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M Abyan, Yemen January 2021

Context and Methodology

As part of regular implementation, the CCCM cluster coordination team and partners, with support from
REACH, identified in a coordinated manner the profiles of IDP hosting sites they work in. This activity
is carried out to inform a more targeted and evidence-based humanitarian response. The initial findings
presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats across 22 IDP hosting
sites with a total population of 11625 people in Abyan governorate, as well as basic information on
population demographics and community needs. The findings presented here provide details on the
condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020 through the perspective of
a community representative in each site. Only sites for which detailed information was available at the
time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should therefore be considered as both
indicative and incomplete of each site in the governorate. All information is for humanitarian use only.
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"‘ Overview

Number of Sites per Subdistrict o 10 2 10 Km

Proportion of sites per land ownership status T o 120 Y
40 520 Nome:WES 1954 U Zome o 3

Private so% [
B 0, [ ] [ ]
Public 9% /*Yl\ Demographics

Ouner not known 5% I Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*
Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement Child-headed households 23% Il
facing eviction threat Elderly 91%
Female-headed households 91% I
Marginalized people 9% W
Persons with chronic diseases 100% N
Persons with disabilities 77%
s Pregnant and lactating women 95% I
® g 45% [ Tenancy agreement 80% [ Eviction threat Unaccompanied / separated children 5% 1
%"E % 55% || No tenancy agreement 20% [ No eviction threat Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs*
g ég o Host community 95% I
-I- Z-) Displacement Migaris 0%
o Most common district of o_rigin c_>f displallced households: Hays . . ' . Refugees 0
Bl et comman eseon o distaca houeahott o e placs of gt Sesty comoeme (onic °
uJ exT)Tosives, lack of security forcgs) ’ o ’ ’ None - only IDPs present 5% 1
m *Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.
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@ Access to Services % Infrastructure/Resources

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type: Proportion of sites per primary latrine type Proportion of sites per primary shelter type

Adequate Inadequate Non-existent Own house / apartment 0%
5% [ Flush latrine to tank /

Tt () [) 0 i 9
RRM distributions 5% 18% 77% sewage system pit Makeshn‘F shelter 45% I
Shelter / maintenance services 0% 36% 64% , Host family house / apartment 5% 11
0% [ Flush latrine to the open .
NFI distributions 0% 45% 55% . | Emergency shelter 9% |
Food distributions 55% 41% 5% ¢ [l Piiarne -covee Rented house / apartment 41% .
Cash distributions (multi-purpose) 9% 64% 27% 51% J| Ptlatrne - open Transitional shelter 0%
WASH senyi 50 59, 26% 9% | Open defecation Public building 0%
services (] (] (]
Open air (no shelter) 0%
Healthcare services 9% 23% 68%
Education services 5% 32% 64% Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power Proportion of sites per primary water source
ilable in sit
Livelihood services 0% 0% 100% avatlable in stte Borehole 50%
Protection services 0% 64% 36% Bottled water 0%
Nutrition services 32% 18% 50% 64% [l Available lllegal connection to piped network 5% 1
Waste disposal services 9% 0% 91% 36% Not available Public tap 27% .
Protected rainwater tank 0%
Prioritv Need Surface water 0%
£] Priority Needs .
Proportion of sites per priority needs: Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity Unprotected rainwater tank 5% 1
. 1 0,
First Second Third Water trucking 14%
Cash assistance 36% 18% 18%
: Site Threats
Education 0% 0% 5% 82% [ Available o
Food 32% 5% 0% 18% Not available Most common threats to sites*
W 0, 0, 0,
. atelr , z;’ z; g; Conflict-related incidents 14%
egal services b b b -,
Eviction 55% I
Livelihood assistance 0% 5% 14% i ) ) . o . . ’
Medical assistance 0% 18% 18% Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close Fire-related incidents 0%
0 (] (/] ) ]
Non-food items 9% 18% 14% proximity Flooding 55%
Protection services 0% 0% 0% Friction between communities 9% W
Sanitation services 0% 0% 0% 100% . Available Infectious diseases % W
Shelter / maintenance 23% 18% 32% 0% [ Not available Water contamination 0%
Nutrition services 0% 0% 0%

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add
up to 100%.
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ﬁ Ad Dali’, Yemen

Context and Methodology

As part of their regular programming, the CCCM Cluster and partners, with the support of REACH,
implemented the Site Reporting Tool to build a profile of the IDP hosting sites in which the CCCM Cluster
and their partners work. This activity is carried out to inform a more targeted, evidence-based humanitarian
response. Theinitial findings presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats
across 30 IDP hosting sites with a total population of 7250 people in the Ad Dali’ Governorate, as well as
providing basic information on population demographics and community needs. The findings presented
here provide details on the condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020
through key informant interviews with community representatives in each site. Only sites for which detailed
information was available at the time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should
therefore be considered as both indicative and incomplete. All information is for humanitarian use only.
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Number of Sites per Subdistrict o 5 10 20 K N
10 1120 L w £
:] 1-10 - >20 Name: \?V?Srd;gastzj'{'f\/tlegne 38N s

“ Overview

Proportion of sites per land ownership status

Prvate c0% |
Public 40% |

Owner not known 0%

Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement

83% [} Tenancy agreement
17% No tenancy agreement

Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
facing eviction threat

0% . Eviction threat
100% No eviction threat

z-> Displacement

Most common district of origin of displaced households: Qa'tabah

Most common movement intention of displaced households for the coming

three months: Stay in the site

Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin:

Security concerns (conflict, explosives, lack of security forces)
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’ﬁ\r/i\ Demographics

Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*

Child-headed households
Elderly

Female-headed households
Marginalized people

Persons with chronic diseases
Persons with disabilities
Pregnant and lactating women

Unaccompanied / separated children

100%

0%
90%
87%
63%
83%
53%

0%

Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs

Host community
Migrants
Refugees

None - only IDPs present

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.

% Infrastructure/Resources

37%
0%
7% 1
57% I

Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close proximity

Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power

87% [ Available
13% Not available

63% [ Available
37% Not available

Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity

63% [ Avaiiable
37% Not available

@ Access to Services

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type

CCCM CLUSTER

Adequate

RRM distributions

Shelter / maintenance services
NFI distributions

Food distributions

Cash distributions (multi-purpose)
WASH services

Healthcare services

Education services

Livelihood services

Protection services

Nutrition services

Waste disposal services

EI Priority Needs

Proportion of sites per priority needs

Cash assistance
Education

Food

Water

Legal services
Livelihood assistance
Medical assistance
Non-food items
Protection services
Sanitation services
Shelter / maintenance
Nutrition services

77%
3%
30%
0%
0%
47%
0%
93%
63%
0%
57%
30%

First
0%
0%

10%
0%
0%
0%
0%

30%
0%
3%

57%
0%

In callabor

cation with
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humanitarian action

Inadequate Non-existent

20%
57%
27%
62%
100%
53%
87%
0%
10%
87%
0%
0%

Second
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

97%
0%
0%
0%
3%
0%

3%
40%
43%
38%

0%

0%
13%

7%
27%
13%
43%
70%

Third
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
0%
0%
0%



E January 2021
% % Infrastructure/Resources
S
E § Proportion of sites per primary shelter type Proportion of sites per primary latrine type Proportion of sites per primary water source
é é Own house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to ta_nk/ . Borehole 0%
=Z Makeshift shelter 17% 1l sewage system pit 7% 1 Bottled water 0%
o] g Host family house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to the open 3% | lllegal connection to piped network 0%
V3 Emergency shelter 53% N Pit latrine - covered 76% I Public tap 0%
% Rented house / apartment 3% | Pit latrine - open 0% Protected rainwater tank 0%
C Transitional shelter 0% Open defecation 14% I Surface water 0%
2 Public building 27% R Unprotected rainwater tank 20%
= Open air (no shelter) 0% Water trucking 80%
(!
sk Cooking Practices* A Site Threats
Primary cooking modality Primary cooking space Most common threats to sites**
i B o W G -
14% I Ciay oven 47% [0 Next to shelter o o i
: 0% - Shared cooking space ire-related incidents 10% W
0% Electrical stove 0% . Other Flooding 27% N
0% Other Friction between communities 7% B
Infectious diseases 0%
. . » . Water contamination 0%
Safe cooking practices** Additional fire safety measures**
= Mud guards 47% Fire points 0% **Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore
-% Wind shields 0% Fire wardens 0% overall figures may not add up to 100%.
u‘% g Safe distance from shelter 0% Fire breaks 0%
ESE None 539, I Escape routes 0%
£ EE Other 0% None 1009,
Other 0%

*Figures on Cooking Practices might not be available for all sites.
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® o © Aden, Yemen January 2021

=
5
= N
o
e« o Context and Methodology A" Overview
& S
Lo B .
o o As part of their regular programming, the CCCM Cluster and partners, with the support of REACH, Proportion of sites per land ownership status
s E implemented the Site Reporting Tool to build a profile of the IDP hosting sites in which the CCCM Cluster Private 729% _
8 g and their partners work. This activity is carried out to inform a more targeted, evidence-based humanitarian _
v 3 response. Theinitial findings presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats Public 28%
across 25 IDP hosting sites with a total population of 13602 people in the Aden Governorate, as well as Owner not known 0%

providing basic information on population demographics and community needs. The findings presented
here provide details on the condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020
through key informant interviews with community representatives in each site. Only sites for which detailed Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
information was available at the time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should
therefore be considered as both indicative and incomplete. All information is for humanitarian use only.

e

88% [ Tenancy agreement
12% No tenancy agreement

Dar Sad Khur Maksar:

Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
facing eviction threat

23% icti
_ Craiter \ 0 . Eviction threat

7% No eviction threat

Al Buraigeh

Z-) Displacement

Most common district of origin of displaced households: Bayt Al Fagih
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Number of Sites per Subdistrict o 3 6 12 K N : X ° )
3 o 1120 . ] Most common movgment {ntentlon of displaced households for the coming
B Coordinate System three months: Stay in the site
3 L 11-10 N >20 Name: WGS 1984 UTM Zone 36N s Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin:
- = Security concerns (conflict, explosives, lack of security forces)

REACH
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Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power

’*Yi\ Demographics

Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*

Child-headed households 80%
Elderly 100%
Female-headed households 100%
Marginalized people 0%
Persons with chronic diseases 100%
Persons with disabilities 100%
Pregnant and lactating women 100%
Unaccompanied / separated children 0%

Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs

Host community 0%
Migrants 0%
Refugees 0%
None - only IDPs present 100%

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.

