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Acronyms 
 

 

ACF:  Action Contre la Faim (Action Against Hunger) 

ACTED:  Agence d’aide à la Coopération Technique et au Développement 

ECHO:  European Commission's Humanitarian aid and Civil Protection department  

EWS:   Early Warning System 

FEG:   Food Economy Group 

HEA:   Household Economy Approach 

Household/HH: Group of people, each with different abilities and needs, who live together most of 

the time and contribute to a common economy, and share the food and other 

income from this. 

IHEA:   Individual Household Economy Analysis  

Kcal:  Kilocalorie  

LIAS:   Livelihoods Impact Analysis Sheet  

LZ:   Livelihood Zone 

NGO:   Non-Governmental Organisation 
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Introduction 

In 2014, five partner NGOs (ACF, Acted, Concern, OXFAM and Save the Children) implemented a 
continuing seasonal cash transfer project designed to provide support to very poor households 
during the hunger gap in Niger. This project, of which a first phase took place in 2013, is funded by 
ECHO and covers 25 towns across three regions (Zinder, Tahoua and Tillabéry) within agricultural 
and agro-pastoralist areas in Niger. The five partner NGOs constitute, through this partnership with 
ECHO, an “Alliance” and are named “Alliance members” in this document. 
 
The objective of this intervention is to contribute to improve the food and nutrition security of the 
most vulnerable households during the hunger gaps in Niger. In order to reach the expected impact, 
it is crucial to target the poorest households in the targeted areas. To do so, targeting quality and 
reliability are essential and the joint development of a harmonised targeting method has been a 
fundamental step of the implementation process. 
 
The targeting method which is here described stems from the HEA analysis framework developed by 
Save the Children UK and FEG in the 1990s. The HEA approach was developed in order to improve 
the capacity of actors to predict and respond to short-term changes in access to food, especially in 
recurrent slow onset food crisis contexts. It is a livelihoods-based analysis (especially rural 
livelihoods) in order to understand and establish a model on how people usually obtain access to the 
things they need to survive and prosper. It is based on the principle that an understanding of how 
people make ends meet is essential for assessing how livelihoods will be affected by wider economic 
or ecological change and for planning interventions that will support, rather than undermine, 
households’ existing survival strategies and more specifically of very poor households (The 
Practitioner Guide to HEA). 
 
Thus, this HEA analysis framework has provided a theoretical and practical base for the targeting 
method called “HEA-based” and which combines a categorization of households from database 
treatment, produced from overall targeted community household surveys and a participatory 
categorization done by the community. 
 
This guide presents the targeting method as gradually developed and improved over the two first 
phases of the project by the Alliance members. 
 
 
 

I. GEOGRAPHICAL TARGETING 

 
Geographical targeting is not the subject of this guide but it is relevant to highlight that the Alliance 
members have regular interventions in affected areas so chronically vulnerable (especially through 
the official national information system, the EWS). Thus, the geographical targeting of the 
intervention-focused areas can take into consideration several levels of criterion and of information. 
 

 Chronically vulnerable areas regularly affected by shocks 
 Areas identified as vulnerable by the annual/temporary EWS analysis 
 Findings of the needs analysis in various areas, according to the Outcome Analysis1 

                                                           
1
 Outcome Analysis: Analysis of the results from the comparison of the current situation at a specific time with 

a baseline situation. This analysis is done by LZ and by socio-economic category after the integration of some 
data related to key parameters into the model. 
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 Continuity of the assistance through seasonal cash transfers in the same intervention area 
during several consecutive years (social nets approaches) 

 
 
 

II. TARGETING OF HOUSEHOLDS – PRACTICAL APPLICATION OF THE 

METHOD 

 

II.A. Theoretical Basis 

 

What is the Household Economy Analysis Framework?  

The HEA Framework is an analytical framework 
of the livelihoods of households, in a specific 
livelihood zone, which uses, as reference, access 
to a sufficient number of Kcal to cover the food 
needs of the household over “a year of 
consumption” (12 calendar months) estimated 
as a “normal” year. HEA is based on the 
understanding of the households’ economy 
through three key pieces of information: 

 Where and how do the households get their 
food? 

 Household incomes sources and amounts in 
cash. 

 Different types of household expenditure. 
 
It is mainly used in recurrent slow onset food 
crisis contexts to understand who is affected by 
food insecurity and why, by comparing the 
households situation during the baseline year 
(“normal year2”) and the household’s situation 
(ability to access their kilocalorie needs) during 
crisis. 
 
The HEA framework considers that the households (especially in rural zone), in a specific LZ, are 
divided up into four distinct socio-economic categories with different profiles related to incomes, 
food sources and expenditure: the better-off (sometimes called the wealthy), the middle, the poor 
and the very poor. 
 
Reference HEA studies which were conducted in different livelihood zones enable us to know the 
main characteristics of these four socio-economic categories (see Annex 3- Process and mandate of 
beneficiary targeting committees). These data are collected by focus groups discussions with 
representative households of each socio-economic category who shown the typical characteristics of 
households in each of the categories (average size of the household, access to productive assets, 
proportion of households within the community in this category, etc.). 
 

                                                           
2
 The « normal » year as considered in the HEA method corresponds to a baseline year (year of reference) 

identified by the community which will be then used as comparative basis to assess the shock effects. 

GLOSSARY  
Household Economy  
The sum of ways in which a household acquires 
its income, its savings and asset holdings, and by 
which it meets its food and non-food needs. 
 
Livelihood zones - LZ 
Geographical areas within which people share 
broadly the same patterns of access to food and 
income, and have the same access to markets. 
 
Socio-economic Classification  
Process whereby inhabitants of a livelihood zone 
are grouped together according to local 
definitions of the socio-economic level and to the 
quantification of their goods. The classification 
level depends on how the community considers 
its society and the goal of the analysis. 
 
Socio-economic Group  
Group of households within a community who 

share similar capacity to explore different options 

for food and incomes in a given livelihood zone. 
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Sources of incomes 

According to the livelihood zones map of Niger, the country is made up of 13 LZ (see map in Annex 
1), with a reference profile including information on different socio-economic categories of the zone 
and enabling a seasonal needs analysis. 
 
Example of table showing the categorisation criteria such as presented in a HEA reference profile 
in Ouallam agro-pastoralist zone, region of Tillabéry 

Household Proportion Size of HH 
Cultivated 
land (ha) 

Cattle Sheep Goats Donkeys Poultry Carts 

Very poor 28% 8 (5-9) 3 (2-4) 0 0 1 0 6 0 

Poor 33% 11 (8-15) 5 (3-7) 0 1 3 1 10 0 

Medium 24% 15 (10-19) 9 (8-10) 4 7 10 2 17 1 

Better-off 15% 20 (12-25) 13 (13-15) 13 14 16 3 20 1 

 
So, for each category of households (VP, P, etc.), data is collected on the proportion of households in 
the category against the total number of households in the zone, size of the household, the area of 
cultivated land and ownership of livestock and other productive assets, expressed as mean or as a 
range (in brackets). 
 
The reference profile for each LZ also shows for the different household socio-economic categories, 
some information such as incomes sources, food sources and expenditure during a normal year or 
an average year. 
 
Example showing different sources of incomes for each socio-economic category in a HEA 
reference profile: 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fcfa/year 

 Sale of agriculture 

production (market 

gardening) 

 

 Cash transfer 

 

 Social Nets 

 

 Small business 

 

 Self-employment (wood, 

fodder, construction) 

 

 Employment 

(agricultural and pastoral) 

VP  P         M       BO  
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HEA-based targeting is built on the principles 
of the analysis framework, more specifically:  
 

 Rural community households can be split 
into socio-economic categories (4 are 
usually defined as standards) according to 
some specific characteristics. 

 Households from the Very Poor category 
are the first and the more affected by 
food insecurity (no capacity to have 
access to their food needs) during crisis. 

 Identification of households to be 
targeted has to be based on community-
based and participatory approach in order 
to discuss again and validate type-
characteristics of households in various 
categories, then to appoint households 
corresponding to the given category. 

 
Furthermore, the synthesis of all the HEA 
reference profiles done in Sahel (53 zones) 
shows that there are a number of permanent 
features in the representative characteristics 
of different categories. Such as, for instance, 
the poorest categories are usually of average 
size of the smallest households (see above 
table and Annex 4). 

 

Why community-based targeting? 

Household targeting is mainly based on community participation at all the steps of the exercise of 
targeted household identification. The process aims at enhancing community knowledge and 
perception, regarding especially characterisation of socio-economic categories of households who 
are in the community, then identification of beneficiary households; this enables a better 
appropriation and accountability. Community participation in targeting process aims above all at 
getting approval and validation of identification criteria and targets, measured by acceptance of the 
list of people to assist. 
 
