __| EGP 
Assistance for family or friends  

|   __| EGP 

Acute care/ Emergency Health - related expenditures (including 
consultations, medications, investigations, hospitalization etc.) 

|   __| EGP 

Other and specify 

|   __| EGP 

 Total |   __| EGP 

3.3 Presence of bills/contract for verification? 
o Rental contract 
o Electricity bills 
o Gas bills  
o Water bills 
o Pharmacy/ healthcare facilities bills 

3.4 Please specify the amount of cash/income you received during the last 30 days from each of the following sources 

Main  Sub 

1. Income from assistance 
 

o WFP Food assistance (voucher) 
|____| EGP 

o UNHCR (cash)  |____| EGP 
o UNHCR (education)  |__| EGP 
o UNICEF (cash) |   __| EGP 
o UNICEF (education) |   __| EGP 
o Caritas (cash)  | __| EGP  
o NGO |   __| EGP 

o One time 
o One time 
o One time 

 
 

o One time 
o One time 
o One time 
o One time 

 

o Recurring/regular 
o Recurring/regular 
o Recurring/regular 

 
 

o Recurring/regular 
o Recurring/regular 
o Recurring/regular 
o Recurring/regular 

 
2. Income from other sources 

 
(negative coping mechanisms) 

o Selling assets |____| EGP 
o Reselling food assistance voucher |____| EGP 
o Borrowing |____| EGP 
o Begging |____| EGP 
o Child labor |____| EGP 
o Spent savings |__ __| EGP 

3. Income from external sources o Pension |____| EGP 
o Money sent by family or friends from 

abroad |___| EGP 
o Money sent by family and friends in 

country |____| EGP 

o One time 
o One time 

 
o One time 

 

o Recurring/regular 
o Recurring/regular 

 
o Recurring/regular 

 
3.5 If you have debts, what is the source? o formal – bank/ financial institution  

o informal – community (friend, family, acquaintances, host community) 
o informal – supermarket/shops 
o informal – loan shark  

3.6 Why did you borrow money in the last 
30 days? 

o Cover domestic expenses (cooking fuel, gas, electricity, food, drinking water) 
o Rent 
o Education/books 
o Medicine/health 
o Legal assistance/ documentation 
o Travel 
o Marriage 
o Other (specify) 

3.7 Total amount of outstanding debt _______EGP 

3.8 How do you repay your debts (time and 
modality)? 

o Income 
o Cash assistance 
o Sell WFP vouchers 
o Sell household goods 
o No repayment 
o Other (specify) 

3.9 For remittances sent from abroad, transfer type: o Bank transfer 
o Money transfer companies (Western Union, Money 

gram etc.) 
o In person 
o Post Office 

3.10 If remittances are regular, how often do you receive them? o Monthly 
o Bimonthly 
o Every six months 

3.11 What amount do you have in savings?      |   _ _| EGP 

3.12 General Observations of the enumerator 
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Module 4: Food consumption 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 4.1  Yesterday, how many meals did your household eat? (meals comparable to breakfast lunch, dinner) |____| 

  

  

Consider only meals prepared and consumed at home or in public kitchen but 
not in private restaurants or street food. DO NOT count food consumed in 
very small amounts; i.e. less than a teaspoon per person or consumed by only 
one member of HH. 

  4.2 CONSUMPTION PATTERN   

Over the last 7 days, how many 
days did you consume the following 
foods?   (0 = Not eaten, 1 = 1 day, 2 
= 2 days, 3 = 3 days, 4 = 4 days, 5 = 

5 days, 6 = 6 days, 7 = Everyday 

 

4.3 FOOD SOURCES   

What was the main source of the 
food in the past 7 days?       (0= Not 
consumed, 1 = Own production, 2 = 

