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Figure 1 Locations Covered in the In Depth Assessment 
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Introduction  
Following the 2015 Murgab earthquake a decision was made to conduct an in depth assessment 
with the involvement of REACT members. The Murgab Earthquake In Depth Assessment was 
conducted by REACT members, i.e. Focus Humanitarian Assistance, World Food Program 
(WFP), the Red Crescent Society of Tajikistan and UNDP’s Disaster Risk Management 
Programme (DRMP), in coordination with OCHA and UNICEF. This report documents the 
development of the assessment, the field work involved, assessment data results and issues for 
consideration in future in depth assessments.  
 
The field component of the assessment took place in Gorno Badakhshan Autonomous Oblast 
(GBAO) from 16 April to 5 May 2016 (see Annex A, Assessment Schedule). Preliminary results 
were circulated in mid-June. A public presentation and discussion of the assessment results was 
held on 28 June 2016 in Dushanbe, concurrent with a training on post disaster in depth 
assessment based on the Murgab field work. The final report was issued in July, 2016. 
 
Related discussions on improving post disaster loss, damage, impact and needs assessment 
procedures in Tajikistan occurred within REACT concurrent with the Murgab assessment. It is 
expected that lessons from the Murgab assessment detailed in this report will be used in efforts 
to improve post disaster assessments in Tajikistan.  
 
Further information on the Murgab assessment, including the raw data collected, can be secured 
from the UNDP’s Disaster Risk Management Programme. 

 
Assessment Focus and Process  

Previous Assessments 
In December, 2015 the Government conducted a physical damage assessment for the Murgab-
earthquake affected area. While the details of the assessment are not publically available, it did 
result in the official designation of 146 households which suffered 100% damage and 500 
households which suffered over 50% damage due to the Murgab earthquake.  
 
During early 2016, Focus Humanitarian Assistance, in collaboration with Government authorities, 
conducted a more detailed assessment of the factors which contributed to the damage to housing 
in the Murgab earthquake-affected area. The results of this assessment were not available at the 
start of the in depth assessment.  
 

Assessment Focus  
Given previous assessment work, the Murgab Assessment focused on the livelihoods and socio-
economic impacts of the earthquake as well as recovery plans and needs. To ensure that results 
of the in depth assessment were comparable with the Government and Focus assessments, a 
decision was made to focus the assessment on the 646 households2 which had been officially 
recognized as having experienced more than 50% damage.  
 
The focus and scope of the assessment was intended to:  

 Provide input into recovery planning, both as a result of qualitative information collected 
and using statistical analysis of responses.  

                                                
2 Although a household is generally understood as being composed of at least one parent and one child, 
the actual composition of the household included in the Government damage assessment could include 
several generations, i.e., all the people normally sleeping in one location. The Murgab assessment didn’t 
collect information on the generational composition of a household interviewed (i.e., grandparents, 
parents, children), but this information could be collected in the future to provide a better understanding of 
the nature of the household, and for use as baseline data.  
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 Establish a base line for recovery needs and other conditions at the time of the 
assessment (early Spring), which could be used in tracking overall recovery and specific 
recovery interventions.  
 

Figure 1, above, provides a map developed by Focus Humanitarian Assistance, identifying the 
locations affected by the December 2015 earthquake.  
  

Data Collection, Processing and Review  
The assessment used household-level interviews based a standard questionnaire (see Annex B, 
Questionnaire). The initial questionnaire was modified from an earlier REACT damage and 
needs assessment questionnaire, updated with inputs from Focus, DRMP, WFP (including an 
expanded food security section), UNICEF, OCHA and others.  
 
The draft questionnaire was translated into Russian and checked for clarity as well as consistency 
against the English original. The questionnaire was then tested as part of the enumerator training 
(see below) and revised to clarify questions and expected responses.  
 
The questionnaires were completed by five male-female teams, using either Russian or a local 
language3 (see Annex C for assessment team). A one-day training was held for the teams before 
field work started, following by a half-day field practice session and feedback to teams and two 
additional days of monitoring of team work in the field.  
 
Data was collected over a 20-day period, with most of the field work concentrated in the high-
impact Bartang Valley (469 of 646 surveys). Depending on logistics, teams were concentrated to 
work together in one location (e.g., four team working on a single village) or distributed over a 
number of locations (e.g., two teams assigned different houses in a specific area). Both 
approaches were necessary given the large distances in Gorno Badakhshan Autonomous Oblast. 
A map of the locations covered in the assessment is provided below.  
 
Data was collected on paper survey forms, usually with one team member asking questions and 
the second recording answers. The forms were then entered into an Excel™ spreadsheet using 
a coding system.  
 