 

II.B. Various steps of the household targeting process 

 

Exhaustive households census in the targeted zones 

Steps of the “census/registration” operation can be summarised as followed: 

 Geographical and « administrative » demarcation of the intervention area; 

 Data collection through questionnaires administered to all households in the area; 

 Data entry in a “standardised” database template (allowing then to proceed with the 
computer categorisation of the households). 

 

Productive assets management strategy for different 
socioeconomic categories. 
 
In rural areas, very poor households don’t have  
enough agricultural land at their disposal to ensure 
production to meet their needs. Land fragmentation 
phenomenon has led to a situation nowadays where 
land is cultivated by 10 persons who own a part of it 
whereas formerly only one farmer cultivated this 
land. When each son of the household gets married 
he receives, from the head of household, a plot to set 
up home and cultivate his own field to meet his 
family’s needs. 
The better-off households usually have a better 
access to a bigger field area and family members are 
part of the workforce in the field. In these families, 
more often, lands are not broken up but they are 
collectively cultivated and managed by the head of 
household, even when the sons are married. This 
population group have the economic capacity to buy 
land through the pledge mechanism, mortgage and 
purchase of land from poorer households. After the 
harvests, men receive a portion of the production 
from the head of household. The remainder of the 
production is managed by the head of households 
who decides its use. 
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The targeting team conducts 
the exhaustive census of all 
households of the village, with 
no exception. A household 
questionnaire is administered 
when each household shares 
information with the surveyors 
on various criteria / 
characteristics. In order to 
check the accuracy of the 
household statements on their 
livelihoods, surveyors are 
previously trained on participatory survey techniques and must be able to use cross-checking 
method to verify the responses given during the interviews. The team disburses in different 
neighbourhoods of the village then eventually in the surrounding hamlets if they have been 
identified close by or belonging to the village. Indeed, a drawing of the village set up (called 
“zoning”) is previously done with key informants in order to ensure that all related zones and 
hamlets are covered. The key informants are people who, because of their position or experience, 
are able to respond to important questions on a region, a village or a socio-economic group. 
Example: the elders, the youth, etc. 
 
Remark: the exhaustive survey is preferably conducted before the consultation and community 
targeting operations to minimise the risk of bias in the responses according to the targeting criteria 
which would have been identified in a participative way. 
 
The main information collected for the all of the households in the intervention area is: 
- Marital status of the head of household 
- Household size 
- Number of children in the household, broken down by age and sex groups 
- Number of pregnant or breastfeeding women 
- Number of disabled persons 
- Number of persons fit to work 
- Area of owned land 
- Area of cultivated land during the last harvest (hectares) 
- Ownership status of land 
- Type of housing 
- Period  food needs of the household covered by its own crop (in months) 
- Number of poultry 
- Number of small ruminants owned 
- Number of large ruminants owned 
- Two main income sources 
- Mean monthly income of the household 

 
A surveyor can interview 20 to 25 households per day in one village. 
 

Community identification of characteristics of each category 

The second step of targeting involves defining the type household characteristics for each socio-
economic category with the community. The criteria used in HEA profiles are the ones used during 
the community identification, in other words, the community is asked to give standard 
characteristics for the 4 socio-economic categories at least for the following criteria: 
 

Absence management 
Households who are away during the exhaustive data 
collection phase could be surveyed during the categorisation 
step, and everything will be done with the committees in 
order to ensure that this absent household be monitored or 
surveyed. In the worst case, if the household is not 
interviewed during the survey phase, it can be enough to 
collect their categorisation from the village committee, and 
the data should be completed later on by another team in 
charge of monitoring. 
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Box 1 
Practical example of community determining of HEA characteristics, Chiguitan village, Tebaram 
commune, Tahoua department, agro-pastoralist zone 

- Marital status of the head of 
household (mainly polygamous or 
monogamous) 

- Household size 
- Area of land cultivated (if possible 

farmable)  
- Status of land ownership 
- Period of food coverage from their 

own agricultural production 
- Number of poultry 
- Number of small ruminants 
- Number of large ruminants 
- Main sources of income 
- Mean monthly income of the household 
- Other characteristic productive assets 

 
For each criterion, dialogue must allow for the averages, the ranges which characterise each 
category. 
 
This dialogue may take place within the restricted “Committees”, made up of resource persons or 
potentially in Village Meeting (gathering a large portion of the community), in the case of small size 
villages. Reference to the HEA reference profile of the concerned LZ (which offers some 
characterisation components of the different socio-economic categories) can be done to promote 
and facilitate exchanges, even to cross-check suggestions from the discussion, but not to influence 
the community exercise findings. 
 
All HEA classic socio-economic characteristics are reviewed. Some suggested characteristics from the 
community, which are not included in the reference profiles, could be considered. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

HH 
size 

Family status 
# small 

ruminants 

# large 
ruminan

ts 

Cultivated 
land (ha) 

Agricultural 
production 
coverage 
(months) 

Monthly 
income 

(average) 
Other assets 

A 
10 to 

15 
Polygamous 12 to 14 5 to 6 5 12 

50,000 – 
70,000 

Telephone, 
carts, donkeys, 

shop, 
motorbike 

B 7 to 9 Polygamous 6 to 8 3 to 4 3 5 to 6 
35,000 – 
45,000 

Telephone, 
carts, donkeys, 

shop, 
motorbike 

C 4 to 6 Monogamous 3 to 4 1 1 to 1,5 3 to 4 
15,000 – 
25,000 

Telephone, 
carts, donkeys 

D 2 to 4 Monogamous 0 0 0,5 2 
6,000 – 
10,000 

None 

 
 

Socio-economic categorisation or A, B, C and D 
According to HEA, four categories can be called 
by letters as following: 
Better-off household = A or BO 
Middle household = B or M 
Poor household = C or P 
Very Poor household = D or VP 
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These discussions could be done with 2 different committees of resources persons, one made up of 
men and another of women. In that case, these committees choose separately the characteristics 
before being gathered and agreeing on potential difference to reach harmonised characteristics. 
 
The exercise is repeated in all villages of the intervention area, so each village could have its own 
characteristics related to socio-economic categories (averages or brackets for the different criteria) 
which slightly differ. 
 
 
Community categorisation 
Following the census and the 
establishment of the exhaustive list of all 
village households, this list is printed out 
and used by the community for the 
community categorisation step. 
 
A Community Meeting is organised to 
explain the categorisation process of 
households by the community. At the end 
of this meeting, two targeting committees 
of about 8 members each are set up. It is 
usually recommended to establish one 
committee of women, one committee of 
men, and sometimes a committee of youth 
(see Box 2 for the committee member 
selection). 
 
Each committee meets separately in order to assign a category (A, B, C or D) to each household of 
the village, following the exhaustive list issued from the census. The committees are informed that 
there will be a findings comparison by each committee. Beforehand, each committee are reminded 
of the categorisation criteria (averages or ranges for each criterion and for each category) from the 
consultation with the community, as a basis from which they can work. Within the committee, the 
following approach is used: a team member gives the household reference (surname, first name, 
etc.). Once the named household is identified, they agree on the category that according to them 
corresponds to the household. This assigned category by the committee is written down on a sheet 
(see Annex 3). 
At the end of the exercise, the committees are asked to check that no village or hamlet related to 
the village has been forgotten on the exhaustive list. 
 
If one or several households have been forgotten from the list, a small group is dispatched to the 
home of the household in order (1) to check if it is indeed a group of persons living in the same 
house, sharing their incomes and food and if these people haven’t been linked to another already 
listed household, (2) to ensure that the persons really belong to a household living in this village (this 
is to avoid movements of neighbouring villages and double registration), (3) to collect essential data 
to add this household to the exhaustive list. 
 
In this way, two lists of households with the agreed categories assigned to each one of them are 
established. They will be then compared to a third list, from the computer categorisation done on 
the exhaustive list as described below. 
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Box 2 
Establishing targeting committees’ establishment 
The main approaches used by NGOs to establish the committees are: 
 
 Committee member (men and women) selection through general village meeting following 

specific criteria of probity and representativeness: Committee members are assigned during 
plenary meeting after having proposed selection criteria, mainly based on reputation, 
impartiality and honesty. They must know the community well and accept to be a member of 
a targeting committee. We must ensure that all village zones are represented and that the 
selected members will be sufficiently representative of the entire village. So, it is better to 
have members from the different socio-economic categories because they have a better 
knowledge of the reality of this type of household belonging themselves to it, as well as being 
a representative of the different age groups. 

 Assignment during village meeting is not always a guarantee of transparency and consensus. On 
one side, the influence of people of status in the discussions and the assignment of the members 
are often important and may lead then to bias work of the committee. On the other side, the 
advantage of this method is to generally assign capable people to do the work and who know the 
population. In order to avoid that the village chief influences the work of the committee or that 
they be criticised by his community, it is better if the village chief doesn’t take part in the selection 
committee. 
 
