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1. Background & Rationale
The Community Profiles project was first piloted in February 2016, in collaboration with OCHA and SIRF, in order to shed light on the unique access restrictions that populations who live in besieged and hard-to-reach (HTR) areas of Syria face. The aim of the project is to inform strategic and operational actors of the specific conditions in these communities so that they can better track needs, in order to prioritise and develop a better-targeted humanitarian response.  Due to the inherent difficulties of obtaining information from communities facing access restrictions, a remote data collection methodology was developed based on the Area of Origin methodology used in REACH’s Humanitarian Situation Overview of Syria (HSOS) project. Community Representatives (CRs) provide sector-specific information for each community on a monthly basis, with no fewer than three and up to six CRs per community. Profiles have been drafted since June 2016, although coverage has varied from month to month due to access limitations. 
As the project has continued and the Syrian conflict has evolved, general trends in data have emerged over time, both community-specific and overarching across different geographic areas assessed. The situation has remained stable in some communities and volatile in others, while truce agreements in particular have impacted and stabilised the humanitarian situation in their respective communities. 
The previous, homogenous format of the CP outputs, in which changes were reflected in a monthly profile for a community or group of communities, is no longer appropriate to present findings from communities that experience little to no change from one month to the next. At the same time, the severity of the situation in communities that experience little to no change but whose humanitarian needs remained critical are not able to be highlighted and accurately represented when all findings are presented in the same format. As such, REACH has developed a Tier System in the form of a decision tree to determine the format in which information for each community will be presented, although data collection will continue to be conducted for all communities on a monthly basis. The aim of this system is to present the humanitarian situation in each community in the most useful format for strategic and operational actors. 
Tier I communities, in which the situation is dynamic or in which a critical humanitarian situation persists, will have monthly outputs in which new developments or the enduring hardships resulting from continued access restrictions will be further contextualised by including trends over time. Meanwhile, Tier II communities will have bi-monthly outputs in a similar format, comprising communities marked by less volatility than Tier I communities, but equally where the situation has not stabilised. Finally, communities in which truce agreements have been signed will be presented in a quarterly truce document examining trends over time. All communities will be subject to review on a monthly basis or as needed, and the rankings of communities will be recorded to document evolution over time.
2. Objectives
· Provide a logical system to accurately rank and prioritise communities covered in the Community Profiles output 
· Determine the most appropriate frequency at which communities should be featured in outputs in order to present findings in the most accessible format
· Increase the relevancy of Community Profiles and make the output more tailored to the needs of the humanitarian community.
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The following decision tree will be used to rank communities: 

Note: “Notable changes” or significant context-related developments that could impact the ranking of a given community include, but are not limited to: the signing of a truce agreement; re-classification of a community from hard to reach to besieged or vice versa; a notable upscale in conflict; reports of deaths due to malnutrition, mass displacement, increased/decreased access restrictions, etc. Additionally, even if contextual changes occur that are not immediately reflected in the humanitarian situation, a community may still be eligible to be moved to a different tier based on these developments.
Additional severity ranking
Although some communities with more dynamic situations can be ranked based solely on escalation in conflict or significant changes in their respective contexts, others may have humanitarian situations that are stable but nonetheless critical. As such, the following five core indicators have been selected to measure the severity of the humanitarian situation in a given community. The resulting ranking has, in turn, been incorporated into the decision tree for communities that do not automatically fall into a tier without this additional ranking. This ensures that communities in which there are persisting, severe living conditions are not under-represented in outputs. 
Each core indicator has been given a maximum ranking of four and include: movement of civilians; commercial vehicle entry; access to health services; food security; with the highest total possible being 20. The tier delineations are as follows:
	Tier 
	Range
	Frequency of outputs/type

	I
	12+ 
	Monthly profile

	II
	6 to 11
	Bi-monthly profile

	III
	5 and under
	Quarterly output / trends analysis if truce community 



Core Indicators
· Civilian movement 
· Entry of commercial vehicles
· Access to healthcare facilities in the community
· Water sufficiency / Status of drinking water
· Sufficiency of food

Civilian Movement during month X (i.e. What percentage of the population could enter and exit the community via formal routes if they wished during month X): 
	No movement permitted
	4

	1-25%
	3

	26-50%
	2

	51-75%
	1

	76-100%
	0



This indicator was selected because access restrictions are the most notable indicator of besieged/HTR communities; freedom of movement affects, among other things, access to medical services in other communities and the ability to procure needed goods not present in a community from nearby areas, both of which would be possible in communities whose populations were not subject to access restrictions. 