% Infrastructure/Resources

Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close proximity

‘ 28% [ Available

40% [ Available
60% Not available

72% Not available

Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity

44% [ Available
56% Not available

CCCM CLUSTER

@ Access to Services

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type
Adequate Inadequate Non-existent

RRM distributions 12% 0% 88%
Shelter / maintenance services 0% 4% 96%
NFI distributions 4% 24% 72%
Food distributions 4% 80% 16%
Cash distributions (multi-purpose) 0% 76% 24%
WASH services 24% 52% 24%
Healthcare services 20% 52% 28%
Education services 16% 0% 84%
Livelihood services 0% 0% 100%
Protection services 4% 92% 4%
Nutrition services 12% 36% 52%
Waste disposal services 24% 12% 64%
EI Priority Needs
Proportion of sites per priority needs
First Second Third
Cash assistance 0% 4% 8%
Education 4% 4% 24%
Food 56% 20% 20%
Water 8% 12% 4%
Legal services 0% 0% 0%
Livelihood assistance 0% 0% 0%
Medical assistance 20% 16% 12%
Non-food items 8% 0% 8%
Protection services 0% 0% 0%
Sanitation services 0% 8% 8%
Shelter / maintenance 4% 28% 0%
Nutrition services 0% 0% 0%



= January 2021
=
2 4
= 0 Infrastructure/Resources
S
e o
= < Proportion of sites per primary shelter type Proportion of sites per primary latrine type Proportion of sites per primary water source
o
é é Own house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to tank / Borehole 0%
=2 Makeshift shelter 48% I sewage system pit 10% W Bottled water 0%
[~ .
8 g Host family house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to the open 0% lllegal connection to piped network 0%
vz Emergency shelter 32% I Pit latrine - covered 70% Public tap 28% N
= Rented house / apartment 12% W Pit latrine - open 0% Protected rainwater tank 0%
<
«é Transitional shelter 8% N Open defecation 20% Surface water 0%
2 Public building 0% Unprotected rainwater tank 12% W
<= .
Open air (no shelter) 0% Water trucking 60% I
(!
sk Cooking Practices* A Site Threats
Primary cooking modality Primary cooking space Most common threats to sites**
76% Fire place ict- inci 0
" ‘; = . pt 0% . Inside shelter Conflict-related incidents 0%
i~ 0,
40/° B Clas siove 100% [ Next to shelter Eviction 24% .
ay oven ire- inci 9
0‘; . y - 0% - Shared cooking space Fire rtlelated incidents 0%
(] ectrical stove 0% . Oth Floodlng 24% -
0%  Oth ’ o » y
0 er Friction between communities 0%
Infectious diseases 0%
Water contamination 0%
Safe cooking practices** Additional fire safety measures** ’
= Mud guards 0% Fire points 0% **Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore
-% Wind shields 0% Fire wardens 0% overall figures may not add up to 100%.
u‘% g Safe distance from shelter 0% Fire breaks 0%
E E = None 100% NN  Escape routes 0%
255 |
Ec2 Other 0% None 100%
Other 0%

*Figures on Cooking Practices might not be available for all sites.
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January 2021

Context and Methodology

As part of regular implementation, the CCCM cluster coordination team and partners, with support from
REACH, identified in a coordinated manner the profiles of IDP hosting sites they work in. This activity
is carried out to inform a more targeted and evidence-based humanitarian response. The initial findings
presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats across 5 IDP hosting
sites with a total population of 1702 people in Al Bayda governorate, as well as basic information on
population demographics and community needs. The findings presented here provide details on the

condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020 through the perspective of

a community representative in each site. Only sites for which detailed information was available at the
time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should therefore be considered as both
indicative and incomplete of each site in the governorate. All information is for humanitarian use only.

“ Overview

Proportion of sites per land ownership status Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement

60% . Private

20% Public
20% - Owner not known

0% . Tenancy agreement

100% No tenancy agreement

ﬂ-) Displacement

Most common district of origin of displaced households: Dwran Anis

Most common movement intention of displaced households for the coming three months: Stay in the site
Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin: Security concerns (conflict,
explosives, lack of security forces)

Dhamar

Shabwah

Number of Sites per Subdistrict
0 [ 1120
1-10 [ >20

/i\(/i\ Demographics

0 5 10 20 Km

Coordinate System
Name: WGS 1984 UTM Zone 38N

Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*

Child-headed households 20%
Elderly 40%
Female-headed households 100%
Marginalized people 80%
Persons with chronic diseases 100%
Persons with disabilities 80%
Pregnant and lactating women 0%
Unaccompanied / separated children 0%

Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs*

Host community 0%
Migrants 0%
Refugees 20%

None - only IDPs present 80%

z

s

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.
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@ Access to Services % Infrastructure/Resources

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type: Proportion of sites per primary latrine type Proportion of sites per primary shelter type

Adequate Inadequate Non-existent Own house / apartment 0%
0% [ Flush latrine to tank /

RRM distributions 0% 100% 0% sewage system pi Makeshift shelter 100%
Shelter / maintenance services 0% 0% 100% o Flush latrine fo th Host family house / apartment 0%
NFI distributions 0% 0% 100% 0; [ P,Uls .a e edOpen Emergency shelter 0%
Food distributions 0% 0% 100% o [l Pitiative -covere Rented house / apartment 0%
0, H 1 .
Cash distributions (multi-purpose) 0% 0% 100% 0% Jl Pitlatrine - open Transitional shelter 0%
WASH seni 0% 40, 600, 100% . Open defecation Public building 0%
services (] (] 0
Open air (no shelter) 0%
Healthcare services 60% 20% 20%
Education services 0% 0% 100% Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power Proportion of sites per primary water source
ilable in sit
Livelihood services 0% 0% 100% avafiable n stie Borehole 0%
Protection services 0% 0% 100% Bottled water 0%
Nutrition services 80% 0% 20% 0% . Available lllegal connection to piped network 0%
Waste disposal services 40% 0% 60% 100% Not available Public tap 0%
Protected rainwater tank 0%
Priority Needs Surface water 0%
p ion of si - ds: Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity Unprotected rainwater tank 0%
roportion of sites per priority needs: ] Water trucking 100%
First Second Third I
Cash assistance 0% 0% 0%
. Site Threats
Education 0% 0% 0% 80% [ Available o
Food 100% 0% 0% 20% Not available Most common threats to sites*
W 0, 0, 0,
1 atelr _ z;’ z; z; Conflict-related incidents 0%
egal services 3 b 3 -
Eviction 60% NG
Livelihood assistance 0% 0% 0% ) ) ) . o . . ’
Medical assistance 0% 0% 0% Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close Fire-related incidents 100% NN
(1] 0 0 .
. proximity Flooding 100%
Non-food items 0% 0% 0%
Protection services 0% 0% 0% Friction between communities 0%
Sanitation services 0% 0% 100% 80% . Available Infectious dlse'ase.s 0%
Shelter / maintenance 0% 100% 0% 20% Not available Water contamination 100%
Nutrition services 0% 0% 0%

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add
up to 100%.
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++ Al Hodeidah, Yemen Jaary 202

=
5
= N
o
e g Context and Methodology A" Overview
& S
Lo B .
o o As part of their regular programming, the CCCM Cluster and partners, with the support of REACH, Proportion of sites per land ownership status
s E implemented the Site Reporting Tool to build a profile of the IDP hosting sites in which the CCCM Cluster Private 80% _
8 g and their partners work. This activity is carried out to inform a more targeted, evidence-based humanitarian _
v 3 response. Theinitial findings presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats Public 14% [l
across 154IDP hostingsites withatotal populationof 135010 peopleintheAlHodeidah Governorate, aswell Owner not known 6% i

as providing basic information on population demographics and community needs. The findings presented
here provide details on the condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020
through key informant interviews with community representatives in each site. Only sites for which detailed Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
information was available at the time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should
therefore be considered as both indicative and incomplete. All information is for humanitarian use only.