 Random identification of the committee members based on certain representativeness 

criteria: In this case, and in order to minimise bias, we can proceed to a random draw of the 
committee members, however we have to ensure that the criteria of representativeness is 
respected (of different neighbourhoods/hamlets, socio-economic categories, ethnic groups 
and age groups). 
To facilitate this process, the zoning done by the surveyors at the beginning of the exhaustive 
survey can be used to do a random draw of the names from the pile of questionnaires of each 
neighbourhood, respecting the men/women, youth/elders proportion, and ensuring that one 
person per neighbourhood is in the P/VP group and another in the BO/M group. It is 
important to check that the selected persons know the households of the village and will 
unreservedly do the requested work. If there are hamlets belonging to the village, we need to 
ensure that they are also represented in the committees according to the size of their 
population. 

 This random assignment permits a better representativeness of all neighbourhoods of the 
village and a more detailed knowledge of the committee members. This method is also 
advantageous because it includes the participation of very poor people who are generally excluded 
from the usual decision-making process. 

 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Computer categorisation 

Once all households of the project targeted villages have been interviewed through the exhaustive 
census, the data are entered in a harmonised database template for all Alliance members. The 
database determines, through a computer formula, the (temporary) category to which each 
household belongs according to the responses given in the questionnaire. 
 
In 2014, a formula was developed and tested to harmonise the computer categorisation amongst all 
Alliance members (see box 3 and annex 5). The goal is to reach a weighting system which would be 
identical throughout the livelihood zone in question, while keeping some flexibility which would 
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Box 3 
Suggested weighting and categorisation criteria in 2014 (see Annex 5: detailed table on moderations) 
 
After the exhaustive census, the data are entered into the database and a categorisation is made 
according to the stated information by the households on the different characteristics. 
The criteria considered for the computer categorisation are: 
 

- Area of cultivated land by household (in hectare) 
- Number of large ruminants owned by the household 
- Number of small ruminants owned by the household 
- Number of poultry owned by the household 
- Period of food coverage by own agricultural production (in months) 
- Average monthly income of the household 
- Family status of the head of household 
- Household size 

 
The threshold of ranges assigned for each characteristic arise from an average of the thresholds, taken 
from the HEA profiles in the same intervention areas (see annexe 4a and 4b). 
Scores are credited according to the household situation for each characteristic (exp.: 5 to 9 poultry = 1 
mark; 0 to 4 poultry = 0 mark). The lower number of marks that a household has, the more it is 
considered as poor, a score from 0 to 5 is equivalent to the D category (very poor). A final score is 
assigned for the household by adding up the number of accumulated marks for the whole characteristics. 
Weighting is applied to each criterion (characteristic) according to the importance/criteria +/- 
determinant of each criteria for the productive capacity of household, food security and the abilities to 
face a shock. Owning livestock, especially large ruminants, is considered as determining, thus, owning a 
large ruminant gives enough marks to not to be categorised as D. Likewise, cultivated land area is 
important because it shows the household capacity to produce its own food, and the bigger the area is, 
the longer the food coverage is and the bigger the possibility to earn from the sale of the products. 
However, just cultivating a significant area doesn’t guarantee the quality of the harvest; the food 
coverage period from its own agricultural production, is also considered as a categorisation criteria. 
 
The minimum weighting has been applied to the size of the household and to the family status in order to 
avoid that having a household size higher than 7 and a polygamous household, (usually characteristic 
criteria of middle and better-off households in the HEA categorisation), are sufficient conditions to be 
excluded from D category, because exceptions exist. A very poor household can be a big size household 
and be polygamous on an exceptional basis. 
 
Nevertheless, the households monthly mean income indicated a relevant rating – informative and often 
not reliable although – which has to be considered. 

respect the local specificities (in case of divergent criteria, averages or ranges in some communities, 
for reasons which have to be duly justified). 
Note: The weighting scores suggested in the formula and tested for the computer categorisation are 
pulled out from discussions and lessons learned from years of field-work and collaboration with the 
vulnerable rural communities in Niger. Hence, it is relevant to note that the suggested weighting 
system doesn’t grant a central importance at the “household size” criteria, and it is despite the fact 
that all of the HEA reference profiles done in Sahel highlight the size of household as an important 
characteristic and the bigger households are commonly wealthier. The consultations conducted in 
the participatory targeting process allowed for the conclusion that the communities prefer that the 
size of the household not be considered as a determining criteria, preferring to insist on economic 
criteria (assets, incomes, productive assets availability). 
Likewise, a low weighting is assigned to the marital status, although it is considered as a distinctive 
characteristic in the HEA profiles in Sahel (polygamous households being almost systematically in the 
wealthiest categories). The discussions highlight that a polygamous rich household is not protected 
from re-entering into poverty after a shock. 
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Cross-checking of community and computer classification and final validation 

Once the computer categorisation is completed for all households in the intervention area, the last 
step involves going back to the communities in order to compare the three lists obtained: 2 lists 
from the community categorisation of the 2 committees, 1 list with the categories based on the 
computer process of the survey results in the exhaustive census. Henceforth, we need to compare or 
cross-check the results of the categorisation processes, and then to proceed to the final validation of 
the allocated category to each household. 
 
Firstly, this step takes place with the targeting committees. It begins by reminding the committees of 
the categorisation criteria which were discussed at the beginning of the process with the 
community. From the list of all the households, we compare for each household separately, the 
three categories assigned by the two committees and by the database. In the event of a difference 
between the three lists (on average, differences between the lists are below 15%), we discuss the 
households characteristics which led to its categorisation in one or the other categories and the 
committees can contest the computer categorisation if needed, which often means to contest the 
household statements during the survey. We consult until we reach a consensus and assign a final 
category to each household. 
 
To maximize the final cross-checking process, it is important to refer to the data coming from the 
survey (which enabled the computer 
categorisation), they must be 
systematically consulted when comparing 
in order to determine what explains a 
difference of the suggested categories: a 
household can own assets without the 
committees members knowing, or some 
households don’t report all the possessions 
which will depreciate the computer 
categorisation result. The listening skills of 
the team vis-à-vis the committees is crucial 
in order to take into consideration the 
reasoning which led to the community 
categorisation, it is necessary to avoid to 
systematically give more credit to the data 
collected during the survey (entrusted 
livestock, orphan’s assets, etc.) and so to 
the computer category, rather than to the 
committees opinion (especially when both 
committees give the same category). 
 
From experience, we know that there is 
generally not a large difference of 
categorisation and so there is no big 
difficulty to reach a consensus. But, in the 
event that there is an important disparity 
between suggested categories (A and C, A 
and D or even B and D), it is absolutely necessary to understand the reasons and the given 
explanations, in order not to wrongly exclude or include households. 
The really contentious cases could lead to joint visits (implementing partner team and committee 
members) to compare the household situation with the criteria table and agree on a final category. 
 

Targeting control 
To check the exhaustive census and targeting 
quality, it is recommended to proceed to a 
control of the process on a random sample of 
10% of the households within the exhaustive list 
in 10% of the randomly chosen villages. 
It is about to visit beneficiary and non-beneficiary 
households (with an “informative” proportion of 
households from the targeted categories vs 
households from non-targeted categories). The 
sample has to systematically include 
representatives of the 4 categories according to a 
proportion which respects the categories 
proportion in the total population. This is to 
check the collected information at the household 
level and to request the justification of potential 
differences with the data previously collected. 
Out of a total of checked households, if more 
than 10% of these households show 
categorisation errors, a discussion must be 
opened with the committees and can lead to the 
need to start again the entire process by 
proceeding to corrective measures to resolve the 
observed inadequacies. 
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At the end of the cross-checking step and validation of categorisations, a village meeting is held to 
review the list and to get endorsement from the community.  For this, specific attention is given to 
identifying the remaining errors of inclusion and/or exclusion. So, some households on the pre-list 
could be excluded or some non-identified households could be included. In the event of complaint 
or dispute, the complaints committee rules and justifies the need to include or exclude specific 
households. 
 
The final approved list is signed by the targeting committee president, the chief of village or their 
representative, a NGO technical team representative as well as by the NGO local representative, and 
an official report is written and signed by all stakeholders. Several copies of these documents are 
made (copies of the approved list and the report) and each stakeholder will keep a copy. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Update of the database and of the targeting process 

In order to show in real-time all the different changes related to local dynamics, it is important to 
update in due time the database. From one year to the other, it is likely that some identified 
vulnerable and very poor households at a year X, are still very poor and vulnerable the following 
year. It is also possible that a household can improve its life conditions and upgrade its status. 
 
This update process has to be done at an appropriate time and would be more efficient with the 
involvement of the authorities, the local services and a greater responsibility of the communities 
(drawing up and frequent update of at risk households list by the community itself, systematic 
checking, monitoring of inclusions/exclusions, etc.). 
 