Once the initial data entry was completed, the results were re-coded to binary (1 or 0) or, in the 
case of multiple answer question frequency (range of 1 to x) of a specific response recorded as 
a binary result (1 if the response was indicated, 0 if no response was indicated. Free form (written 
in) answers were classed into the same or similar responses. 
 
This recoded data was then analyzed using the Excel™ sum and count functions to generate total 
responses for a specific response (in the case of yes/no or multiple answer questions) or total 
grouped responses for free form input. In the case of yes-or-no questions, the results were 
summarized as either total responses or percent of total answers.  
 
In the case of multiple responses to a question and text input, results were presented as number 
and per cent of total responses. While text input was generally provided in English, some text was 
entered in Russian and translated using Google Translate™, or by native Russian speakers.  
 
The re-coding process identified data which was obviously incorrect (e.g., a 7, where only 1 or 2 
were appropriate responses). These incorrect data points were noted and rechecked back against 

                                                
3 All survey team members were fluent in Russian and Shugni (the language of many of the earthquake-
affected areas). Some team members were also fluent in English.  
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original questionnaires and revised if possible. Mistakes in data entry appeared to be very low 
when compared with the over 46,000 pieces of data transferred from the paper survey forms to 
the Excel™ sheet. A further screening of data and re-coding results was conducted as part of 
developing this report.   
 
The recoded data was summarized by individual questions (raw data results) and shared with 
REACT for comment in mid-June. A presentation on the assessment results and basic analysis 
was made on 28 June 2016 to REACT and Government representatives.  
 
The data collected includes the names of head of household, as identified in the Government 
damage assessments, village name, and in some cases, phone numbers. The village name data 
can be used to incorporate the results into a geographic information system. However, steps need 
to be taken to protect the names and phone numbers of individual recorded on the forms from 
becoming public, as no written consent forms were used in collecting the data and only verbal 
agreement was asked to use the data for the purposes noted above.   
 

Assessment Results – Pre-Disaster Baseline  
Assessment Coverage and Demographics 

A total of 646 surveys were initiated and 628 at least partially completed (97.1% completion rate).4 
A total of 569 households reported a male head (98.9% of surveys completed5), with 475 heads 
of household (76% of all respondents) providing responses to the assessment teams. However, 
in many cases, the surveys were completed with responses from several household members 
present at the time of the interviews. 
 
A total of 3,444 persons were covered by the assessment, including 1,760 males (56% of total) 
and 1,684 females (44% of total) based on reported household members. Of the persons covered 
by the assessment, 9.1% were younger than 60 months, including 175 males (56% of group) and 
139 females (4% of group). A reported 7.7% were over 60 years, including 131 males (49.6% of 
group) and133 female (50.4% of group). A total of 123 persons (4.2% of population covered) were 
reported to be disabled or handicapped, including 80 males (4.5% of population covered) and 63 
females (3.7% of population surveyed). 
  

Employment and Migration  
Employment  
A total of 626 households reported one or more member employed (99.7% of surveyed 
households) as indicated below. A total of 546 (87.2%) households reported more than one type 
of work being pursued.  

- Self-employed/farming: 581 (92.7% 
of responses)  

- Self-employed/herding: 500 (79.7% 
of responses)  

- Self-employed/trade or craft: 109 
(17.4% of responses)  

- Wage non-farm labor: 39 (6.2% of 
responses)   

- Wage farm labor: 2 (0.3% of 
responses)  

- Manage/work in store: 4 (0.6% of 
responses)  

- Government/NGO/IO employee:  192 
(30.8% of responses)  

- Other: 64 (10.2% of responses), 
including pensioner, knitting, 
accountant, migration, driver, 
Liberian, other temporary work, 
trucker, fireman, cleaner, other non-
specified work.  

 

                                                
4 Five questionnaires had gender of head of household entered based on head of household name, but 
were not otherwise completed.   
5 See previous footnote on total numbers.  
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A single household could report more than one type of work. Where multiple sources of income 
were indicated, only the first mentioned was recorded as the main source of income. Further 
analysis indicated that 270 respondents (43.2%) reported multiple main sources of income, in 
most cases the other main source of income being herding. 
 
Occupation  
Of a total of 625 respondents,  

- 443 respondents (71.1%) reported farming as the main household occupation followed 
by: 

- Work in the service sector (70 respondents, 11.2%),  
- Herding (56 respondents, 9.0%),  
- Other work, including other wage labor, knitting, migration, pensions (as source of income) 

and other work, (51 respondents, 8.2%), and  
- Work in industry (3 respondents, 0.5%).   