<=

=
Ul
=
=

37% [} Tenancy agreement
63% No tenancy agreement

Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
facing eviction threat

0% . Eviction threat
100% No eviction threat

o -
=5 R~ Displacement
2N
£863
£8E [ istri M istrict of origin of displ households: H
= o B B3 6 1 ot common movament menon ofdiaced evseholds o h coming
' o 1120 w e th o .
S ] Coordinate Syste ree months: Stay in the site
! 10 20 Nme: WGS 1984 UTW zone 38N ¢ Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin:
.= Security concerns (conflict, explosives, lack of security forces)

REACH
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Demographics

Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*

Child-headed households 71%
Elderly 92%
Female-headed households 92%
Marginalized people 64%
Persons with chronic diseases 84%
Persons with disabilities 85%
Pregnant and lactating women 99%
Unaccompanied / separated children 56%

Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs

Host community 93%
Migrants 1%
Refugees 1%
None - only IDPs present 5%

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.

% Infrastructure/Resources

Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power

Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close proximity

7% [ Available
93% Not available

44% [ Available
56% Not available

Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity

47% [ Available
53% Not available

CCCM CLUSTER

@ Access to Services

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type
Adequate Inadequate Non-existent

RRM distributions 35% 48% 17%
Shelter / maintenance services 3% 34% 63%
NFI distributions 8% 56% 36%
Food distributions 15% 77% 8%
Cash distributions (multi-purpose) 0% 55% 45%
WASH services 3% 44% 53%
Healthcare services 5% 56% 39%
Education services 6% 39% 55%
Livelihood services 0% 1% 99%
Protection services 5% 13% 82%
Nutrition services 29% 21% 49%
Waste disposal services 1% 8% 91%
EI Priority Needs
Proportion of sites per priority needs
First Second Third
Cash assistance 5% 25% 15%
Education 1% 2% 3%
Food 40% 19% 7%
Water 8% 16% 6%
Legal services 0% 0% 0%
Livelihood assistance 8% 10% 8%
Medical assistance 3% 4% 10%
Non-food items 0% 3% 12%
Protection services 0% 0% 1%
Sanitation services 8% 6% 16%
Shelter / maintenance 27% 13% 22%
Nutrition services 0% 1% 1%



E January 2021
= A
= B Infrastructure/Resources
S
e 9
= < Proportion of sites per primary shelter type Proportion of sites per primary latrine type Proportion of sites per primary water source
o
é é Own house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to tank / Borehole 13% W
=z Makeshift shelter 73% I sewage system pit 12% 1 Bottled water 1% |
o '
8 g Host family house / apartment 5% | Flush latrine to the open 0% lllegal connection to piped network 5% 1
=2 Emergency shelter 7% N Pit latrine - covered 36% I Public tap 21% Wl
% Rented house / apartment 10% W Pit latrine - open 5% 11 Protected rainwater tank 6% NI
«é Transitional shelter 4% | Open defecation 47% Surface water 24% R
o Public building 0% Unprotected rainwater tank 3% 1
Open air (no shelter) 1% | Water trucking 27% R
1{
sk Cooking Practices* A Site Threats
Primary cooking modality Primary cooking space Most common threats to sites**
0% Fire place ict- inci 9
. ‘; = . Pt 0% . Inside shelter Conflict-related incidents 14% IR
int 0,
1000; B Clas siove 100% [ Next to shelter Eviction 13% M
ay oven ire- inci 0
o; Ele():’trical o 0% - Shared cooking space Fire-related incidents 17% 1R
i 0,
o° 0% . Other Flooding 49%
0% Other Friction between communities 5% 1
Infectious diseases 51%
Water contamination 42%
Safe cooking practices** Additional fire safety measures** ’
= Mud guards 0% Fire points 0% **Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore
-% Wind shields 8% m Fire wardens 0% overall figures may not add up to 100%.
u‘% g Safe distance from shelter 0% Fire breaks 0%
E E £ None 929 I Escape routes 0%
£sE |
EgZ Other 0% None 100%
Other 0%

*Figures on Cooking Practices might not be available for all sites.
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M AI Jan, Yemen January 2021

Context and Methodology

As part of regular implementation, the CCCM cluster coordination team and partners, with support from
REACH, identified in a coordinated manner the profiles of IDP hosting sites they work in. This activity Salada
is carried out to inform a more targeted and evidence-based humanitarian response. The initial findings

presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats across 32 IDP hosting
sites with a total population of 16999 people in Al Jawf governorate, as well as basic information on
population demographics and community needs. The findings presented here provide details on the
condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020 through the perspective of
a community representative in each site. Only sites for which detailed information was available at the
time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should therefore be considered as both
indicative and incomplete of each site in the governorate. All information is for humanitarian use only.

SUPPORTING DISPLACED COMMUNITIES

CCCM CLUSTER

Al Jawf

Khabb wa ash Sha'af

Hadramaut

<=

=
U
=
=

“ Overview

0 13 25 50 Km

[ 1120

Proportion of sites per land ownership status Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement Tt 2 . Comesiem Y
[ ] [ ] .
Mfl\ Demographics
Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*
Child-headed households 66% I
Elderly 50%
) .
0% [l Private 0% [l Tenancy agreement Female-headed households 84%
47% Public 100% No tenancy agreement Marginalized people 16% 1l
0,
53% ] Owner not known Persons with chronic diseases 97% I
Persons with disabilities 949 I
s Pregnant and lactating women 97% I
" Unaccompanied / separated children 44% I
> o
TS o
g%’ 2 Z—) Displacement Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs*
=]
2 EE Most common district of origin of displaced households: Khab wa Ash Sha’f Host community 81%
I Most common movement intention of displaced households for the coming three months: Stay in the site . .
Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin: Security concerns (conflict, Migrants 0%
U explosives, lack of security forces) Refugees 0%
1 :I None - only IDPs present 22%
m *Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.




@ Access to Services

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type:

Adequate

RRM distributions

Shelter / maintenance services
NFI distributions

Food distributions

Cash distributions (multi-purpose)
WASH services

Healthcare services

Education services

Livelihood services

Protection services

Nutrition services

Waste disposal services

Priority Needs

Proportion of sites per priority needs:

Cash assistance
Education

Food

Water

Legal services
Livelihood assistance
Medical assistance
Non-food items
Protection services
Sanitation services
Shelter / maintenance
Nutrition services

31%
0%
0%
3%
0%
0%
3%
3%
0%
0%
0%
0%

First
12%
12%
25%
31%
0%
6%
0%
0%
3%
6%
3%
0%

Inadequate Non-existent

62%
94%
91%
94%
84%
22%
19%
19%
0%
100%
25%
0%

Second
9%
12%
0%
25%
0%
0%
16%
19%
0%
12%
6%
0%

6%
6%
9%
3%
16%
78%
78%
78%
100%
0%
75%
100%

Third
9%
16%
3%
0%
9%
9%
6%
16%
3%
28%
0%
0%

% Infrastructure/Resources

Proportion of sites per primary latrine type
0% [ Flush latrine to tank /
sewage system pit
0% [ Flush latrine to the open
6% [ Pitlatrine - covered
0% Pit latrine - open
94% [ Open defecation

Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power
available in site

0% [l Available

100% Not available

Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity

‘ 19% [ Available

81% Not available

Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close
proximity

12% [ Available
88% Not available

CCCM CLUSTER

Informing
R E A c H more effective
humanitarian action

Proportion of sites per primary shelter type

Own house / apartment
Makeshift shelter

Host family house / apartment
Emergency shelter

Rented house / apartment
Transitional shelter

Public building

Open air (no shelter)

0%

66%

0%

12% W

0%

22% Il

0%
0%

Proportion of sites per primary water source

Borehole

Bottled water

lllegal connection to piped network
Public tap

Protected rainwater tank

Surface water

Unprotected rainwater tank

Water trucking

o Site Threats

Most common threats to sites*

Conflict-related incidents
Eviction

Fire-related incidents
Flooding

Friction between communities
Infectious diseases

Water contamination

9% B

0%

3% |

12% 1
22%
28% m
0%
25% mm

6%
0%
3%
28%
9%
66%
59%

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add

up to 100%.
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++% Amran, Yemen Janiay 2021

=
5
= N
o
e« o Context and Methodology A" Overview
o S
2 5
o o As part of their regular programming, the CCCM Cluster and partners, with the support of REACH,
s E implemented the Site Reporting Tool to build a profile of the IDP hosting sites in which the CCCM Cluster
= 2 and their partners work. This activity is carried out to inform a more targeted, evidence-based humanitarian Proportion of sites per land ownership status
v 3 response. Theinitial findings presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats . ,
across 24 IDP hosting sites with a total population of 12149 people in Amran Governorate, as well as Private 71%
providing basic information on population demographics and community needs. The findings presented Public 29% -

here provide details on the condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020
through key informant interviews with community representatives in each site. Only sites for which detailed
information was available at the time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should
therefore be considered as both indicative and incomplete. All information is for humanitarian use only.

Owner not known 0%

<=

=
Ul
=
=

Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement

0% . Tenancy agreement

100% No tenancy agreement

39 Displacement

g-‘é Most common district of origin of displaced households: Harad
g,,;é g Most common movement intention of displaced households for the coming
E U
S5 § ) . three months: Stay in the site
=EES Number of Sites per Subdistrict o 10 2 40 Km N ) o
o I 1120 " . Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin:
[ 1110 [ >20 Name: V%‘é’é";%‘;‘fﬁﬁ}‘;“;ne 36N s Security concerns (conflict, explosives, lack of security forces)

REACH
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Informing
more effective
humanitarian action

REACH

’*Yi\ Demographics

Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*

Child-headed households
Elderly

Female-headed households
Marginalized people

Persons with chronic diseases
Persons with disabilities
Pregnant and lactating women

Unaccompanied / separated children

100%
100%

100%

100%

79%

92%

96%

21%

Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs

Host community
Migrants
Refugees

None - only IDPs present

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.