It is also interesting to point out that the timely targeting update combined with the  valorisation of 
results from the monitoring-evaluation system is an important factor to increase the transparency in 
the identification of vulnerable household, to improve and define the quality of future interventions. 
 
 
 

III. AWARENESS OF BENEFICIARIES AND INVOLVEMENT OF AUTHORITIES 

 

Beneficiaries’ awareness and participation 

One of the fundamental principles to enable a positive and sustainable impact of the interventions 
and projects is to ensure the involvement and participation of local actors (communities, local and 
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administrative authorities, chiefdoms, etc.) as well as the right to be listened to through the entire 
implementing process. This implies to take into consideration their opinions on the kind of actions to 
conduct and how they should be conducted. To do so, it is essential that communities are fully 
informed on the intervention objective, the present actors and their respective role, and the 
implementing principle of the operations. These information and awareness operations have to be 
continual: 
 
Before the project 
Awareness activities aim at, on the one hand, explaining the reasons, objectives and planned 
modalities of the intervention, and on the other hand at encouraging communities’ full participation 
in the two essential areas targeting and community feedback mechanism. 
 
Awareness activities on targeting aim at steering the population to understand the necessity and the 
process leading to the beneficiaries’ identification within the community. The whole population 
must be at the heart of the process (identification of the approach, tools development, organisation 
of village meetings, control and validation of the exhaustive lists, committee monitoring, validation 
of beneficiary lists, complaints and disputes treatment, etc.). 
 
During the project (implementation, monitoring-evaluation) 
The awareness activities aim at ensuring that the whole communities (beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries), village and local authorities as well, have really understood the objective and the 
implementing approaches, and that the project team enforces transparency at all levels, facilitates 
the treatment of suggestions and disputes, is available at any time (during field visits or remotely) to 
respond to questions and explanation requests. 
 
After the project 
Awareness activities aim at discussing the effects of the project with the communities (expected, 
non-expected, positive negative effects, etc.) as well as at identifying strengths and weaknesses. This 
participatory evaluation will be used to feed recommendations on appropriate intervention 
modalities and on the best ways to ensure community participation and accountability. 
 
 

Complaints transfer and management mechanisms 

The feedback mechanism refers to the rights of intervention community members (beneficiaries and 
non-beneficiaries) to be listened and to the duty of the implementer to be accountable. This is why it 
is vital, during the pre-project phase, that complaint mechanisms are identified and established in 
consultation with communities. Simultaneously, selection criteria, roles and remits of complaint 
committee members must be agreed and largely shared with the population. Effective complaint 
treatment, and indirectly the proposal of adequate solutions, will depend on the competency of the 
complaints committee and simple and operational mechanisms. 
 
 

Role and involvement of authorities 

The establishment of a participatory targeting mechanism requires communication and effective 
collaboration with local, traditional and administrative authorities at all levels. These actors will 
receive prior sensitisation so that they understand the necessity and relevance to target according to 
socio-economic criteria. 
 
The involvement and the participation of actors at decentralized level (Governorate, Prefecture, 
Communes, i3Ns Regional Representation, city halls, technical services, traditional and religious 
authorities, etc.) not only determine the operation success, but more importantly enable to make 
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the exercise more comprehensive to avoid potential harmful effects of a misunderstood targeting 
and to ensure the sustainability of the results. To do so, information and awareness sessions are 
conducted at regional, departmental and communal levels. 
 
Roles of regional-level actors (CRPGCCA3/Governorate/Regional directions) 

 Communication and dissemination of the targeting method at the DNPGCCA4 level to feed 
into the exchanges at the national level on the targeting methods with the CCA5, CFS6 and 
other actors; 

 Tools and training on database management; 
 Coordination of response interventions on temporary food insecurity (within the framework 

of the annual support plan to vulnerable populations). 
 
Roles of the departmental-level actors (CSRPGCCA7, prefect, technical services) 

 Coordination and supervision of geographical targeting process of the actors when it is 
based on data and surveys from food and nutrition insecurity vulnerability monitoring of the 
EWS (list of deficit villages identified following a permanent monitoring of the focus sites, 

data from SCAP8, data from vulnerability national survey; 
 Information and awareness of populations: joint awareness mission with the mayors and 

village chiefs for good targeting and complaints, disputes and frauds or cash redistribution 
management; 

 Coordination of the interventions at the departmental level. 
 
Roles of the communal-level actors (mayors, traditional leaders, communal technical services) 

 Information and awareness of populations: preferably, joint awareness mission at the 
community level in order to explain to the populations the reasons for the choice of the very 
poor households as the only beneficiaries of the action and management mechanisms put in 
place for fraud or cases of forced redistribution; 

 Complaints management mechanisms; 
 Coordination of the interventions at the communal level. 

 
Roles of the village-level actors (chiefs, notables, committees) 

 Participation in the targeting process through village meeting invitation, training or targeting 
committees and facilitation of door-to-door visits; 

 Census and control of vulnerable households’ selection criteria at the village level; 
 Validation of databases and beneficiary lists; 
 Management of complaints and frauds related to targeting activities, either directly or 

through information transferred to project agents. 
 
 
 

                                                           
3
 Comité Régional de Prévention et de Gestion des Catastrophes et Crises Alimentaires (CRPGCCA): Regional 

Disasters Committee and Food Crisis Prevention and Management. 
4
 Dispositif National de Prévention et de Gestion des Catastrophes et Crises Alimentaires (DNPGCCA): National 

Disasters and Food Crisis Prevention and Management Plan. 
5
 Cellule de Crises Alimentaires (CCA): Food Crisis Cell. 

6
 Committee on World Food Security (CFS). 

7
 Comité Sous Régional de Prévention et de Gestion des Crise Alimentaire et Catastrophe (CSRPGCCA): Sub-

Regional Committe of Disasters and Food Crisis Prevention and Management.  
8
 Systèmes Communautaires d’Alerte Précoce (SCAP): Early Warning Community Systems. 
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IV. ADVANTAGES, LIMITS AND LESSONS LEARNT 

 

Advantages 

The targeting method here presented is the result of several years of field experience and aims at 
building on lessons learnt, in order to make targeting the most effective as possible by limiting bias, 
by maximising transparency and community participation and by combining a community approach 
and an exhaustive survey-based approach. However, regarding the inherent complexity and risks 
related to all targeting process, this section aims at presenting some comparative advantages and 
some recurring difficulties related to this targeting method. 
 

 Targeting of the poorest and most vulnerable through an in depth cross-checking 
(community targeting by 2 committees and computer targeting based on the socio-
economic data declared by the households); 

 Consideration of the whole households as exhaustive basis on which to work and the 
creation of household databases; 

 Process transparency, through the establishment of village-level selection committee with 
the representation of all community classes; 

 Ownership by the communities and their empowerment in the all process; 
 Beneficiary database permits not only to facilitate the monitoring of beneficiaries but also to 

measure the graduation or the change of beneficiary households’ categories in order to 
know the households in a community that can potentially move out of vulnerability criteria 
following successive interventions (or other factors). 

 
 

Limits 

 Despite the importance of the awareness at the beginning of the process, and through all 
the targeting steps (especially the explanations on the socio-economic criteria of the 
selection, etc.), the concept of “chance” and “fate” is deeply fixed in the community 
mindset; 

 Potential bias related to the community approach; 
 In some villages, the committee members tend to register their household amongst 

the very poor in order to benefit from the assistance; 
 In some villages, single adults are targeted as households or even false households 

are suggested; 
 Difficulty to estimate the mean monthly income of the households whereas this criterion 

plays an important role in the computer categorisation. Indeed, in rural zone, the income is 
very random and follows a kind of seasonality and very often the household has little control 
over its income; 

 This reliable method of identification of the very poor and vulnerable persons is time-
consuming and expensive in order to ensure quality data collection and treatment. It is then 
very important to prepare this targeting process well with the number of required and 
trained survey team members; 

 The process is dependent on the possibility of total access to the whole population (which is 
often difficult in the zones with displacements to the culture hamlets or significant nomadic 
population). 

 
 

Lessons learnt and Way forward 

This participatory and cross-checking targeting process, relying on the HEA analysis framework, 
seems to be an effective and appropriate way to select households who are the poorest and most 
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vulnerable to ‘food and nutrition insecurity and to foster ownership  and the empowerment of the 
communities. 
 
Reaching a more harmonious, standardised and common analysis framework used by all Alliance 
members has given rise reliable and more detailed data from the evaluation phase and thus 
streamlining the targeting and programming process of the Alliance intervention. 
 
The establishment of targeting criteria from the computer evaluations as well as from the 
information collected from the communities, and a better combination of this set, has improved the 
reliability and transparency of the process. 
 