Bought with cash, 3 = Bought on 
credit, 4 = Exchanged/borrowed, 5 
= Received as gift, 6 =WFP food 
assistance, 7 = Non WFP official 

food assistance, 8= 
gathering/fishing), 09 = PDS, 10= 

Family reserve  

1 
Cereals, grains, roots and tubers (i.e. Rice, pasta, bread, maize, potato, sweet 

potato) 
|____| |____| 

2 
Legumes / nuts: (i.e. beans, cowpeas, peanuts, lentils, nut, and / or other 

nuts) 
|____| |____| 

3 
Milk and other dairy products: (i.e. fresh milk / sour, yogurt, cheese, other 

dairy products) 
(Exclude margarine / butter or small amounts of milk for tea / coffee) 

|____| |____| 

4.1 
Flesh meat and other meat parts: (i.e. beef, lamb, goat, rabbit, chicken, duck, 

other birds, eggs ) 
|____| |____| 

4.2 
Fish/shellfish: (i.e. fish, including canned tuna, and / or other seafood) 

(fish in large quantities and not as a condiment) 
|____| |____| 

5 
Vegetables and leaves: (i.e. spinach, onion, tomatoes, carrots, peppers, green 

beans, lettuce, etc.) 
|____| |____| 

6 Fruits (i.e. banana, apple, lemon, mango, papaya, apricot, peach, etc.) |____| |____| 

7 Oil / fat / butter: (i.e. vegetable oil, palm oil, margarine, other fats / oil) |____| |____| 
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MODULE 5: HOUSEHOLD COPING MECHANISMS 

I’m going to read a list of possible measures that are usually used to cope with economic hardship.  

5.1 
During the last 7 days, how many days did your household had to employ one of the following strategies to cope with a lack of food or money to buy it? 

0 = Not applied, 1 = 1 day, 2 = 2 days, 3 = 3 days, 4 = 4 days, 5 = 5 days, 6 = 6 days, 7 = Everyday 

5.1.1 Rely on less preferred and less expensive food (i.e. cheaper lower quality food) 
 

5.1.2 Borrow food or relied on help from relative(s), friend(s) or faith-based organizations 
 

5.1.3 Reduce number of meals eaten in a day 
 

5.1.4 Limit portion size at mealtime (different from above: i.e. less food per meal) 
 

5.1.5 Restrict consumption by adults in order for younger children to eat 
 

5.2 
In the past 30 days, has your household applied any of the below strategies to meet basic needs?   

  1 = Yes, 2 = No, because I have exhausted this strategy already and cannot do it anymore, 3 = No, I don’t have any/it is not available to me, 4 = No, but 
I have access to it/it is available to me, 5= No, it is available to me but I will never use it 

5.2.1 Spent savings 
 

5.2.2 Bought food on credit or borrowed money to purchase food 
 

5.2.3 Reduced essential non- food expenditures such as education/health 
 

5.2.4 Borrowed money to cover basic needs (health, rent, etc.)  

5.2.5 Sell household goods (jewelry, phone, furniture, electro domestics, bicycle etc.) 
 

5.2.6 Sell productive assets or means of transport (sewing machine, wheel barrow, bicycle, car, motorbike) 
 

5.2.7 Adult (Male) accepted high risk, illegal, exploitative temporary jobs (describe in comments if revealed) 
 

5.2.8 Adult (Female) accepted high risk, illegal, exploitative temporary jobs (describe in comments if revealed)  

5.2.9 Child accepted high risk, illegal, exploitative temporary jobs (describe in comments if revealed)  

5.2.10 Sent adult household members to beg  
 

5.2.11 Sent children household members to beg (under 18) 
 

5.2.12 Sent children to work  
 

5.2.13 Changed accommodation location or type in order to reduce expenditures.  

5.3 
In the past year, has your household applied any of the below strategies to meet basic needs?   

 1 = Yes, 2 = No, because I have exhausted this strategy already and cannot do it anymore, 3 = No, I don’t have any/it is not available to me, 4 = No, but 
I have access to it/it is available to me, 5= No, it is available to me but I will never use it 

5.3.1 Female member(s) of the household (over 18) got married to ensure their financial security 
 

5.3.2 Female member(s) of the household (over 18) is getting married to ensure her financial security 
 

5.3.3 Female member(s) of the household (under 18) got married to ensure their financial security 
 

5.3.4 Female member(s) of the household (under 18) is getting married to ensure her financial security 
 

5.3.5 One or more members of your household migrated regularly outside Egypt  
 

Date: Nr. or 
membe

rs: 