 
At the time of the assessment, a total of 327 persons (9.5% of total population surveyed) were 
reported to be temporary working outside the household, including 213 males (12.1% of male 
population) and 114 females (6.8 of female population).  
 

Housing and Services 
Access 
Of a total of 634 responses,  

o 605 (95.4%) reported access to their house was via dirt road,  
o 15 (2.4%) indicated no road access, and  
o 14 (2.3%) respondents indicated paved road. 

 
Type of Housing 
Of a total of 628 responses,  

- 529 (84.2%) reported they lived (slept at night) in a “Pamiri” type house,  
- 98 (15.6%) reported they lived in a “non-Pamiri” type house, and  
- 1 (0.2%) reported they lived in another type of structure.  

  
Electricity  
Of a total of 627 respondents, 418 (66.7%) reported they had electricity at the time of the 
assessment. Of a total of 625 responds:  

- 339 (54.2% of respondents) reported full time access to electricity during winter, 
- 72 (11.5%) households reported partial access to electricity during winter, and  
- 214 (34.2%) reported no access to electricity during winter.  

 
Heating 
Of a total of 632 responses,  

- 625 (97.8%) indicated that stoves (using dung, wood or brush)  
- 11 (1.7%) used electrical heaters, and  
- 3 (0.5%) reported using other sources of heating. 

Some respondents indicated more than one source of heating. Note that wood/dung/brush stoves 
are also generally used for cooking as well.  
 
Water Supply 
 A total of 769 responses were recorded:  

- Canal (irrigation): 252 users (32.8%) - Well, spring: 188 users (24.4%)  
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- Other – River: 182 users (23.7%) 
- Piped (gravity fed) to public stand 

pipes: 113 users (14.5%) 
- Piped (gravity fed) direct to house: 29 

users (3.8%) 
- Hand pump: 3 users (0.4%) 

- Piped (pumped using electric or 
diesel pumps) delivered directly to 
house: 2 users (0.3%) 

- Piped (pumped using electric or 
diesel pumps) to public stand pipes: 
0 users 

 
Multiple responses were common as several sources of water can be used by a household for 
different purposes. Water sources can vary between winter and summer. The responses indicate 
the end of winter conditions, when water is more scarce, particularly as irrigation canals are not 
fully operational.  
 
Sewage 
Of a total of 631 responses,  

- 554 (87.0%) reported using pit latrines,  
- 68 (9.1%) reported using other means of sewage disposal, including open field defecation, 

and  
- 25 (3.9%) reported using water flush latrines.  

Some respondents indicated more than one source of sewage disposal. 
 
Waste Disposal 
Of a total of 628 responses, 

- 574 (91.4%) reported using a local disposal (burning/burying) for solid waste disposal, 
- 46 (7.3%) reported using a local trash dump, and  
- 8 (1.3%) reported using a government collection system.  

 

Communications  
Phone Access 
Of a total of 629 surveys completed, 537 respondents (85%) indicated having a phone. 
 
Sources of Information  
The section below indicates the two most important sources of information reported by 
respondents. Following the table, other sources of information are also reported.  
 

Source of Information Reported Most Important 
(Total = 602) 

Reported 2nd Most Important 
(Total = 438) 

TV/Satellite 366 (60.8%) 33 (7.5%) 

Phone call with relatives/friends 163 (27.1%) 225 (51.4%) 

Newspaper 13 (2.2%) 141 (32.2%) 

Radio 15 (2.5%) 19 (4.3%) 

Other 45 (7.5%) 20 (4.6%) 

 
The other sources of information, in frequency of reporting for all levels of importance, included:  

- CODAN radios: 49 (Radio network maintained by FOCUS.) 
- People: 24 
- “Hearsay”: 4 
- Internet: 3 
- Workplace: 1 
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Assessment Results – Post Disaster  
December 2015 and Previous Disasters 

December 2015 Earthquake 
Of a total of 627 responses,  

- 610 (97.3%) indicated that earthquake was the major disaster affecting the household in 
December 2015,  

- 15 (2.4%) indicated rock fall,  
- 1 (0.2%) indicated both rock fall and earthquake, and  
- 1 (0.2%) respondent each indicated flood or drought.  

 
Other disasters reported in 2015 included:  

- 233 respondents (84.8% of total) indicated they had been also affected earthquakes other 
than the one in December,  

- 22 (8.4%) indicated they had been affected by rock falls,  
- 12 (4.6%) indicated they had been affected by flood,  
- 3 (1.1%) indicated they had been affected by avalanches, and  
- 2 (0.8%) indicated they had been affected by other hazards, including building collapse 

and humidity (i.e., high ground water).  
A total of 663 responses were provided, indicating multiple disasters before the December 
earthquake.  