All targeting, based on systematic data, faces the challenge of needing to rely on quality data: 
commune and village populations, administrative mapping of villages and related hamlets, etc. Yet, 
we observe the difficulty in having easy access to this kind of information (administrative census, 
etc.) which is reliable and consensual. These shortfalls of information generally represent an 
obstacle in the targeting phase because they require cross-checking which slows down the process. 
 
The household database per village and their categorisation, if correctly done and in an exhaustive 
way, is a tool which can be made available for use by local actors to potentially be shared with 
partners but also with technical services (social action, DNPGCCA, etc.) for use as a guidance tool for 
decision-making and for the identification of beneficiaries for humanitarian and development 
interventions (for instance, in the social protection sector) in these communities. 
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Annexe 1 -- Livelihood zones map of Niger 
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Annexe 2 -- Representative pattern of targeting steps 

 

 

  
NGO begins census & 
categorisation process 
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village meeting 

Explanation of the 
process 
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Definition of criteria of each socio-
economic category 

NGO organises 
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NGO agents monitor 
the teams in the 

village 

Census: management of door-to-door 
questionnaires until the whole village is 

surveyed 

Digitization of 
questionnaires 

Data control 

Computer 
categorisation list 

NGO organises & 
supervises the 
categorisation 

Establishment of 
first mixed 

categorisation 
committee 

Establishment of 
second mixed 
categorisation 

committee 

Categorisation of all households 
by first committee 

NGO organises & supervises 
the comparison of lists 
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harmonisation of three 

categorisation lists 

In situ verification by committees & NGO 

FGD with committees’ members to ensure that there was no 
problem of inclusion or exclusion or categorisation errors 

Process validation 

Valid: Yes/No 

Categorisation list of first committee 
 

Verification of list in 10% of HH (overall categories) 

Inclusion or Exclusion 
error <10%: yes/no 

Categorisation of all households 
by second committee 

Categorisation list of second committee 
 

Organisation of village meeting 

Validation of harmonised list 

Consensus: 
Yes/No 

Harmonised list of 
households categorisation 

Consensual list of 
households’ categorisation 

Priority beneficiaries for humanitarian 
assistance are identified 

Need to identify most vulnerable & poorest households to 
improve the impact of humanitarian assistance. 

Activity managed by NGO 

Activity managed by (representatives of) community 

Statistics activity & reliable results of the process 

Legend 
Colours: 
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Process  Dates  Document 
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Annex 3 -- Process and mandate of beneficiary targeting committees. 

Defining the beneficiaries for an assistance intervention is most probably one of the most difficult 
activities that humanitarian actors have to deal with in the implementation of projects and 
programmes. This note describes the process of establishing committees used by the FSL Alliance 
members in the targeting process of cash transfer beneficiaries for the 2014 hunger gap. This 
process is based on three main steps: 
 
1. Awareness and informing the community 
Once in a village, the team, in collaboration with the village chief, calls a village meeting. After 
introduction of the team and the visit objectives, a discussion is opened on the definition of a 
household as well as on the household classification criteria in four socio-economic groups (A, B, C, 
and D). The idea is to allow for a common understanding by the attendees of the household 
definition and of the vulnerability criteria at the village level. After this step, the attendees are is 
request to suggest a list of two committees, one made up of women and the other of men, 
according to the following criteria: 
 
2. Choice criteria of the committee 
In order to pick people capable of conducting the activity with full transparency, without creating 
any expectation, we first explain to the attendees that the committee members will not receive any 
compensation for this work. Their work forms part of the village’s contribution to the project 
activities. Then, some conditions and choice criteria are suggested and approved: 
- Each village neighbourhood must be represented in both committees; 
- Each member must have a good understanding of the village households’ socio-economic 

situation;  
- In each committee, it is necessary to have at least one member who meets the very poor criteria 

to be used as reference in the committee and to limit inclusion or exclusion errors; 
- Only people who have attended the entire meeting can be committees’ member; 
- Be able to defend publicly his/her opinion and have a strong capacity to resist external influences; 
- Be impartial, honest and transparent while working and be well respected in the village. 
 
3. Mandate of the committees’ members 
Usually, each committee is made up of at least 4 persons. Then, the team proceeds to a brief check 
to ensure that the suggested persons meet the criteria. Also, it is explained to the committee 
members why it is necessary to do impartial work. Once the check is done, the below roles and 
responsibilities are communicated to the members of both the established committees: 

o Ensure that all village households are in the list (comparison with the exhaustive census list); 
o From the agreed criteria decided during the village meeting, impartially categorise all the 

village households considering their socio-economic situation; 
o Participate in identifying all the very poor households of the village; 
o Inform the rest of the community on how the work has been done to avoid any tensions. 
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Annex 4a -- Summary on household characteristics by HEA profile in Niger  

  

Zone 
code 

Zones 
Socio 

groups  

Relative 
proportio

n (%) 
HH size 

Cultivated 
land (ha) 

Livestock 
Fattening 
livestock 

Other 
productive 

assets 

(Agro-pastoral) 
Very 
poor 

21% 5-7 0.5-2.5 
2 sheep; 3 goats, 10- 
20 poultry 

0-1 donkey   

NE04  Maine Soroa 

Poor 45% 7-10 2-2.5 

0 –2 cattle kiyo; 4 
goats & 2-
sheepsheep, 10 20 
poultry 

0-2 donkeys 
0-1 horse 

0-1 cart 

Middle 22% 9-11 3.5-4 

7 cattle; 19 goats & 
12 sheep, 10-40 
poultry 

3-4 
donkeys, 1-
2 horses; 1-
3 oxen 

0-1 cart, 0-
1 plough 

Better-
off 

12% 14-17 4,5 - 7 
22 cattle; 25 goats, 29 
sheep, 10-50 poultry 

1-3 horses; 
2-4 oxen 1 cart 

(Pastoral zone) 
Very 
poor 

26% 6-7 Inapplicable 
 1-3 sheep, 3- 1 goats, 
11 poultry 

1 donkey   

NE14  Tasker  

Poor 34% 7-10 
Inapplicable 

1-3 camels, 3 cattle, 7 
sheep, 13 goats, 10 
poultry 

1-2 
donkeys, 0-
1 horse 

  

Middle 25% 8-11 
Inapplicable 

11 camels, 13 cattle, 
33 sheep, 15 goats, 5-
10 poultry 

3 donkeys, 
1-3 horses 

 0-1 cart 

Better-
off 

15% 10-16 
Inapplicable 

13 camels,  29 cattle, 
45 sheep, 31 goats, 5 
poultry 

6 donkeys, 
3- 5 horses 

 0-1 cart 

(Agricultural zone) 
Very 
poor 

30% 5-7 1-1.5 
0-1 goat, 0-3 goats by 
kyo, 0-2 sheep by kyo 
0-6 poultry 

    

NE05 Magaria 

Poor 33% 6-8 1.5-2.5 

1-3 goat 0-1 sheep, 0-
3 goat by kyo, 0-2 
sheep by kyo, 0,5-1,5 
ox by kyo 

    

Middle 23% 9-11 2-4 
1-5 cattle, 5 -7 goats 
& 2-4 sheep, 5-15 
poultry 

1 –2 oxen 0-2 cart 

Better-
off 

14% 14-16 6-8 
2-4 oxen 5-7 cows, 
12-14 goats, 6-8 
sheep 10-20 poultry 

1-3 ox carts   

(Irrigated zone) 
Very 
poor 

29% 6-8 
0,5-

1,5/150m² 

0-1 ox by kyo, 1-4 
goats by kyo, 2-4 
poultry 

    

NE07 Kantché 

Poor 35% 7-10 
1-

2ha/200m² 

1 ox by kyo, 1-3 goats 
by kyo, 0-2 goats, 4-7 
poultry 

    

Middle 25% 9-11 
 2-

4ha/1500m
² irrigated 

6 -8 goats & 2-5 
sheep, 7-10 poultry 

2 –3 oxen 1 cart 
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Better-
off 

11% 14-16 
4-7 

ha/3000m² 

2-3 oxen, 6-10 cattle, 
12-17 goats, 8-12 

sheep, 12-17 poultry 
2 –2 oxen 1-2 ox carts 

(Agricultural) 
Very 
poor 

40% 6-8 1.5 
0 sheep ; 2-4 goats & 
0-1 sheep, 5 poultry 

    

NE04  
Tessaoua 

Nord 

Poor 30% 7-9 2.5 
0 sheep ; 4 goats & 1 
sheep by kiyo, 5 
poultry 

    

Middle 20% 11-13 7 
3 cattle ; 10 goats & 6 
sheep, 10 poultry 

 2 sheep & 2 
sheep 

1-2 ox carts 

Better-
off 

10% 14-17 11-15 ha 
23 cattle ; 31 goats & 
22 sheep, 15 poultry 

 4 cattle & 2 
fattening 
sheep 

1 donkey & 
1 cart 

(Agro-pastoral) 
Very 
poor 

42% 6-7 0.8 
0 cattle ; 2 goats, 
whose 1 of kiyo, 4 
poultry 

    