 

5.3.6 One or more members of your household is planning to migrate regularly outside Egypt  

5.3.7 
One or more members of your household migrated irregularly outside Egypt 

 
 

Date: Nr. of 
membe

rs: 

 

5.3.8 One or more members of your household is planning to migrate irregularly outside Egypt  

5.3.9 One or more members of your household attempted to migrate regularly outside Egypt  

5.3.10 One or more members of your household attempted to migrate irregularly outside Egypt  

5.3.11 

General Observations of the enumerator 
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MODULE 6: OBSERVATIONS AND REFERRALS 

6.1 What are the Household's 3 main unmet needs at this moment; in order of importance?  (Use the codes 
below)   

Most 
important 

2nd in 
importance 

3rd in 
importance 

 

 

1) No unmet need 8) Psycho-social support 15) Children activities 

2 Disability support 9) Clothes/shoes 16) Physical security 

4) Support for rent/improved 
shelter/housing 10) Youth activities  17) Legal assistance/ 

documentation 

5) Cooking fuel, gas, electricity 
11) Other household assets 18) Drinking water  

6) Education/books  12) Medicines/health 19) Transport  

7) Childcare 13) Livelihoods support  20) Baby food 

 14) Credit 21) Food 

   

6.2 Referral prioritization: 
□ Emergency 
□ Normal 
□ Urgent 

 

6.3 

 

Recommended Referrals: 

□ Health issues – routine 
□ Health issues - urgent 
□ Registration-related. 
□ Livelihood 
□ Financial assistance 
□ Education 

□ Psychosocial support 
□ Protection 
□ Child protection 

Credibility Concern / Please check observations 
□ Disability support 
□ Housing Assistance 

6.4 General Observations 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



86 

 

ANNEX II:  
MINIMUM EXPENDITURE BASKET FOR REFUGEES 

IN EGYPT 2018-2019 
The Minimum Expenditure Basket (MEB) is defined as what a household requires in order to meet basic 
needs – on a regular or seasonal basis – and its average cost32. The items that people need to survive 
can include safe access to essential goods and services such as food, water, shelter, clothing, health care, 
sanitation and education. 

Ideally the MEB should be reflected through national poverty lines. However, in refugee settings the 
MEB may be a more accurate reflection of refugee needs. The components of the MEB are informed by 
minimum consumption requirements as defined by international standards such as International 
Humanitarian and Human Rights Law which protect crisis-affected persons’ right to food, drinking water, 
soap, clothing, shelter and life-saving medical care, affected households and Sphere Standards.  

In 2014, UNHCR, WFP and Save the Children worked together to develop the first MEB in the country. 
The process then included focus group with communities to determine essential non-food items, 
common brands used and minimum quantities necessary for an average family which were followed by 
market assessment in areas of refugee concentration for Syrian refugees. The 2014-15 MEB was 
calculated at EGP 592 per capita for a household of 5. This was later updated utilizing the same 
methodology with UNHCR, WFP and Caritas in 2017-18 to EGP 784 per capita for a household of five.  

METHODOLOGY 

The MEB calculation is based on triangulation of various data collection sources as 
follows: 
 

• EVAR 2018 Baseline Survey  
• Field Market Assessment (Cost of Core Goods)  
• An independent housing study 
• Desk Review  
• Governmental Sources 

 

The EVAR baseline survey was conducted between March and May 2018, covering a random sample of 
1,389 households across 15 governorates (59 districts). Indicative data suggests an MEB of EGP 2,137 
(USD 119.3) for a household of size one up to EGP 6,712 (USD 374.8) for a household of size seven. 
The MEB value was calculated as a weighted average considering variation in sample at the governorate 
level.  

The data was further validated by a field market assessment conducted by Caritas Egypt to assess the 
derived MEB against the real prices at the market level. The market assessment was preceded by a phone 
screening to assess the most affordable brands by the refugees. The field market assessment covered a 
total of 122 shops, the shops were varied so that different types of shops appear in the assessment33. 