Entry of commercial vehicles:
	No vehicles permitted
	4

	Vehicles permitted but with restrictions 
	3

	All vehicles permitted to enter without restrictions
	0



· Restrictions include: payment of fees; confiscation of loads; vehicles only allowed on certain days/times; searching before entry; presenting documentation; holding documentation of vehicles and returning it upon vehicles exiting the area; other e.g., no medical supplies or fuel permitted to enter Eastern Ghouta, whereas NFIs and food can enter;
This indicator was selected because restrictions on commercial vehicle access affect the availability of goods in a community, especially in communities where civilian movement is not possible for all parts of the population.
Access to health services in the community: 
	None available in the community 
	4

	None available except for emergency care 
	3

	Some available, but not all parts of the population* can access equally 
	3

	Some available, but one or more of the following not available: surgery, diabetes, or childbirth
	2

	Some available, but one or more of the following only sometimes available: surgery, diabetes, or childbirth
	1

	All available (excluding immunisations)**
	0



* “Parts of the population” is defined as females under 17, males under 17, men, or women.
**Immunisation services are not included when calculating access to medical services because they are typically done in rounds, rather than being administered on a monthly basis, even in communities not facing access restrictions. 
Water sufficiency / Status of drinking water: 
	No water source  
	4

	Water insufficient and/or not safe to consume (i.e. people get sick after drinking
	3

	Water insufficient and quality is poor (water tastes/smells bad or has a bad colour)
	3

	Water sufficient but quality is poor (water tastes/smells bad or has a bad colour)
	2

	Water is sufficient, safe to consume 
	1



Sufficiency of food:
	[bookmark: _Hlk497037772]*Food is insufficient (i.e. HH are not able to afford or access basic food stuffs and are having to use negative coping strategies to survive)
	4

	[bookmark: _Hlk497037778]*Food is somewhat sufficient (i.e. HH are able to access food but not affordable, or only certain types of foods are available/affordable, and everyone is eating enough to live but not be comfortable)
	3

	[bookmark: _Hlk497037790]Food is sufficient (i.e. HH are able to access and afford enough food to be comfortable that is, everyone is eating as much as they want)
	0



5. Product Typology
Eastern Ghouta
	Type of Product
	Number of Product(s)
	Additional information

	Tier system document
	1 
	Monthly ranking of communities or as needed
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6. Management arrangements and work plan
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· REACH Assessment Manager
· Overall oversight
· Review of rankings by Assessment Officer
· REACH Assessment Officer
· Rank all communities after data collection and cleaning is complete
· Develop research design, methodology, workplans, assessment implementation plans
· Monitor the situation across communities and re-rank when changes occur
Work plan
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7. Risks & Assumptions
	Risk
	Mitigation Measure

	Donors or consumers of the Community Profiles outputs will question community rankings and the prioritisation of some communities in monthly outputs
	Ensure that the ranking is clearly defined and that it is clear that coverage of all communities will continue; add a section on the tier system in both the overview document and factsheet cover page; be willing to provide an in-depth explanation of the rationale if needed


9. Dissemination Plan
Once the Tier System has been approved by Geneva HQ, REACH will liaise with the Syria INGO Forum (SIRF), as well as the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), and the Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA) to present preliminary rankings and mock-up layouts for Tier I and II outputs. Additionally, the development of a truce document presenting trends over time in communities with truces will be presented to the abovementioned stakeholders for feedback. The Community Profiles Project Focal Point, as well as the REACH – South Syria Assessment Manager, will record and incorporate any comments from these entities. 
10. Documentation Plan
· Methodology Note
· Decision tree and Core Indicator list
· Cleaned dataset for the most current month of CPs


Besieged or hard-to-reach?


Besieged


Hard-to-reach


Escalation in conflict


Tier I


No escalation in conflict


Notable change from previous month


No notable changes from previous month


Tier I


Ranking >= 12


Tier I



Ranking between 6 and 11



Tier II


Escalation in conflict


Tier I


No escalation in conflict


Notable changes from previous month


Tier I


No notable changes from previous month


Notable changes in past 3 months


Tier II


No notable changes in past 3 months


Ranking between 6 and 11


Tier II


Ranking <= 5


Tier III
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