NE05 Tessaoua sud 

Poor 28% 7-8 1.5 

0 bcattle ; 3 goats 
whose 1 of kiyo & 1 
sheep of kiyo,                                   
8 poultry 

    

Middle 20% 10-11 3.5 
1 cattle ; 6 goats & 5 
sheep, 10 poultry 

 1  cattle 1 ox cart 

Better-
off 

10% 15-16 5.5 
2 cattle ; 17 goats & 
10 sheep, 25 poultry 

 2 cattle 1-2 ox cart 

(Agro-pastoral) 
Very 
poor 

25% 7 1 2 goats, 6 poultry     

NE05 Maiyahi 

Poor 39% 8 2 2 goats, 10 poultry     

Middle 23% 15 4 
2 cattle; 4 goats, 5 
sheep; 15 poultry 

1 donkey & 
1 ox 

1 cart 

Better-
off 

13% 20 6 
7 cattle;  12 goats, 6 
sheep; 15 poultry 

1 ox 1 cart 

(Irrigated zone) 
Very 
poor 

35% 8 0.5 2 goats     

NE07 Madarounfa 

Poor 30% 10 1 
Sheep ; 1,goats: 2, 
poultry: 2 

    

Middle 25% 15 
3 rain. 0,5 
irrigation 

5 goats, 2 sheep; 9 
poultry 

2 oxen   

Better-
off 

10% 25 

6 rain, 2 
irrigation 

Sheep: 10 
Goats: 10 
Poultry: 9 

4 oxen   

(Agro-pastoral) 
Very 
poor 

35% 6-8 2-3 
1-2 cattle, 4 goats, 4 
sheep, 3 poultry 

2-3 donkeys   

NE04  Dakoro 

Poor 25% 6-9 2-5 
 3-4 cattle, 9 goats, 9 
sheep, 6-7 poultry 

2-3 donkeys   

Middle 23% 8-12 3-6 
0-1 camels, 13-17 
cattle, 21 goats, 18 
sheep,  10 poultry 

4 donkeys   

Better-
off 

18% 12-16 7-10 
0-4 camels, 32 cattle, 
32 goats, 30 sheep, 

5 donkeys   
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10 poultry 

(Pastoral) 
Very 
Poor 

37% 7-9 Inapplicable 
3-4 cattle, 10-11 
small ruminants 

2-3 donkeys   

NE03 Dakoro 

Poor 25% 9-16 Inapplicable 
5-6 cattle, 14-15 
small ruminants 

2-3 donkeys   

Middle 23% 12-18 Inapplicable 
16 cattle, 43-45 small 
ruminants 

0-1 ox 
  

3-4 donkeys 

Better-
off 

15% 12-22 Inapplicable 
1 camels, 30+ cattle, 
60-70 goats/sheep 

6 donkeys   

(Agro-pastoral) 
Very 
poor 

25% 6-8 3 1 goat, 8 poultry 1 donkey   

NE04 Tahoua 

Poor 36% 7-10 4 
4 goats, 2 sheep, 10 
poultry 

1 donkey   

Middle 22% 9-12 8 
5 cattle, 10 goats, 7 
sheep, 12 poultry 

1-2 donkeys 1 cart 

Better-
off 

17% 13-18 10 
6 cattle, 17 goats, 11 
sheep, 16 poultry 

2 donkeys 1 cart 

(Gardening zone) 
Very 
poor 

24% 6 0.3 2 goats, 2 poultry     

NE02 Tchiro 

Poor 38% 8 0.5 
4-5 goats, 1 sheep, 3 
poultry 

    

Middle 26% 9 1 
0 cattle, 7-9 goats, 3-
4 sheep; 4  poultry 

2-3 drain 
wells 

  

Better-
off 

12% 12 1.6 
0-3 camels, 2 cattle, 
10-15  goats, 8-9 
sheep, 7 poultry 

3-5 drain 
wells 

  

(Agricultural) 
Very 
poor 

27% 7 4 
1-2 small ruminants 
of kiyo,  

0-1 cattle of 
kiyo 

  

NE05 Dosso 

Poor 34% 9 5 
2 goats, 1-2 goats of 
kiyo 

1 cattle of 
kiyo 

  

Middle 25% 15 12 
16 cattle, 8 goats, 4 
sheep 

1-2 oxen 
1 donkey 
cart 

Better-
off 

14% 20 25 
4 cattle, 15 goats, 7 
sheep 

2 oxen  
2 carts 
(sheep & 1 
donkey) 

(Agro-pastoral) 
Very 
poor 

30% 7-8 2-3 
2-3 goats, 1-2 sheep, 
7 poultry 

    

NE04  Tillabéry 

Poor 37% 7-9 2-4 
2-4 goats, 1-3 sheep, 
8 poultry 

    

Middle 20% 12-15 5-8 
5 cattle, 15 goats, 8 
sheep, 13 poultry 

1 donkey & 
2 oxen 

1 cart 

Better-
off 

13% 17-20 9-11 
17 cattle, 15-25 
goats, 12 sheep, 15 
poultry 

2 donkeys & 
2-4 oxen 

1 cart 

(Agro-pastoral) 
Very 
poor 

28% 5-9 2-5 1 goat, 6 poultry     

NE04  Ouallam Poor 33% 8-15 3-7 
1 sheep, 3 goats & 10 
poultry 

1 donkey   
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Middle 24% 10-19 5-10 
5 cattle, 7 sheep, 11 
goats, 17 poultry 

2 donkey 1 cart 

Better-
off 

15% 12-25 13-15 
13 cattle, 14 sheep, 
13 goats, 20 poultry 

3 donkey 1 cart 

(Agro-pastoral) 
Very 
poor 

21% 4-7 1,5-2 1-2 goats, 5 poultry     

NE04  Tindikiwindi 

Poor 40% 7-9 3-4 
2-3 goats, 2 sheep, 20 
poultry 

    

Middle 25% 10-12 5-7 
2- 4 cattle, 5 sheep, 
5- 10 goats, 25 
poultry 

1-2 donkey 0-1 cart 

Better-
off 

14% 15-18 8-10 
10-17 cattle,  10 
sheep, 10- 25 goats, 
30 poultry 

2-4 donkey 1-2 carts 

(Pepper crop) 
Very 
poor 

48% 7-9 1-2 
0-2 goats, 0 sheep, 5 
poultry 

    

NE12 
Komadougou 

yobé 

Poor 27% 8-12 2-4 
3-9 goats, 0-2 sheep, 
6 poultry 

    

Middle 17% 11-15 3-9 
12 cattle, 6 sheep,  15 
goats, 6 poultry 

1 motor-
pump 

0-2 carts 

Better-
off 

8% 14-20 5-15 
51 cattle, 26 sheep, 
46 goats, 8 poultry 

2 motor-
pumps 

1- 3 carts 

(Tarka Valley) 
Very 
poor 

37% 7 1.5 
2 goats, 0 sheep, 6 
poultry 

0 donkey   

NE07 
Bouza/Mada

oua 

Poor 30% 8 2 
5 goats, 2 sheep, 11  
poultry 

0 donkey 
  

Middle 21% 12 4.5 
3 cattle, 4 sheep,  8 
goats, 19 poultry 

1 motor-
pump;2 
oxen, 1 
donkey 

1 cart 

Better-
off 

12% 15 8.75 
7 cattle,  10 sheep, 13 
goats, 26 poultry 

1 motor-
pump; 2 
oxen,  2 
donkeys 

2 carts 
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Annex 4b -- Summary by zone of household characteristics 

Socio groups 
Relative proportion 

(%) 
HH size Cultivated land (ha) Livestock Fattening livestock Other productive assets 

Agro-pastoral Mean Mini Max Mean Mini Max Mean Mini Max Mean Mini Max Mean Mini Max Mean Mini Max 