 

32 See Operational Guidance and Toolkit for Multipurpose Cash Grants 

33 Namely; Hypermarkets, Supermarkets, mini-markets and kiosks. 

EVAR 
2018 
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e 
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The assessment covered five main governorates34 (26 districts). Preliminary results shows an overall 
higher value of the prices of core non-food Items as opposed to the actual consumption pattern reported 
by the refugees through EVAR. 

In addition, the data collection was supported by a desk review based on some official sources provided 
by the Government of Egypt (GoE) for year 2018/2019 on water, electricity, gas and transportation 
costs, furthermore the food MEB was based on WFP food price monitoring in order to align with the 
WFP food distribution mechanism. 

The final consolidated MEB was thus calculated as sum of all the above with a minimum of EGP 1,603 
(USD 89.5) for an individual to a total of EGP 7,862 (USD 439.0) for a household of size seven or more. 

SECTORS 

Food 

The food basket MEB is set by WFP based on the nutritional needs of each individual in the household. 
The most updated MEB at EGP 464 (USD 25.9) per capita 

Items 

Family Size 

One Two Three Four Five  Six  Seven 
• Rice 2.3 Kg 30 60 90 120 150 181 211 
• Pasta 2 Kg 20 39 59 78 98 117 137 
• Bulgur Wheat 2 Kg 38 75 113 150 188 226 263 
• Lentils 1.5 Kg 52 104 155 207 259 311 362 
• Locally Produced Processed 

Cheese 1 Pack of 8 Servings 13 26 38 51 64 77 89 
• Eggs (30 Eggs Plate) 0.5 Plate 

Of 30 Eggs 23 46 69 91 114 137 160 
• Vegetable Oil (Bottle) 1.5 1 Litre 

Bottle 33 66 99 131 164 197 230 

• Sugar 1.4 Kg 15 30 45 60 76 91 106 
• Salt 1 Bottle Of 350 Grams 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
• Cucumber 1 Kg 7 15 22 29 37 44 51 
• Rocca 15 40 Grams 38 75 113 150 188 225 263 
• Milk 1 Litres 15 30 46 61 76 91 106 
• Chickpeas 1.5 Kg 90 181 271 361 452 542 632 
• Tuna (Canned) 1.8 170 Grams 33 66 99 132 165 197 230 
• Poultry 0.9 Kg 37 73 110 146 183 219 256 
• Pita Bread 6 Bag of Lebanese 

Pita Bread (5 Units) 21 42 63 84 105 126 147 

Total Food MEB in EGP 464 929 1,393 1,857 2,321 2,786 3,250 

Total Food MEB in USD 25.9  51.9   77.8  103.7  129.6  155.6  181.5  
  

 

34 Cairo, Alexandria, Damietta, Dakahlia and Sharkia (10th of Ramadan). 
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Shelter 

A shelter MEB of EGP 1,675 (USD 93.5) was calculated for an average family of five and EGP 652 (USD 
36.4) for an individual.  

Items 

Family Size 

One Two Three Four Five  Six  Seven 
• Rent 535 848 989 1,123 1,218 1,219 1,330 
• Electricity 67 179 217 249 357 389 419 
• Cooking gas 50 50 50 50 100 100 100 

Total Shelter in EGP 652 1,078 1,256 1,422 1,675 1,709 1,849 

Total Shelter in USD 36.4   60.1   70.1   79.4   93.5   95.4   103.2  

RENT 

The EVAR baseline survey estimated the MEB on rent at EGP 535 (USD 29.9) for a household of size 
one up to EGP 1,330 (USD 74.3) for a household of size seven. The survey covered 59 different across 
15 governorates, the average rental cost for the top sampled districts is summarized below.  
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ELECTRICITY 

According to the latest estimates by the GoE, the average annual per capita expenditure of electricity is 
2,038 kW35, this corresponds to an average monthly consumption of 169.8 kW which lies in the third 
layer of electricity consumption as indicated by the GoE for year 2018/2019 with a unit price of EGP 
0.36 (in addition to EGP 6 for service fee)36 (0.35 USD in total). 
 