% Infrastructure/Resources

67%
0%
0%

33%

Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close proximity

Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power

N

17% [ Available
83% Not available

33% [ Available
67% Not available

Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity

50% [ Available
50% Not available

@ Access to Services

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type

CCCM CLUSTER

Adequate

RRM distributions

Shelter / maintenance services
NFI distributions

Food distributions

Cash distributions (multi-purpose)
WASH services

Healthcare services

Education services

Livelihood services

Protection services

Nutrition services

Waste disposal services

EI Priority Needs

Proportion of sites per priority needs

Cash assistance
Education

Food

Water

Legal services
Livelihood assistance
Medical assistance
Non-food items
Protection services
Sanitation services
Shelter / maintenance
Nutrition services

65%
0%
12%
41%
43%
46%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
17%

First
0%
12%
8%
4%
0%
0%
0%
0%
71%
0%
4%
0%

In callabor

cation with
Informing
more effective
humanitarian action

Inadequate Non-existent

10%
88%
83%
27%
52%
8%
67%
8%
0%
92%
67%
0%

Second
4%
0%
0%
0%
0%

33%
8%
0%
0%

38%

17%
0%

25%
12%
4%
32%
5%
46%
33%
92%
100%
8%
33%
83%

Third
8%
0%
0%
0%
0%

46%
4%
0%
4%

33%
4%
0%



E January 2021
% % Infrastructure/Resources
S
E § Proportion of sites per primary shelter type Proportion of sites per primary latrine type Proportion of sites per primary water source
é é Own house / apartment 12% H Flush latrine to ta_nk/ . Borehole 0%
= E Makeshift shelter 0% Sewage slystem pit 8% W Bottled water 0%
o] g Host family house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to the open  29% | lllegal connection to piped network 0%
vz Emergency shelter 88% I Pit latrine - covered 25% I Public tap 12% W
% Rented house / apartment 0% Pit latrine - open 0% Protected rainwater tank 0%
C Transitional shelter 0% Open defecation 38% I Surface water 0%
G Public building 0% Unprotected rainwater tank 33%
= Open air (no shelter) 0% Water trucking 54%
(!
sk Cooking Practices* A Site Threats
Primary cooking modality Primary cooking space Most common threats to sites**
ot Il o o I e e L e
0% [ Clay oven 52 [l Nexttosheler Fire-related incidents 75'; I
0% Electrical stove 0% - Shared cooking space Fond 67‘;
0%  Other 0% Il Other . o . y S—
riction between communities 17% 1R
Infectious diseases 88% I
. . i . Water contamination 79%
Safe cooking practices** Additional fire safety measures**
= Mud guards 33% Fire points 0% . . . .
m.% Wind shields 25% Fire wardens 0% ovzsmgifgf ;s;l:;zlzgt l:;utlélalgonglons for these questions, and therefore
u‘% g Safe distance from shelter 0% Fire breaks 0%
E E‘é None 67% I Escape routes 0%
EEE Other 0% None 100% I
Other 0%

*Figures on Cooking Practices might not be available for all sites.
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#+¢ Dhamar, Yemen e 20

Context and Methodology “ Overview

As part of their regular programming, the CCCM Cluster and partners, with the support of REACH,

implemented the Site Reporting Tool to build a profile of the IDP hosting sites in which the CCCM Cluster

and their partners work. This activity is carried out to inform a more targeted, evidence-based humanitarian Proportion of sites per land ownership status
response. Theinitial findings presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats
across 4 IDP hosting sites with a total population of 3402 people in Dhamar Governorate, as well as
providing basic information on population demographics and community needs. The findings presented Public 100% _
here provide details on the condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020
through key informant interviews with community representatives in each site. Only sites for which detailed
information was available at the time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should
therefore be considered as both indicative and incomplete. All information is for humanitarian use only.

SUPPORTING DISPLACED COMMUNITIES

CCCM CLUSTER

Private 0%

Owner not known 0%

<=

=
Ul
=
=

Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement

Jabal Ash sharg

0% . Tenancy agreement

100% No tenancy agreement

39 Displacement

g-‘é Most common district of origin of displaced households: Al Mansuriyah
anE g Most common movement intention of displaced households for the coming
E e § three months: Stay in the site
=EES Number of Sites per Subdistrict 0 5 10 20 Km N
o I 1120 " ¢ . Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin:
110 W >20 o DT e e 361 . Security concerns (conflict, explosives, lack of security forces)

REACH
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cation with
Informing
more effective
humanitarian action

CCCM CLUSTER

ﬂ\m Demographics @ Access to Services

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type

Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*
Adequate Inadequate Non-existent

D
=
=
)
=
=
(o]
(W)
&
=2
S5&
- O
U2
= £
e
o5
wv
‘a’f
<=
SQu

Child-headed households 100%
EIderIy 100% _ RRM distributions 0% 100% 0%
Female-headed households 100% Shelter / maintenance services 0% 100% 0%
Marginalized people 100% I NFI distributions 0% 100% 0%
Persons with chronic diseases 100% I Food distributions 0% 100% 0%
Persons with disabilities 100% I Cash distributions (multi-purpose) 0% 100% 0%
Pregnant and lactating women 100% I WASH services 0% 0% 100%
Unaccompanied / separated children 100% I Healthcare services 0% 0% 100%
i i 0, 0, 0,
Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs Education services 0% 0% 100%
, Livelihood services 0% 0% 100%

Host community 100% I

Protection services 0% 100% 0%
Migrants 0% " .

Nutrition services 0% 0% 100%
Refugees 0% Waste disposal services 0% 0% 100%
None - only IDPs present 0%

EI Priority Needs

Proportion of sites per priority needs

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.

First Second Third

% Infrastructure/Resources Cash assistance 0% 0% 0%

Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close proximity Education 0% 0% 0%

Food 0% 0% 100%

100% [ Available Water 0% 0% 0%

5 0% Not available Legal services 0% 0% 0%

oS Livelihood assistance 0% 0% 0%

g@g P rtion of sites with electricity / sol Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximit Medical assistance 0% 0% 0%
E6E ites wi in si Ximi

E 55 roportion of sites with electricity / solar power porti p y Non-food items 0% 0% 0%

=== Protection services 0% 0% 0%

259% . Available 100% . Available Sanitation services 100% 0% 0%

75% Not available 0% Not available Shelter / maintenance 0% 100% 0%

Nutrition services 0% 0% 0%

REACH




E January 2021
2 v
= 0 Infrastructure/Resources
S
e 9
= < Proportion of sites per primary shelter type Proportion of sites per primary latrine type Proportion of sites per primary water source
o
é E Own house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to tank / Borehole 0%
=Z Makeshift shelter 100% NN  scwage system pit 0% Bottled water 0%
o '
e Host family house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to the open ~ 25% | lllegal connection to piped network 0%
O3 Emergency shelter 0% Pit latrine - covered 0% Public tap 25% R
<= Rented house / apartment 0% Pit latrine - open 75% Protected rainwater tank 0%
= p
«é Transitional shelter 0% Open defecation 0% Surface water 0%
o Public building 0% Unprotected rainwater tank 0%
Open air (no shelter) 0% Water trucking 75%
1{
sk Cooking Practices* A Site Threats
Primary cooking modality Primary cooking space Most common threats to sites**
0% [l Fire place Conflict-related incidents 0%
25% [l Inside shelter 0
’ t icti |
g;’ = Slas siove 75% [0 Next to shelter Eviction 100%
ay oven - - .
oo y . 0% - Shared cooking space Fire-related incidents 0%
0% Electrical stove 0% . Other Flooding 0%
100% - Other Friction between communities 100%
Infectious diseases 100%
. . » . Water contamination 100%
Safe cooking practices** Additional fire safety measures**
- Mud guards 0% Fire points 0%
3 ) . . **Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore
o ® Wind shields 0% Fire wardens 0% overall figures may not add up to 100%.
28 Safe distance from shelter 0% Fire breaks 0%
2D T
EEE None 100% NN  [Cscape routes 0%
EBS Other 0% None 100% I
Other 0%

*Figures on Cooking Practices might not be available for all sites.
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++# Hadramawt, Yemen Jaary 202

=
5
S N
(o]
e g Context and Methodology A" Overview
S
%) 6 _— |
o o As part of their regular programming, the CCCM Cluster and partners, with the support of REACH, Proportion of sites per land ownership status
s E implemented the Site Reporting Tool to build a profile of the IDP hosting sites in which the CCCM Cluster Private 42% _
8 g and their partners work. This activity is carried out to inform a more targeted, evidence-based humanitarian .
v 3 response. Theinitial findings presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats Public 33%
across 12 IDP hosting sites with a total population of 5827 people in the Hadramawt Governorate, as well Owner not known 25% R

as providing basic information on population demographics and community needs. The findings presented
here provide details on the condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020
through key informant interviews with community representatives in each site. Only sites for which detailed Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
information was available at the time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should
therefore be considered as both indicative and incomplete. All information is for humanitarian use only.

e

42% [ Tenancy agreement
58% No tenancy agreement

Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
facing eviction threat

‘ 20% [ Eviction threat

80% No eviction threat

Zamakh wa Manwakh

z-> Displacement

Most common district of origin of displaced households: Khab wa Ash Sha'f

1120 Most common movement intention of displaced households for the coming
Coordinate System three months: Stay in the site

10 N >20 Name: WGS 1984 UTM Zone 38N s Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin:

Security concerns (conflict, explosives, lack of security forces)
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REACH

’ﬁ\r/i\ Demographics

Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*

Child-headed households

Elderly

Female-headed households
Marginalized people

Persons with chronic diseases
Persons with disabilities

Pregnant and lactating women
Unaccompanied / separated children

25%
67%
42%
42%
75%
83%

100%

8%

Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs

Host community
Migrants
Refugees

None - only IDPs present

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.