Very poor 28% 21% 42% 7 4 9 1.6 0.5 5 
0.5 ov; 2 goats; 
8 poult 

0 ov; 1 goat; 4 
poult 

2 ov; 3 goats; 
20 poult 

0 0 2 0 0 0 

Poor 35% 25% 45% 8 6 10 2.5 1.5 7 
1 ox kiyo; 4 
goats; 2 ov; 10 
poult 

0 bo kiyo; 2 
goats; 1 ov; 6 
poult 

2 bo kiyo; 4 
goats; 0 ov; 20 
poult 

0.5 donkey 0 donkey 3 donkeys 0 cart 0 cart 1 cart 

Middle 23% 20% 25% 12 8 19 5.5 3.5 8 
5 bo; 10 goats; 
8 ov; 25 poult 

2 bo; 5 goats; 5 
ov; 10 poult 

9 bo; 19 goats; 
17 ov; 40 poult 

2 donkeys; 
1 ox 

1 donkey; 1 
ox 

4 donkeys; 
2 horses; 3 
oxen 

1 cart 0 cart 1 cart 

Better-off 14% 10% 18% 16.5 12 25 8.4 4.5 15 
15 bo; 25 
goats; 25 ov; 
30 poult 

2 bo; 10 goats; 
10 ov; 10 poult 

22 bo; 25 
goats; 29 ov; 
50 poult 

3 donkeys; 
2 oxen 

1 donkey; 2 
oxen 

5 donkeys; 
2 oxen 

1.5 cart 1 cart 2 carts 

Agricultural zone                                     

Very poor 32% 27% 40% 7 5 8 2.75 1 4 
0 bo; 2 goats; 
0.5 ov; 3 poult 

0 bo; 0 goat; 0 
ov; 0 poult 

0 bo; 4 goats; 2 
ov; 6 poult 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Poor 32% 30% 34% 8 6 9 2 1.5 5 
0 bo; 4 goats; 
0.5 ov kiyo; 3 
poult 

0 bo; 1 goat; 1 
ov kiyo; 0 poult 

0 bo; 4 goats; 1 
ov kiyo; 5 poult 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Middle 23% 20% 25% 12 9 15 7.3 2 12 
1 bo; 5 goats; 2 
ov; 0 poult 

7 bo; 8 goats; 4 
ov; 10 poult 

16 bo; 10 
goats; 15 ov; 
15 poult 

1 ox 1 ox 2 oxen 1 cart 0 cart 2 carts 

Better-off 13% 10% 14% 17 14 20 15 6 25 
15 bo; 30 
goats; 15 ov; 
15 poult 

2 bo; 14 goats; 
6 ov; poult 

23 bo; 31 
goats; 22 ov; 
20 poult 

2 bo 1 ox 4 oxen 
1 donkey; 1 
cart 

0 donkey; 1 
cart 

2 donkeys; 
2 carts 

Irrigated zone                                     

Very poor 36% 29% 48% 7 6 8 1 0.5 2 
2 goats; 0 ov; 3 
poult 

1 goat; 0 ov; 2 
poult 

4 goats; 0 ov; 6 
poult 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Poor 32% 27% 38% 9 7 12 1.6 0.5 4 
1 ov; 1 goat; 5 
poult 

0 ov; 1 goat; 2 
poult 

3 ov; 9 goats; 
11 poult 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Middle 22% 17% 26% 12 9 15 3.6 0.5 9 
3 bo; 8 goats; 4 
ov; 10 poult 

0 bo; 5 goats; 2 
ov; 4 poult 

12 bo; 9 goats; 
5 ov; 19 poult 

1 ox 0 ox 2 oxen 1 cart 0 cart 2 carts 

Better-off 10% 8% 12% 17 12 25 6.7 1.6 15 
0 cam; 12 bo; 
17 goats; 13 
ov; 13 poult 

0 cam; 2 bo; 10 
goats; 9ov; 8 
poult 

3 cam; 51 bo; 
46 goats; 26 
ov; 26 poult 

2 oxen 0 ox 4 oxen 1 cart 0 cart 2 carts 

Pastoral zone                                     

Very poor 32% 26% 37% 7 6 9 N/A N/A N/A 
0.5 bo; 3 ov; 3 
goats; 3 poult 

0 bo; 1 ov; 1 
goat; 0 poult 

4 bo; 3 ov; 6 
goats; 11 poult 

1 donkey 1 donkey 3 donkeys 0 0 0 

Poor 29% 25% 34% 10 7 16 N/A N/A N/A 
0.5 cam; 4 bo; 
7 ov; 10 goats; 
5 poult 

0 cam; 3 bo; 7 
ov; 5 goat; 0 
poult 

3 cam; 6 bo; 7 
ov; 5 goats; 10 
poult 

1 donkey; 0 
horse 

1 donkey; 0 
horse 

3 donkeys; 
1 horse 

0 0 0 

Middle 24% 23% 25% 12 8 18 N/A N/A N/A 
3 cam; 14 bo; 
27 ov; 19 
goats; 5 poult 

0 cam; 13 bo; 
22 ov; 15 
goats; 0 poult 

11 cam; 16 bo; 
22 ov; 23 
goats; 10 poult 

3 donkeys; 
1 horse 

3 donkeys; 
0 horse 

4 donkeys; 
2 horses 

1 cart 0 cart 1 cart 
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Better-off 15% 15% 15% 15 13 17 N/A N/A N/A 
7 cam; 29 bo; 
45 ov; 31 goats 

1 cam; 29 bo; 
45 ov; 31 goats 

13 cam; 30 bo; 
45 ov; 31 poult 

6 donkeys; 
2 horses 

6 donkeys; 
0 horse 

6 donkeys; 
5 horses 

1 cart 0 cart 1 cart 

N/A= Inapplicable; Bo= cattle; Poult= poultry; Ov= sheep; Cam= camel                       
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Annex 5 -- Weighting applied by Alliance in 2014 for the computer categorisation 

 

CAT 
Average 
HH size 

Family situation # of poultry 
# of small 
ruminants 

# of large 
ruminants 

Cultivated 
land (ha) 

Period of coverage 
by own agricultural 

production (in 
months) 

Monthly 
income (mean) 

Average 
in 2013 

BO 
 

15≥ 
Monogamous/ 

polygamous 
16≥ 14≥ 5≥ 9≥ 8≥ 

More than 
80,000 CFA per 

month 

M 11-14 
Monogamous/ 

polygamous 
10-15 6-13 1 -4 5-8 6-7 

35,001- 80,000 
CFA per month 

P 
 

8-10 
Monogamous/ 

polygamous 
5-9 3-5 0 3- 4 4-5 

25,001-35,000 
CFA per month 

VP 
 
 
 

6-7 

Monogamous or 
woman head of HH 

(divorced/widow) with 
children 

0-4 0-2 0 0-2 hectares 0-3 months 
0-25,000 CFA 

per month 

Suggested 
mark 

 More than 
7 persons 
= 1 point 
 
7 persons 
or less = 0 
point 
 
 

Woman head of HH 
with children = 0 point 
 
Monogamous HH = 0 
point 
 
Polygamous HH = 1 
point 

More than 16 
= 3 points  
 
10-15 = 2 
points 
 
5-9 = 1 point      
 
0-4 = 0 point  
 

More than 
14 = 12 
points 
 
6-13 = 8 
points 
 
3-5 = 4 
points 
 
1-2= 1 point 
 
0  = 0 point 

More than 
5 = 15 
points 
 
3-4= 10 
points 
 
1-2 = 5 
points 
 
0 = 0 point 
 

More than 9 
ha = 10 points 
 

5-8 ha =  5 
points 
 

3-4 ha = 2 
points 
 

2 ha = 1 point 
 

0-1 ha = 0 
point 

More than 8 months 
= 10 points 

 

6-7 = 5 points  
 

4-5 = 3 points 
 

2-3= 1 point 
 

0-1 = 0 point 
 
 

More than 
80,000 =  10 
points 
 
35,001-80,000 = 
5 points 
 
25,001-35,000 = 
3 points 
 
20,001-25,000 = 
1 point 
 
0-20,000 = 0 
point 
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Explanations of weighting: 
Within Alliance, weighting criteria for the socio-economic categorisation were taken from different HEA profiles in the intervention areas of different NGO 
members. In order to have data by socio-economic categories, all profiles done from 2009 to 2012 were gathered then analysed and an average by class 
was calculated. For different criteria, marks were proposed during an Alliance members meeting when it was agreed that livelihoods criteria are more 
important compared to HH size and status criteria. So, the maximum marking varied from 1 to 15 according to the importance of the criteria determining 
the HH status. Afterwards, these marks were subdivided according to the different socio-economic group data. 
 
→ Based on the fact that very poor households are made up of an average of 7 persons, this criteria totals 1 point. So, for HH size ≤ 7, the score is 1 and 
superior to 7, it is 0; 
 
→ Given that very poor households are monogamous, depending on the different profiles, this criteria totals 1 point. The score for a household could be 1 if 
the household is polygamous and 0 if it is monogamous; 
 
→ Poultry forms a significant income source for a lot of very poor households, and even for medium and better-off households, because the sale of one unit 
can allow a household to have access to a dozen kgs of cereals. However, this activity is not well-developed in all the very poor. So, the maximum mark 
granted to the criteria of poultry ownership has been 3 points and divided as the above table shows; 
 
→ The maximum mark related to the ownership of small ruminants has been set at 12 points with subdivision according to the different ranges of averages 
by category, calculated from the profiles data; 
 
→ The maximum mark related to the ownership of large ruminants has been set at 15 points with subdivision according to the different ranges of averages 
by category, calculated from the profiles data. This high criteria marking came from the fact that all very poor and poor households don’t own large 
ruminants according to the different studied profiles. However, the issue of shepherding hasn’t been discussed up to this point. 
 