Item 

Family Size 

One Two Three Four Five  Six  Seven 

Electricity cost in 
EGP 67.14 128.28 189.42 250.56 311.70 372.84 433.98 

Electricity cost in 
USD 3.7 7.2 10.6 14.0 17.4 20.8 24.2 

GAS 

The Egyptian Ministry of Petroleum applied two standard prices for cooking gas - as of June 2018 - 
with a unit price of EGP 50 (USD 2.8) for a gas cylinder of size 12.5 KG and EGP 100 (USD 5.6) for a 
gas cylinder of size 25 KG. 
 

Item 

Family Size 

One Two Three Four Five  Six  Seven 

Cooking Gas cost in EGP 50 50 50 100 100 100 100 

Cooking Gas cost in USD  2.8   2.8   2.8   5.6   5.6   5.6   5.6  

 

  

 
35 http://www.moee.gov.eg/test_new/ST_consumption.aspx 
36 http://egyptera.org/ar/t3reefa.aspx 

http://www.moee.gov.eg/test_new/ST_consumption.aspx
http://egyptera.org/ar/t3reefa.aspx
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WASH 

A consolidated WASH MEB of EGP 290 (USD 16.19) was calculated for an average family of 5 and EGP 
94 (USD 5.25) for an individual. Calculation for each component is outlined in subsequent paragraphs. 

Items 

Family Size 

One Two Three Four Five Six Seven 
• 250g of bathing soap 10 14 17 20 22 24 26 
• 200g of laundry soap/detergent 7 10 13 15 17 18 20 
• 75ml/100g of toothpaste 16 23 28 33 36 40 43 
• One toothbrush 7 14 21 28 35 42 49 
• 2 rolls of Toilet Papers 8 11 14 16 18 20 21 
• 130 ml Shaving Cream 13 18 23 26 29 32 34 
• One disposable razor 7 10 12 13 15 17 18 
• 12 Pieces of sanitary napkins 15 21 25 29 33 36 39 
• Water 11 38 47 54 85 152 172 

Total WASH in EGP 94 160 200 234 290 380 422 

Total WASH in USD 5.2 8.9 11.2 13.1 16.2 21.3 23.6 

WATER 

The Central Agency for Public Mobilization and Statistics (CAPMAS) estimates the average per capita 
water consumption at 116.3 m3/year (9.7 m3/month) 37 , the GoE applied new layers for water 
consumption for year 2018/2019 effective May 2018 of a minimum of EGP 0.65 (USD 0.036) per unit 
in addition to 75 per cent of the total consumption value for water tariffs38. 

HYGIENE  

The EVAR baseline survey indicates a rather lower consumption pattern of hygiene items among the 
refugee population as compared to the actual commodities that are available in the Egyptian market.  The 
spending of household of a size one on personal hygiene items is 34% lower than the average per capita 
hygiene MEB. The decrease is sharper with the increment in household size.  

The field market assessment covered three different brands of personal hygiene items of almost the 
same volume39, the different prices at the different shops were averaged, the average price of the 
different brands was then taken to determine the per capita expenditure on a single item and the different 
averages were summed up to construct the per capita MEB on Hygiene items. 

  

 
37 http://www.capmas.gov.eg/Pages/IndicatorsPage.aspx?Ind_id=1166 
38 http://www.cc.gov.eg/Images/L/385309.pdf 
39 The nearest volume was used when the actual volume was not found at the shop. 

http://www.capmas.gov.eg/Pages/IndicatorsPage.aspx?Ind_id=1166
http://www.cc.gov.eg/Images/L/385309.pdf
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Protection 

A consolidated Protection MEB of EGP 1,750 (USD 97.7) was calculated for an average family of five 
and EGP 392 (USD 21.9) for an individual.  

Items 

Family Size 

One Two Three Four Five Six Seven 
• Transportation 326 652 978 1,305 1,631 1,957 2,283 
• Communication 66 75 90 109 119 138 156 

Total Protection in EGP 392 728 1,068 1,414 1,750 2,094 2,439 

Total Protection in USD 21.9 40.6 59.6 79.0 97.7 116.9 136.2 

Transportation   

The Government of Egypt applied an increase on the transportation prices as of June 2018. As the 
change in prices varies according to location40, the different locations were matched with the same 
locations surveyed through EVAR as the most reliable source of information on where refugees are 
settled. The average cost per ride was estimated at EGP 5.44 per individual, which corresponds to a 
minimum of 10.87 per day. The below table summarizes the monthly MEB per household size.  