% Infrastructure/Resources

8%
0%
0%
92%

Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close proximity

Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power

33% [ Available
67% Not available

Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity

33% [ Available
67% Not available

42% [ Available
58% Not available

@ Access to Services

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type

CCCM CLUSTER

Adequate

RRM distributions

Shelter / maintenance services
NFI distributions

Food distributions

Cash distributions (multi-purpose)
WASH services

Healthcare services

Education services

Livelihood services

Protection services

Nutrition services

Waste disposal services

EI Priority Needs

Proportion of sites per priority needs

Cash assistance
Education

Food

Water

Legal services
Livelihood assistance
Medical assistance
Non-food items
Protection services
Sanitation services
Shelter / maintenance
Nutrition services

25%
8%
0%
0%
0%
0%
8%
8%
0%
0%
8%
8%

First
25%
0%
33%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
42%
0%

In callabor

cation with
Informing
more effective
humanitarian action

Inadequate Non-existent

8%
8%
17%
83%
17%
17%
25%
58%
25%
8%
0%
0%

Second
8%
8%
8%
0%
0%
0%

50%
25%
0%
0%
0%
0%

67%
83%
83%
17%
83%
83%
67%
33%
75%
92%
92%
92%

Third
33%
0%
0%
0%
0%
50%
8%
0%
0%
0%
0%
8%



E January 2021
% % Infrastructure/Resources
&
E § Proportion of sites per primary shelter type Proportion of sites per primary latrine type Proportion of sites per primary water source
3 a Own house / apartment 17% 1R Flush latrine to tank / Borehole 8% W
; = Makeshift shelter 42% NN sewage system pit 25% . Bottled water 0%
o] g Host family house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to the open  33% | lllegal connection to piped network 0%
=2 Emergency shelter 8% W Pit latrine - covered 8% M Public tap 75%
% Rented house / apartment 8% W Pit latrine - open 8% W Protected rainwater tank 0%
C Transitional shelter 17% Il Open defecation 25% Surface water 0%
2 Public building 8% W Unprotected rainwater tank 0%
= Open air (no shelter) 0% Water trucking 17% 1R
1{
sk Cooking Practices* A Site Threats
Primary cooking modality Primary cooking space Most common threats to sites**
j:':;: = 2;65 :'tiiz 29% Il nside shelter (I;:ir;::f;-related incidents 1?:2 l-
0% Il Clay oven 71% [0 Next to shelter - o !
. 0% - Shared cooking space ire-related incidents 8% B
0% Electrical stove 0% . Other Flooding 50% |
0% Other Friction between communities 8% N
Infectious diseases 25% N
H 1 0,
Safe cooking practices** Additional fire safety measures** Water contarmination 2% —
= Mud guards 29% Fire points 0% **Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore
-% Wind shields 0% Fire wardens 0% overall figures may not add up to 100%.
u‘% g Safe distance from shelter 0% Fire breaks 0%
EEE None 719 Escape routes 0%
EEZ Other 0% None 1007,
Other 0%

*Figures on Cooking Practices might not be available for all sites.
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=
5
= N
(o]
%] Contextand Methodology A" Overview
o
Lo B .
o o As part of their regular programming, the CCCM Cluster and partners, with the support of REACH, Proportion of sites per land ownership status
s E implemented the Site Reporting Tool to build a profile of the IDP hosting sites in which the CCCM Cluster Private 68% _
8 g and their partners work. This activity is carried out to inform a more targeted, evidence-based humanitarian _
v 3 response. Theinitial findings presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats Public 13% [l
% across 217 IDP hosting sites with a total population of 330068 people in the Hajjah Governorate, as well Owner not known 19% I
C as providing basic information on population demographics and community needs. The findings presented
o= here provide details on the condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020
L= through key informant interviews with community representatives in each site. Only sites for which detailed Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
information was available at the time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should
therefore be considered as both indicative and incomplete. All information is for humanitarian use only. .

13% [} Tenancy agreement
87% No tenancy agreement

Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement

i 3 87 0, G’ facing eviction threat
0] 8 0
L)
- 3 I
" 3% . Eviction threat
' 97% No eviction threat
Q 7 .
)i p
R gt
o © N 3 0 i
£s -y R~ Displacement
228 t - y § %
Eos L < - B
£ EE Number of Sites per Subdistrict D50 K . Most common district of origin 9f dlsplaflced households: Harad .
o I 1120 Most common movement intention of displaced households for the coming
X ) Goordinats System " £ three months: Stay in the site
h 110 [N >20 Name: WGS 1964 UTM Zone 38N Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin:
== Security concerns (conflict, explosives, lack of security forces)
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REACH

’*Yi\ Demographics

Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*

Child-headed households

Elderly

Female-headed households
Marginalized people

Persons with chronic diseases
Persons with disabilities

Pregnant and lactating women
Unaccompanied / separated children

67%
87%
83%
38%
84%
90%
89%
35%

Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs

Host community
Migrants
Refugees

None - only IDPs present

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.

% Infrastructure/Resources

98%
0%
0%
2%

Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close proximity

Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power

4% [l Available
96% Not available

Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity

46% [ Available
54% Not available

45% [ Available
55% Not available

@ Access to Services

CCCM CLUSTER

In callabor

cation with
Informing
more effective
humanitarian action

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type

Adequate
RRM distributions 10%
Shelter / maintenance services 2%
NFI distributions 0%
Food distributions 18%
Cash distributions (multi-purpose) 1%
WASH services 6%
Healthcare services 4%
Education services 12%
Livelihood services 0%
Protection services 0%
Nutrition services 8%
Waste disposal services 1%

EI Priority Needs

Proportion of sites per priority needs

First
Cash assistance 1%
Education 0%
Food 19%
Water 14%
Legal services 0%
Livelihood assistance 7%
Medical assistance 0%
Non-food items 2%
Protection services 24%
Sanitation services 2%
Shelter / maintenance 30%
Nutrition services 0%

Inadequate Non-existent

10% 81%
12% 86%
17% 82%
80% 3%
28% 71%
32% 62%
33% 63%
33% 55%
1% 99%
14% 85%
16% 76%
11% 88%
Second Third
10% 1%
0% 6%
15% 8%
25% 8%
0% 0%
6% 26%
8% 12%
1% 2%
0% 2%
20% 15%
10% 8%
3% 2%



E January 2021
s
= % Infrastructure/Resources
&
E § Proportion of sites per primary shelter type Proportion of sites per primary latrine type Proportion of sites per primary water source
3 a Own house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to tank / Borehole 14%
; é Makeshift shelter 59% sewage system pit 12:4 L Bottled water 1% |
8 g Host family house / apartment  22% [N Flush latrine to the open  16% [l lllegal connection to piped network 3% |
vz Emergency shelter 14% Il Pit latrine - covered 15% Il Public tap 5% 1
% Rented house / apartment 1% | Pit latrine - open 19% Protected rainwater tank 6% 1
C Transitional shelter 5% 1 Open defecation 39% Surface water 12% W
G Public building 0% Unprotected rainwater tank 36% N
= Open air (no shelter) 0% Water trucking 22% 1
1{
sk Cooking Practices* A Site Threats
Primary cooking modality Primary cooking space Most common threats to sites**
o e o e s —
2% Il Clay oven 95% [0 Next to shelter e - .
: 0% - Shared cooking space ire-related incidents 28% R
0% Electrical stove 0% . Other Flooding 36%
0% Other Friction between communities 4% 1
Infectious diseases 92%
H 1 0,
Safe cooking practices** Additional fire safety measures** Water contarmination 63%
= Mud guards 3% 1 Fire points 0% **Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore
-% Wind shields 0% Fire wardens 0% overall figures may not add up to 100%.
u‘% g Safe distance from shelter 4% 1 Fire breaks 0%
E E g None 929 I Escape routes 0%
£ EE Other 0% None 1009,
Other 0%

*Figures on Cooking Practices might not be available for all sites.
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=
5
= N
o
e« o Context and Methodology A" Overview
o
Lo B .
o o As part of their regular programming, the CCCM Cluster and partners, with the support of REACH, Proportion of sites per land ownership status
s E implemented the Site Reporting Tool to build a profile of the IDP hosting sites in which the CCCM Cluster Private 56% _
8 g and their partners work. This activity is carried out to inform a more targeted, evidence-based humanitarian _
v 3 response. Theinitial findings presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats Public 44
across 18 IDP hosting sites with a total population of 5757 people in the Ibb Governorate, as well as Owner not known 0%

providing basic information on population demographics and community needs. The findings presented
here provide details on the condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020
through key informant interviews with community representatives in each site. Only sites for which detailed Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
information was available at the time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should
therefore be considered as both indicative and incomplete. All information is for humanitarian use only.

e

50% [} Tenancy agreement
50% No tenancy agreement

Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
facing eviction threat

. 1% . Eviction threat

89% No eviction threat

Z-) Displacement
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Most common district of origin of displaced households: Al Hali

Number of Sites per Subdistrict 0 5 10 20Km N : X ° )
3 o 1120 ., <¢E Most common movgment {ntentlon of displaced households for the coming
B Coordinate System three months: Stay in the site
3 L 11-10 N >20 Name: WGS 1984 UTM Zone 36N s Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin:
- = Security concerns (conflict, explosives, lack of security forces)
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REACH

’ﬁ\r/i\ Demographics

Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*

Child-headed households
Elderly

Female-headed households
Marginalized people

Persons with chronic diseases
Persons with disabilities
Pregnant and lactating women

Unaccompanied / separated children

22%
67%
78%
67%
67%
67%
72%
39%

Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs

Host community
Migrants
Refugees

None - only IDPs present

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.