→ Regarding the ownership of cultivated land, a very poor household can own some hectares, close to number owned by medium households but does not 
have the capacity to fully farm them. That’s why, comparing to ownership of the large ruminants, the maximum mark has been reduced to 10 points. 
 
→ According to the average of the different profiles that we looked at, the household mean monthly income also varies in accordance with the socio-
economic classes. 
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Total marks by category 
 
 

CATEGORY MINIMUM MARK MAXIMUM MARK 

BO 33 62 

M 16 32 

P 6 15 

VP 0 5 

 
Fundamental principle: 

 This document uses selection criteria taken  from the basic HEA profiles done in the Alliance NGO member intervention areas; 

 Data, by category, are mean marks by category according to the data analysis (from 2009 to 2012) of all Alliance organisations; 

 The suggested marks for the household categorisation have been set following an Alliance technical meeting when it was agreed that the most 
important criteria are the criteria related to the families’ livelihoods instead of the targeted households’ size and status, etc.; 

 Beneficiary selection will be based upon the total marks: in order to be assigned VP, a household needs to meet, at least, 4 to 6 criteria related to 
VP household livelihoods; 

 This document / household profile will be used in the selection/categorisation of the majority of beneficiary households but it is likely that 
households who don’t meet the agreed criteria are included into the programme if a need or specific vulnerability is identified, example of children 
with malnutrition, presence of disabled people. 
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Annex 6 – Proposed Selection criteria by LZ for the process of weighting used for the computer categorisation 

Livelihood 
zone 

CAT 
Relative 
proporti
on (%) 

Average 
HH size 

Status of HH 
# of 

poultry 
# of small 
ruminants 

# of large 
ruminants 

Cultivated land 
(ha) per HH 

Food Stock with 
milk production 

(in months) 

Monthly income 
(mean) 

 
PASTORAL 

VP 32% 7 Monogamous 3 6 0-1 Inapplicable ˂1  month 
39,133 Fcfa/ 

month 

P 29% 10 
Monogamous
/ polygamous 

 
5 17 2-4 Inapplicable 1 month 

52,375 Fcfa/ 

month 

M 
 

24% 12 Monogamous
/ polygamous 

5 46 17 Inapplicable 1 month 
93,708 Fcfa/ 

month 

BO 15% 15 Monogamous
/ polygamous 

- 76 36 Inapplicable 2 months 
15,7958 cfa/ 

month 

 

Livelihood 
zone 

CAT 
Relative 
proporti
on (%) 

Average 
HH size 

Status of HH # of poultry 
# of small 
ruminants 

# of large 
ruminants 

Cultivated land 
(ha) per HH 

Food Stock 
with (in 
months) 

Monthly income 
(mean) 

 
AGRO - 

PASTORAL 

VP 28% 7 Monogamous 8 0-2 0 1,6 ha 3-4 months 
17,650 cfa/ 

month 

P 
35% 8 Monogamous 10 2-4 1 

2,5 ha 
4 months 

25,733cfa/ 

month 

M 
 

23% 12 Monogamous
/ polygamous 

25 8-10 5 
5,5 ha 

7 months 

62,201 cfa/ 

month 

BO 
14% 16,5 Monogamous

/ polygamous 
30 20-25 15 

8,4 ha 
8-9 months 

106,950 cfa/ 

month 
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Livelihood 
zone 

CAT 
Relative 
proporti
on (%) 

Average 
HH size 

Status of HH # of poultry 
# of small 
ruminants 

# of large 
ruminants 

Cultivated 
land (ha) per 

HH 

Food Stock with 
(in months) 

Monthly income 
(mean) 

AGRICULTUR
AL 

VP 32% 7 Monogamous 3 0-2 0 2 ha 3-4 months 
14,982 Fcfa/ 

month 

P 32% 8 Monogamous 3 1-4 0 2,75 ha 4 months 
22,288 Fcfa/ 

month 

M 23% 12 Monogamous
/ polygamous 

10 2-5 10 7,3 ha 7 months 
68,053 Fcfa/ 

month 

BO 13% 17 Monogamous
/ polygamous 

15 15-30 15 15 ha 8 months 
123,852 Fcfa/ 

month 

 

Livelihood 
zone 

CAT 
Relative 
proporti
on (%) 

Average 
HH size 

Status of HH # of poultry 
# of small 
ruminants 

# of large 
ruminants 

Cultivated land 
(ha) per HH 

Food Stock 
with (in 
months) 

Monthly income 
(mean) 

IRRIGATED 

VP 36% 7 Monogamous 3 0-2 0 1 ha 3 months 
30,812 Fcfa/ 

month 

P 32% 9 
Monogamous

/ polygamous 
5 1-2 0 1,6 ha 3-4 months 

49,215 Fcfa/ 

month 

M 22% 12 
Monogamous

/ polygamous 10 4-8 3 3,6 ha 5-6 months 
152,959 Fcfa/ 

month 

BO 10% 17 
Monogamous

/ polygamous 13 12-17 12 6,7 ha 8 months 
311,335 Fcfa/ 

month 
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Annex 7 -- Example of Households Census Form, 2014 FSL ECHO Project 

Department …………………………………Commune……………………………….Village……………………………..... 

N° Surveyor  /___/___/ ;      N° Plot /___/___/ ;      N° Household  /___/___//___/___/ 

Surname & Name of head of household____________________________ ; Surname & Name of HH’s Proxy _______________ 

Gender of head of HH   1  Male                                        2  Female 

Age of head of HH                           /___//___/ 

Head of HH/Proxy phone contact ________________/________________ 

Type of housing: 1 Hard;     2 Semi-hard+ sheet metal;   3 Semi-hard;        4 Banco + Sheet metal ;      5 Banco ;         6 Hut ;      7 Other 

Marital status:       1  Monogamous ;                2 Polygamous ;                   3 Widowed ;             4 Divorced ;                     5 Single 

Size of HH      /___//___/ 

Female gender :   Less than 6 months /___//___/ ; 6-23 months /___//___/ ; 24-59 months/___//___/ ; 6-17 years/___//___/ ; 18-55 

years/___//___/ ; More than 56 years/___//___/ 

Male gender : Less than 6 months /___//___/ ; 6-23 months /___//___/ ; 24-59 months/___//___/ ; 6-17 years/___//___/ ; 18-55 

years/___//___/ ; More than 56 years/___//___/ 

Number of pregnant women /___/ ;           Number of lactating women /___/ ;              Number of disabled people  /___//___/         

 Number of working persons /___//___/  of whom are Male /___//___/ and Female /___//___/ 

Land ownership 

Area of household’s owned land /___//___/ ;                                          Area of household’s cultivated land  (ha) /___//___/ 

Status of owned land: 1 Property /___/ ;       2 Rent /___/ ;    3 Loan /___/ ;       4 Pledge /___/ 

Period of needs coverage by own agricultural production ________________ 

Livestock 

Number of household’s large ruminants /___//___/ ;  Number of household’s small ruminants /___//___/ 

Number of household’s poultry /___//___/ ; Other household’s livestock /___//___/ if yes, specify ……………. 

Other productive assets: Cart /___/ ; Plough /___/ ; Motorbike /___/ ; Generator /___/ ; Car /___/ ; Fridge /___/ ; Mill /___/ ; Solar panel 

/___/ ;     Phone /___/ Moto-pump /___/ Other /___/ 

Number in order of importance, the three main household’s income sources? 

Sale of crop products  Exodus / external cash transfer  Begging  

Animal husbandry or sale of 
livestock 

 Transfer (Project, NGO or State)  Harvest  

Trader / Small business  Donation from a relative   Other ……  

Craft activity  Loans  Other ……  

Sale of labour  Sale of firewood  Other ……  

 

What is the household’s mean monthly income? ________________ 
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Annex 8 -- Example of the Community and Computer Categorisation sheet 

Village N° 
First 
name 

Surname Nickname Age 

C
u

lt
iv

at
e

d
 L

an
d

 

La
rg

e
 R

u
m

in
an

ts
 

Sm
al

l R
u

m
in

an
t 

 C
ar

ts
 

M
o

to
rb

ik
e

/s
o

la
r/

as
se

ts
 

Fo
o

d
 S

TO
C

K
 

M
e

an
 M

o
n

th
ly

 In
co

m
e

 

(p
lu

s 
ca

sh
 t

ra
n

sf
e

r)
 Committees and Computer 

Categorisation 

Committee 
A 

Committee 
B 

Computer 

Dreamland 1 Axxxxxxx Gxxxxxx AAAAAA 60 2 5 10 1 0 1 10000 C D  D 

Dreamland 2 Bxxxxxxxx Ixxxxxxx BBBBBB 36 10 0 25 0 1 5 200000 A  A A 
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