Communication 

The cost of communication MEB was calculated based on expenditure patterns collected through EVAR 
2018 Baseline Survey.  

Health 

While average health expenditures of households are available from the EVAR 2018 Baseline Survey, 
health was not included in this MEB in light with ongoing global discussions on the same. In June 2018, 
the Global Health Cluster indicated that the given the unpredictability of health needs including health 
in the Minimum Expenditure Basket is problematic as health expenditures are large, sudden and 
unpredictable41.  

Education 

The education component of the MEB is usually calculated and endorsed at the relevant sector working 
group. A harmonized approach was not feasible at the time of this report given varied levels of access 
for refugees and asylum seekers of different nationalities to education. The Education MEB incorporates 
costs of the different school types refugees attend whether public, private or community as well as other 
non-tuition education related expenses.  

  

 

40 http://www.eip.gov.eg/upload/media/news/1615/m.pdf 

41 2nd Grand Bargain Cash Work Stream Workshop – Co-Conveners’ Report, Rome, 4th – 5th June 2018 at p.9 

http://www.eip.gov.eg/upload/media/news/1615/m.pdf
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MONTHLY MEB 

Based on the above estimations, the monthly MEB is estimated at EGP 1602.5 (USD 89.5) for a 
household of size one up to EGP 7,960.3 (USD 444.5) for a size seven or more. 

 

MINIMUM EXPENDITURE BASKET AND OTHER POVERTY LINES  

The national per capita poverty line defined as the cost of obtaining basic goods and services to the 
individual / family derived from the latest Egyptian Household Income, Consumption and Expenditure 
Survey (HIECS) of 2017/18 was estimated at EGP 735.7 per-capita per month. In addition; the 
international poverty lines for both lower and upper middle income as well as the extreme poor were 
taken into consideration when assessing the MEB estimation. Initial analysis shows that - on average - 
the estimated MEB lies slightly below the International Poverty Line (Lower-middle income), while the 
SMEB lies slightly below the International Poverty Line (Extreme Poverty). 
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OPERATIONALIZING THE MEB 

Since initiation in 2014, the Egypt Minimum Expenditure Basket (MEB) has been used to (a) determine 
the levels of assistance (b) set vulnerability thresholds and (c) inform price monitoring and resource 
mobilization efforts.  The subsequent paragraphs outline the mechanisms through which the 2019 MEB 
will be operationalized.  

Vulnerability thresholds 

The MEB with the national poverty lines will continue to be used to set vulnerability thresholds and 
inform forthcoming targeting and beneficiary selection processes.  

Sizing and harmonizing cash transfers  

Multipurpose cash assistance will cover a portion of the total MEB. The level of coverage will be 
determined by several factors including; vulnerability levels, availability of funding, prevailing market 
conditions, intended impact of the program among others. As funding levels are not consistent across 
agencies, where possible, the CBWG promotes joint targeting particularly for the most impacted 
individuals and households. For instance, where UNHCR and WFP both support the same households, 
MEB coverage increases by about 62% for a household of size one. The tables below reflect possible 
coverage levels for multipurpose cash assistance in Egypt.  

In order to enhance efficiencies, and increase coverage, utilizing equivalence scales are encouraged by 
the Cash and Basic Needs Working Group where relevant. Furthermore, in order to improve the impact 
of multipurpose cash, assistance will be sequenced with other activities/interventions such as skills-
building, education, protection etc. 

Price monitoring 

The 2018-19 MEB sets a new baseline against which price monitoring will be conducted in 2019. The 
vision of the CBWG is to maintain a dynamic MEB that can be generated at any given point in the year.  

Harmonizing resource mobilization appeals 

Agencies in the Basic Needs and Cash Working Group utilize the MEB as a basis for informing resource 
mobilization efforts including the Regional Refugee and Resilience Plan for Syrian Refugees (3RP) and 
African, Iraqi and Yemeni Response Plans.   
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