% Infrastructure/Resources

28%
0%
0%

72%

Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close proximity

Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power

33% [ Available
67% Not available

89% [ Available
1% Not available

Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity

94% [ Available
6% Not available

@ Access to Services

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type

CCCM CLUSTER

Adequate

RRM distributions

Shelter / maintenance services
NFI distributions

Food distributions

Cash distributions (multi-purpose)
WASH services

Healthcare services

Education services

Livelihood services

Protection services

Nutrition services

Waste disposal services

EI Priority Needs

Proportion of sites per priority needs

Cash assistance
Education

Food

Water

Legal services
Livelihood assistance
Medical assistance
Non-food items
Protection services
Sanitation services
Shelter / maintenance
Nutrition services

6%
22%
22%
22%
11%
28%
1%
50%

0%
1%

6%
1%

First
1%
0%
33%
0%
0%
6%
6%
6%
0%
0%
39%
0%

In callabor

cation with
Informing
more effective
humanitarian action

Inadequate Non-existent

6%
67%
61%
50%
44%
56%
78%
33%
28%
39%
33%
28%

Second
17%
0%
17%
1%
6%
1%
0%
17%
0%
17%
6%
0%

89%
1%
17%
28%
44%
17%
1%
17%
72%
50%
61%
61%

Third
17%
0%
11%
6%
0%
22%
6%
22%
0%
1%
6%
0%



E January 2021
% % Infrastructure/Resources
S
E § Proportion of sites per primary shelter type Proportion of sites per primary latrine type Proportion of sites per primary water source
é é Own house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to ta_nk/ . Borehole 1% W
=£ Makeshift shelter 22% sewage system pit 1% M Bottled water 6% N
8 g Host family house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to the open  22% | lllegal connection to piped network 0%
V3 Emergency shelter 17% Il Pit latrine - covered 1% H Public tap 0%
% Rented house / apartment 0% Pit latrine - open 6% N Protected rainwater tank 1%
C Transitional shelter 0% Open defecation 50% I Surface water 0%
o Public building 61% I Unprotected rainwater tank 0%
= Open air (no shelter) 0% Water trucking 2%
1{
sk Cooking Practices* A Site Threats
Primary cooking modality Primary cooking space Most common threats to sites**
32:;: = ZZ :It?)(\:/z 33% . Inside shelter (éjir;::f;-related incidents 333 U
67% [l Clay oven 67% Il Noxtto sheter Fire-related incidents 6‘; [
0% Electrical stove 0% - Shared cooking space i 00
0% . Other Flooding 1% W
0% Other Friction between communities 17% HHR
Infectious diseases 1% W
. . » . Water contamination 1% B
Safe cooking practices** Additional fire safety measures**
= Mud guards 0% Fire points 0% **Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore
-% Wind shields 0% Fire wardens 0% overall figures may not add up to 100%.
u‘% g Safe distance from shelter 67% I Fire breaks 0%
ESE None 339, . Escape routes 0%
£ EE Other 0% None 1009, "
Other 0%

*Figures on Cooking Practices might not be available for all sites.
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RN Lahj, Yemen January 2021
Context and Methodology “ Overview

As part of their regular programming, the CCCM Cluster and partners, with the support of REACH, Proportion of sites per land ownership status

implemented the Site Reporting Tool to build a profile of the IDP hosting sites in which the CCCM Cluster Private 92% _
and their partners work. This activity is carried out to inform a more targeted, evidence-based humanitarian
response. Theinitial findings presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats Public 4% i
across 72 IDP hosting sites with a total population of 23406 people in the Lahj Governorate, as well as Owner not known 4%
providing basic information on population demographics and community needs. The findings presented

here provide details on the condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020

through key informant interviews with community representatives in each site. Only sites for which detailed Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
information was available at the time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should

therefore be considered as both indicative and incomplete. All information is for humanitarian use only.

SUPPORTING DISPLACED COMMUNITIES

CCCM CLUSTER

e

31% [} Tenancy agreement
69% No tenancy agreement

Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
facing eviction threat

. 14% . Eviction threat

86% No eviction threat

Al Madaribah Wa Al-Arah

z-> Displacement

Most common district of origin of displaced households: Magbanah
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more effective

Number of Sites per Subdistrict N
o p- 11-20 TLO_‘T K Most common movement intention of displaced households for the coming
) Coordinate System " £ three months: Stay in the site

110 [N >20 Name: WGS 1964 UTM Zone 38N Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin:
Security concerns (conflict, explosives, lack of security forces)

REACH
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’ﬁ\r/i\ Demographics

Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*

Child-headed households 51% I

Elderly 88% I
Female-headed households 89% I
Marginalized people 26% R

Persons with chronic diseases 90% I
Persons with disabilities 72% I
Pregnant and lactating women 99% NN
Unaccompanied / separated children 28% R

Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs

Host community 83% I
Migrants 0%

Refugees 0%

None - only IDPs present 17% 1l

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.
v
% Infrastructure/Resources
Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close proximity

74% [ Avaiiable
26% Not available

Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity

60% [ Available
40% Not available

53% [ Available
47% Not available

CCCM CLUSTER

@ Access to Services

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type
Adequate Inadequate Non-existent

RRM distributions 8% 10% 82%
Shelter / maintenance services 18% 21% 61%
NFI distributions 32% 33% 35%
Food distributions 28% 46% 25%
Cash distributions (multi-purpose) 17% 19% 64%
WASH services 10% 38% 53%
Healthcare services 11% 19% 69%
Education services 49% 14% 38%
Livelihood services 3% 8% 89%
Protection services 15% 18% 67%
Nutrition services 39% 15% 46%
Waste disposal services 8% 6% 86%

EI Priority Needs

Proportion of sites per priority needs

First Second Third
Cash assistance 7% 26% 14%
Education 0% 0% 3%
Food 69% 1% 6%
Water 10% 10% 7%
Legal services 0% 0% 0%
Livelihood assistance 0% 1% 3%
Medical assistance 3% 22% 33%
Non-food items 3% 14% 14%
Protection services 0% 0% 4%
Sanitation services 1% 1% 8%
Shelter / maintenance 7% 14% 8%
Nutrition services 0% 0% 0%



E January 2021
% % Infrastructure/Resources
S
E § Proportion of sites per primary shelter type Proportion of sites per primary latrine type Proportion of sites per primary water source
é é Own house / apartment 1% | Flush latrine to tank / Borehole 17% 1R
=Z Makeshift shelter 18% I sewage system pit 44% IS Bottled water 1% |
8 g Host family house / apartment  19% [l Flush latrine to the open 4% ] lllegal connection to piped network 1% |
V3 Emergency shelter 1% W Pit latrine - covered 4% 1 Public tap 36% N
% Rented house / apartment 42% N Pit latrine - open 29% Protected rainwater tank 3% 1|
C Transitional shelter 6% N Open defecation 18% N Surface water 14%
2 Public building 1% | Unprotected rainwater tank 1% |
= Open air (no shelter) 1% | Water trucking 26% 1IN
(!
sk Cooking Practices* A Site Threats
Primary cooking modality Primary cooking space Most common threats to sites**
;5;:2 = 2;65 :'tiiz 57% [l Inside shelter (I;:ir;::f;-related incidents ;(;:f .-
0% B Clay oven 43 [l Nextto sher Fire-related incidents 1 ‘; |
0% Electrical stove 0% Il Shared cooking space i 00
0% . Other Flooding 1% W
0% Other Friction between communities 15% 1l
Infectious diseases 39% N
Safe cooking practices** Additional fire safety measures** Water contarmination 33% -
= Mud guards 43% Fire points 0% **Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore
-% Wind shields 14% mm Fire wardens 0% overall figures may not add up to 100%.
u‘% g Safe distance from shelter 0% Fire breaks 0%
£8% None 43, Escape routes 0%
£ EE Other 0% None 549,
Other 469, —

*Figures on Cooking Practices might not be available for all sites.
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++s Ma’rib, Yemen Janay 2021

=
5
= N
o
e« o Context and Methodology A" Overview
o
Lo B .
o o As part of their regular programming, the CCCM Cluster and partners, with the support of REACH, Proportion of sites per land ownership status
s E implemented the Site Reporting Tool to build a profile of the IDP hosting sites in which the CCCM Cluster Private 78% _
8 g and their partners work. This activity is carried out to inform a more targeted, evidence-based humanitarian _
v 3 response. Theinitial findings presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats Public 17% [
% across 125 IDP hosting sites with a total population of 161451 people in the Ma'rib Governorate, as well Owner not known 5% |
C as providing basic information on population demographics and community needs. The findings presented
o= here provide details on the condition of IDP hosting sites between Novemwber 2019 and November 2020
L= through key informant interviews with community representatives in each site. Only sites for which detailed Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
information was available at the time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should
therefore be considered as both indicative and incomplete. All information is for humanitarian use only. ’

2% . Tenancy agreement
98% No tenancy agreement

Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
facing eviction threat

50% | Eviction threat
50% No eviction threat

=5 R~ Displacement
2ES
Eos - o
£855 : Number of Sites per Subdistrict oo ke . Most common district of origin 9f dlsplaflced households: As Sukhnah .
Most common movement intention of displaced households for the coming
B Coordinate System ree months: Stay in the site
3 L 11-10 N >20 Name: WGS 1984 UTM Zone 36N s Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin:
- = Security concerns (conflict, explosives, lack of security forces)

REACH
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REACH

’ﬁ\r/i\ Demographics

Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*

Child-headed households
Elderly

Female-headed households
Marginalized people

Persons with chronic diseases
Persons with disabilities
Pregnant and lactating women

Unaccompanied / separated children

59%
78%
78%
43%
66%
78%
90%
17%

Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs

Host community
Migrants
Refugees

None - only IDPs present

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.

