Solutions sheet - Urbania
1. Geographic targeting according to density/intensity of refugee poverty AND poverty of host community. 
2. Proxies were identified using the extensive data available. Statisticians at the local university were asked to identify those variables that correlated with the outcome 'expenditures below the survival minimum expenditure basket). Later they were asked to identify the variables that correlated with 'low food security' scores. In some countries, where similar exercises were conducted, the variables that matched, were used together to identify those who would receive food assistance and a 'cash top up'. 
3. These proxies were a combination of easily identifiable/observable characteristics and behavior, e.g. living conditions, asset holdings, and coping mechanisms.
4. Targeted household visits were conducted.  The 'priority' households were identified using data in refugee registration database, that were also among the 'proxies' identified in previous steps, e.g. high dependency ratios, disability, large family size, etc. 
5. Community discussions with agencies discussing the objective of the assistance and the 'profile' of the families they felt would meet the criteria. Communities would decide lists.
6. Protection monitoring staff would also refer cases to the agency targeting committees. 
7. Each household was visited and completed an application. The application was a 5 page questionnaire with the 'proxies' hidden in the questionnaire to avoid manipulation of the formula or score card. 
8. Some agencies used the proxy-means-test (PMT) formula, and triangulated this with self-reported expenditures. 
9. Other agencies used the proxies identified in the formula and did a score card. The result was very similar. 
10. In areas where destitute refugee families were hosted by poor host families, the entire household budget would be considered (e.g. all expenditures divided by all family members, host family and refugee family). If the expenditures/proxies were determined to be below the SMEB, a host family 'cash top up' was also provided. 
11. All NGOs and CSOs working in the community were informed of the programme, its objectives and broadly the 'profile' of the target group. This helped with referrals. 
12. Agency staff also established 'appeals' committees. Appealing households had to fill in an application (self-targeting). 
13. The first communication strategy was poorly done and too many families who were ineligible appealed for assistance, as they thought it their 'right' to assistance. The second communication strategy made it clear that this was for destitute refugees only and appeals went down. 
Lessons learned
· Validation with local community leaders was very useful not only to get buy-in and to facilitate the implementation. But community leaders could also explain to the host community the objective of the programme, solve disputes, identify needy refugee and host families. Community leaders were also given a list of programmes for poor local families (non-refugee) so that they could be referred. The national government had subsidy programmes (food, education, health) for local families.
· The PMT was too complicated for many agencies to use. The preferred something more 'transparent' such as a score card. 
· The identification of proxies took too long because agencies were confused as to the objective and utility of the exercise. However it was useful as it reduced inclusion error. Some 'traditional' criteria, e.g. female headed households, were found to be unreliable as proxies.  
· External experts could have been used to 'speed up' the process, rather than too many agency-experts who had other responsibilities to attend to. 
· Validation of proxies with focus groups using and age, gender, diversity approach, was useful to triangulate what was until then a purely quantitative exercise. 
· Communication, trust building, getting buy-in OF THE AGENCIES was essential to get the agencies to use the same or similar criteria. 
· The cut-offs for the PMT/Score card had to be adjusted for different areas as the cost of living was different (rural/urban). 
· Given the proxies were determined largely on urban data, there was some local-modification of criteria given specific settings (rural, agriculture, housing).
· The PMT/score card was useful to enroll people in the programme. But once they started receiving aid their 'scores' went up. Another solution had to be found to measure the vulnerability of those already receiving aid or for determining when a family should 'graduate' from the programme. 
· The PMT/score card had to be carefully explained to protection staff who had very fixed ideas about who was vulnerable. The term vulnerability had to be explained , in relation to the objective of the cash programme. The idea of economic vulnerability was new to many.  