% Infrastructure/Resources

62%
3%
2%

38%

Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close proximity

Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power

81% [ Available
19% Not available

69% [ Available
31% Not available

Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity

57% [ Available
43% Not available

@ Access to Services

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type

CCCM CLUSTER

Adequate

RRM distributions

Shelter / maintenance services
NFI distributions

Food distributions

Cash distributions (multi-purpose)
WASH services

Healthcare services

Education services

Livelihood services

Protection services

Nutrition services

Waste disposal services

EI Priority Needs

Proportion of sites per priority needs

Cash assistance
Education

Food

Water

Legal services
Livelihood assistance
Medical assistance
Non-food items
Protection services
Sanitation services
Shelter / maintenance
Nutrition services

31%
4%
2%

24%
1%
1%
7%

20%
1%
1%
3%
2%

First
9%
7%

22%

14%
0%
3%
2%

10%
1%
6%

25%

1%

In callabor

cation with
Informing
more effective
humanitarian action

Inadequate Non-existent

14%
35%
54%
64%
26%
30%
34%
33%

5%
30%
20%
20%

Second
14%
8%
9%
16%
0%
5%
9%
12%
0%
10%
18%
0%

54%
61%
45%
12%
73%
70%
59%
47%
94%
70%
7%
78%

Third
16%
9%
5%
10%
0%
7%
11%
14%
0%
12%
15%
1%
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REACH

January 2021

% Infrastructure/Resources

Proportion of sites per primary shelter type

Own house / apartment 2% |
Makeshift shelter 39% I
Host family house / apartment 2% |
Emergency shelter 37%
Rented house / apartment 4% 1
Transitional shelter 7% N

Public building 5% 1

Open air (no shelter) 3% |

{4

sk Cooking Practices*

Primary cooking modality

22% | Fire place
76% - Gas stove
2% [ Clay oven

0% Electrical stove
0% Other

Safe cooking practices**

Mud guards 1% m

Wind shields 6% nm

Safe distance from shelter 1% W

None 55% I

Other 7% W

*Figures on Cooking Practices might not be available for all sites.

Proportion of sites per primary latrine type

Flush latrine to tank /
sewage system pit 2% |

Flush latrine to the open ~ 11% i

Pit latrine - covered 36% I
Pit latrine - open 32%
Open defecation 19% N

Primary cooking space

59% [l Inside shelter

37% [0 Next to shelter

4% - Shared cooking space
0% [ Other

Additional fire safety measures**

Fire points 12% W

Fire wardens 13% Il

Fire breaks 1% |

Escape routes 1% |

None 73%
Other 0%

Proportion of sites per primary water source

Borehole

Bottled water

Illegal connection to piped network
Public tap

Protected rainwater tank

Surface water

Unprotected rainwater tank

Water trucking

A Site Threats

Most common threats to sites**

Conflict-related incidents
Eviction

Fire-related incidents
Flooding

Friction between communities
Infectious diseases

Water contamination

46%
2%
2%

1%
2%
0%
5%

32%

28%
32%
42%
34%

9%
26%
27%

**Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore

overall figures may not add up to 100%.

The CCCM Cluster and REACH would like to thank all participating CCCM Cluster partners for collecting IDP hosting site information.



7N\
oo 0 Sana,a, Yemen January 2021

=
5
= N
o
e« o Context and Methodology A" Overview
o
Lo B .
o o As part of their regular programming, the CCCM Cluster and partners, with the support of REACH, Proportion of sites per land ownership status
s E implemented the Site Reporting Tool to build a profile of the IDP hosting sites in which the CCCM Cluster Private 82% _
8 g and their partners work. This activity is carried out to inform a more targeted, evidence-based humanitarian _
v 3 response. Theinitial findings presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats Public 18% [
% across 11 IDP hosting sites with a total population of 8574 people in the Sana’a Governorate, as well as Owner not known 0%
C providing basic information on population demographics and community needs. The findings presented
o= here provide details on the condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020
L= through key informant interviews with community representatives in each site. Only sites for which detailed Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
information was available at the time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should
therefore be considered as both indicative and incomplete. All information is for humanitarian use only. ‘
18% [} Tenancy agreement

82% No tenancy agreement

Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
facing eviction threat

0% . Eviction threat
100% No eviction threat

=5 R~ Displacement
2ES
Eos - o
£855 Number of Sites per Subdistrict 0 0w ok . Most common district of origin 9f dlsplaflced households: Al Mashannah .
: Most common movement intention of displaced households for the coming
B Coordinate System ree months: Stay in the site
3 L1110 N >20 Name: WGS 1984 UTM Zone 36N s Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin:
- = Security concerns (conflict, explosives, lack of security forces)

REACH
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REACH

’*Yi\ Demographics

Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*

Child-headed households
Elderly

Female-headed households
Marginalized people

Persons with chronic diseases
Persons with disabilities
Pregnant and lactating women

Unaccompanied / separated children

36%
91%
100%
45%
91%
91%
100%
9%

Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs

Host community
Migrants
Refugees

None - only IDPs present

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.

% Infrastructure/Resources

9%
0%
0%
91%

Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close proximity

Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power

0% [l Available
100% Not available

‘ 18% || Available

82% Not available

Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity

36%

64% [ Avaiiable

Not available

@ Access to Services

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type

Adequate
RRM distributions 9%
Shelter / maintenance services 27%
NFI distributions 0%
Food distributions 0%
Cash distributions (multi-purpose) 0%
WASH services 18%
Healthcare services 0%
Education services 0%
Livelihood services 0%
Protection services 0%
Nutrition services 18%
Waste disposal services 0%

EI Priority Needs

Proportion of sites per priority needs

First
Cash assistance 0%
Education 0%
Food 55%
Water 0%
Legal services 0%
Livelihood assistance 0%
Medical assistance 0%
Non-food items 0%
Protection services 0%
Sanitation services 18%
Shelter / maintenance 27%
Nutrition services 0%

CCCM CLUSTER

In callabor

cation with
Informing
more effective
humanitarian action

Inadequate Non-existent

9%
73%
82%
64%
91%
82%
64%
91%
27%
82%
27%
27%

Second
27%
0%
18%
18%
0%
9%
9%
9%
0%
9%
0%
0%

82%
0%
18%
36%
9%
0%
36%
9%
73%
18%
55%
73%

Third
9%
0%

18%
9%
0%
0%
9%

36%
0%
9%
9%
0%



= January 2021
=
2 4
= 0 Infrastructure/Resources
S
e o
- < Proportion of sites per primary shelter type Proportion of sites per primary latrine type Proportion of sites per primary water source
(o~
3 a Own house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to tank / Borehole 36% N
; % Makeshift shelter 91% NN sewage system pit 0% Bottled water 0%
8 § Host family house / apartment 0% Flush latrine to the open 0% lllegal connection to piped network 0%
(<%
V3 Emergency shelter 9% W Pit latrine - covered 64% I Public tap 0%
<= Rented house / apartment 0% Pit latrine - open 0% Protected rainwater tank 0%
<
«é Transitional shelter 0% Open defecation 36% Surface water 0%
o Public building 0% Unprotected rainwater tank 0%
Open air (no shelter) 0% Water trucking 64%
(!
sk Cooking Practices* A Site Threats
Primary cooking modality Primary cooking space Most common threats to sites**
91% Fire place ict- inci 9
9‘; = Gl pt 91% . Inside shelter Conflict-related incidents 0%
int 0,
00/0 O Clas SIove 9% [ Next to shelter Eviction 55%
ay oven ire- inci 0
oo y . 0% - Shared cooking space Fire-related incidents 0%
0% Electrical stove 0% . Other Flooding 27% R
0% Other Friction between communities 36%
Infectious diseases 0%
Water contamination 36% N
Safe cooking practices** Additional fire safety measures** ’
= Mud guards 9% m Fire points 0% **Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore
-% Wind shields 9% m Fire wardens 0% overall figures may not add up to 100%.
u‘% g Safe distance from shelter 0% Fire breaks 0%
£9E None 91% Escape routes 0%
£55 |
Ec2 Other 0% None 100%
Other 0%

*Figures on Cooking Practices might not be available for all sites.
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s+ Shabwah, Yemen January 2021

Context and Methodology

As part of regular implementation, the CCCM cluster coordination team and partners, with support from
REACH, identified in a coordinated manner the profiles of IDP hosting sites they work in. This activity
is carried out to inform a more targeted and evidence-based humanitarian response. The initial findings
presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats across 6 IDP hosting
sites with a total population of 1295 people in Shabwah governorate, as well as basic information on
population demographics and community needs. The findings presented here provide details on the
condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020 through the perspective of
a community representative in each site. Only sites for which detailed information was available at the
time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should therefore be considered as both
indicative and incomplete of each site in the governorate. All information is for humanitarian use only.

Hadramaut

Jardan

SUPPORTING DISPLACED COMMUNITIES

CCCM CLUSTER

<=

=
U
=
=

“ Overview

Number of Sites per Subdistrict 0 15 % 60 Km

. . . . . . [ Jo [ 11-20 [ E— W= )-e
Proportion of sites per land ownership status Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement Tt 2 . Comindesysen ‘¢’
[ ] [ ] .
Mfl\ Demographics
Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*
Child-headed households 33% I
Elderly 67% I
0 .
50% [l Private 0% [l Tenancy agreement Female-headed households 83%
0% Public 100% No tenancy agreement Marginalized people 33%
0,
50% ] Owner not known Persons with chronic diseases 67% I
Persons with disabilities 50% NN
s Pregnant and lactating women 100%
" Unaccompanied / separated children 33% I
2
88 o
g%’ 2 Z—) Displacement Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs*
=]
2 EE Most common district of origin of displaced households: Bajil Host community 17% 1R
I Most common movement intention of displaced households for the coming three months: Stay in the site . .
Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin: Security concerns (conflict, Migrants 0%
U explosives, lack of security forces) Refugees 33%
1 :I None - only IDPs present 50% N
m *Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.




@ Access to Services

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type:

Adequate

RRM distributions

Shelter / maintenance services
NFI distributions

Food distributions

Cash distributions (multi-purpose)
WASH services

Healthcare services

Education services

Livelihood services

Protection services

Nutrition services

Waste disposal services

Priority Needs

Proportion of sites per priority needs:

Cash assistance
Education

Food

Water

Legal services
Livelihood assistance
Medical assistance
Non-food items
Protection services
Sanitation services
Shelter / maintenance
Nutrition services

33%
0%
17%
0%
0%
0%
0%
33%
0%
0%
0%
0%

First
0%
0%

100%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Inadequate Non-existent

17%

0%
50%
50%
17%

0%
17%

0%
50%
17%
33%
33%

Second
50%
0%
0%
0%
0%
17%
17%
0%
0%
0%
17%
0%

50%
100%
33%
50%
83%
100%
83%
67%
50%
83%
67%
67%

Third
33%
0%
0%
0%
0%
17%
0%
33%
0%
0%
17%
0%

% Infrastructure/Resources

Proportion of sites per primary latrine type

0 . Flush latrine to tank /
sewage system pit

0% [ Flush latrine to the open
17% [B Pit latrine - covered
17% Pit latrine - open

67% [ Open defecation

O

Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power
available in site

33% [ Available
67% Not available

o

Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity

100% [ Available
0% Not available

Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close
proximity

4

17% [ Available
83% Not available

CCCM CLUSTER

Informing
R E A c H more effective
humanitarian action

Proportion of sites per primary shelter type

Own house / apartment
Makeshift shelter

Host family house / apartment
Emergency shelter

Rented house / apartment
Transitional shelter

Public building

Open air (no shelter)

0%
17% Bl
0%
0%
0%
83% I
0%
0%

Proportion of sites per primary water source

Borehole

Bottled water

lllegal connection to piped network
Public tap

Protected rainwater tank

Surface water

Unprotected rainwater tank

Water trucking

o Site Threats

Most common threats to sites*

Conflict-related incidents
Eviction

Fire-related incidents
Flooding

Friction between communities
Infectious diseases

Water contamination

83%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
17% R

33% I

100% N
0%

17% 1l

0%

17% 1l

33% I

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add

up to 100%.
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° .0 Ta’lZ, Yemen January 2021

=
=
>
= N
o
o .
x 2 Context and Methodology A" Overview
& S
v a
— . - : Proportion of sites per land ownership status
oo As part of their regular programming, the CCCM Cluster and partners, with the support of REACH,
s E implemented the Site Reporting Tool to build a profile of the IDP hosting sites in which the CCCM Cluster Private 54% _
8 g and their partners work. This activity is carried out to inform a more targeted, evidence-based humanitarian
v 3 response. Theinitial findings presented here provide an overview of conditions, service access, and threats Public 30% [
% across 94 IDP hosting sites with a total population of 35354 people in the Ta'iz Governorate, as well as Owner not known 16% Il
C providing basic information on population demographics and community needs. The findings presented
o= here provide details on the condition of IDP hosting sites between November 2019 and November 2020
L= through key informant interviews with community representatives in each site. Only sites for which detailed Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
information was available at the time of data collection are represented in this factsheet. Findings should
therefore be considered as both indicative and incomplete. All information is for humanitarian use only. ‘
20% [ Tenancy agreement
. md 80% No tenancy agreement
A - R Maqban
(ﬂ.. “;«-‘ DS WA
. j AlTaiziya .
. A\ J ) Proportion of sites with a tenancy agreement
facing eviction threat
68% [ Eviction threat
32% No eviction threat
08 ‘
£§ L R~ Displacement
2N D g
g gg Number of Sites per Subdistrict v w0 ok . Most common district of o.rigin 9f displ:f\ced households: Salah .
! Most common movement intention of displaced households for the coming
: o I 11-20 L1 w . h T .
B Coordinate System ree months: Stay in the site
h 110 [N >20 Name: WGS 1964 UTM Zone 38N~ Most common reason for displaced households to leave place of origin:
== Security concerns (conflict, explosives, lack of security forces)

L
(b
<
Ll
(2




D
=
=
)
=
=
(o]
(W)
&
=2
S5&
- O
U2
= £
e
o5
wv
‘a’f
<=
SQu

Informing
more effective
humanitarian action

REACH

’ﬁ\r/i\ Demographics

Proportion of sites with presence of vulnerable groups*

Child-headed households

Elderly

Female-headed households
Marginalized people

Persons with chronic diseases
Persons with disabilities

Pregnant and lactating women
Unaccompanied / separated children

22%
83%
71%
32%
70%
69%
90%
16%

Proportion of sites with population groups other than IDPs

Host community
Migrants
Refugees

None - only IDPs present

*Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore overall figures may not add up to 100%.

% Infrastructure/Resources

59%
0%
1%

35%

Proportion of sites with cooking fuel in site / close proximity

Proportion of sites with electricity / solar power

30% [l Available
70% Not available

Proportion of sites with markets in site / close proximity

54% [ Available
46% Not available

32%

68% [ Available

Not available

@ Access to Services

Proportion of sites by adequacy of services, per service type

CCCM CLUSTER

Adequate

RRM distributions

Shelter / maintenance services
NFI distributions

Food distributions

Cash distributions (multi-purpose)
WASH services

Healthcare services

Education services

Livelihood services

Protection services

Nutrition services

Waste disposal services

EI Priority Needs

Proportion of sites per priority needs

Cash assistance
Education

Food

Water

Legal services
Livelihood assistance
Medical assistance
Non-food items
Protection services
Sanitation services
Shelter / maintenance
Nutrition services

49%
20%
25%
18%
11%
18%
19%
13%

1%

3%
11%
19%

First
9%
1%

53%
8%
0%
1%
1%
1%
0%
1%

26%
0%

In callabor

cation with
Informing
more effective
humanitarian action

Inadequate Non-existent

12%
29%
25%
66%

6%
28%
16%
12%

6%
27%
22%
12%

Second
12%
15%

5%
40%
1%
1%
1%
6%
0%
4%
4%
0%

39%
51%
51%
16%
83%
54%
65%
76%
93%
70%
67%
69%

Third
33%
2%
4%
6%
3%
18%
7%
19%
1%
1%
4%
0%
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% Infrastructure/Resources
Proportion of sites per primary shelter type Proportion of sites per primary latrine type Proportion of sites per primary water source
Own house / apartment 2% | Flush latrine to tank / Borehole 22% 1l
Makeshift shelter 19% N sewage system pit 31% - Bottled water 6% N
Host family house / apartment 5% | Flush latrine to the open  17% [l lllegal connection to piped network 5% 1
Emergency shelter 23% Pit latrine - covered 24% A Public tap 8% N
Rented house / apartment 22% N Pit latrine - open 4% 1 Protected rainwater tank 3% 1|
Transitional shelter 3% | Open defecation 23% Il Surface water 4% |
Public building 21% Unprotected rainwater tank 3% 1
Open air (no shelter) 3% | Water trucking 48%
1{
sk Cooking Practices* A Site Threats
Primary cooking modality Primary cooking space Most common threats to sites**
62: = 2;65 :'tiiz 62% [l Inside shelter (éjir;::f;-related incidents :g:f [ |
38% [l Clay oven 5% I Nextto sher Fire-related incidents 2‘; |
0% Electrical stove 5% [l Shared cooking space i 00
K 0% . Other Flooding 4% 1
0% Other Friction between communities 30% N
Infectious diseases 34% R
. . » . Water contamination 14% 1R
Safe cooking practices** Additional fire safety measures**
Mud guards 0% Fire points 0% **Respondents could select multiple options for these questions, and therefore
Wind shields 0% Fire wardens 0% overall figures may not add up to 100%.
Safe distance from shelter 0% Fire breaks 0%
None 38% I Escape routes 0%
Other 629 None 769, —
Other 2y, -

*Figures on Cooking Practices might not be available for all sites.
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