 
The following responses all refer to the December 2015 earthquake but may include impacts from 
other disasters in 2015. 

Destruction and Damage – Housing  
Of a total of 624 responses, 175 (27.6%) reported their home destroyed.  
 
Of a total of 596 responses, 433 (72.7%) reported their houses damaged and 11 (1.8%) reported 
no damage or destruction. 

Current Living Conditions  
For returnees, a total of 236 responses indicated that:  

- 113 (47.9%) reported to be living in their old house,  
- 71 (28.3%) were living in tents,  
- 26 (11.0%) living in other structures than listed in the survey form,  
- 13 (5.5%) were living in new houses,  
- 7 (3.0%) were living in yurts, and  
- 6 (2.5%) indicated returnees were living in a school or other official building.  
Some returnees were reported to be using two structures for living.  

 
In terms of where all the disaster-affected households were living at the time of the assessment, 
a total of 625 households reported:  

- 419 (67.0% of total responses) were 
living in their original house 

- 79 (12.6%) were living in tents  
- 54 (8.6%) were living with relatives  
- 28 (4.5%) were living in in other 

facilities, including  
o Schools (11 respondents),  

o Other locations including 
Government offices, rented 
space, with neighbors, in 
another house, had moved or 
were using a storage 
container  

- 27 (4.3%) were living in yurts 
- 18 (2.9%) were living in new houses. 
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Displacement and Return 
Of a total of 605 responses, 313 (52.2%) indicated that at least one member of the household 
had been evacuated following the December earthquake. At the time of the assessment, 232 
(74.1%) of those reported to have been displaced were reported to have returned.  

  

Damage to Agriculture Infrastructure  
Of a total of 620 respondents, 330 (53.2%) indicated that they had experienced damage to 
agricultural infrastructure. 
 

Loss of Household Items and Livestock   
Of a total of 624 households responding, 218 (34.9%) reported loosing household items, 
including:  

- Kitchen items (68 responses)  
- Bedding (46 responses) 
- Furniture (35 responses)  
- TV or PC (16 responses)  
- “everything” (15 responses)  

- Water storage (8 responses) 
- Solar battery/panel (3 responses) 
- Carpet, Yamaha, washing machine, 

food and sewing machine (one each). 

 
A total of 63 households reported loosing livestock as a result of the disaster, including:  

o 86 sheep 
o 37 goats 
o 13 chickens 
o 9 cows 

o 6 ducks 
o 5 bulls 
o 1 horse  
o 3 other animals.  

 

Changes in Water Availability and Waste Management  
Of 564 responses, 163 (28.9%) indicate that there had been a change in their normal source of 
water after the disaster:  

- 130 respondents reported reductions in water sourced from canals,  
- 30 reported reductions in water sourced from Piped (gravity fed) to public stand pipes,  
- 14 reported a reduction in water piped (gravity fed) direct to house,  
- 13 reported reductions in well water supply, and  
- 1 reported reduced water sourced from piped (pumped using electric or diesel pumps) to 

public stand pipes.  
Multiple sources could be reported.  

 
Of a total of 625 responses, 237 (37.9%) indicated that sewage disposal had changed following 
the disaster. Of those respondents who indicated a change in sewage disposal, 

- 182 indicated that pit latrines were now used,  
- 3 indicated that water-flush latrines were now used,  
- 2 indicated that in-house toilet was used, and  
- 1 each indicated that other facilities were being used at the time of the assessment.  

 
Of a total of 622 responses, 58 (9.3%) reported that solid waste disposal had changed. Only 6 
respondents indicate new waste disposal methods: 3 identified local trash dumps, and 3 
Government collection systems.  
 

Health Care and Illness  
Of a total of 626 responses, 96 (15.3%) reported changes to health care access or delivery. The 
reasons given for changes in health care included:  
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- Damage to clinic: 85 respondents,  
- Change in clinic hours: 2,  
- Lack of funds to go to clinic: 2,  
- Road or path not easy to travel: 1, and 
- Other: 4, including a lack of drugs and medicines.  

 
Of 627 households reporting, the most important reported health problems before the disaster 
were: 

- High blood pressure and 
Hypertension- 35 cases 

- Flu – 19 
- Tuberculosis – 14  
- Heart disease – 5  
- Mental disease – 5  
- Bronchitis or Pneumonia – 4 
- Osteoporosis – 3 
- Eye diseases – 4  
- Intestinal diseases -3  
- Headache – 3 
- Paralysis – 2 
- Stress – 2 
- Renal disease – 2  
- Ear pain – 2 

- Joint pain – 2  
- Anemia – 2 
- Spinal Problems – 1  
- Disability – 1 
- Burns – 1 
- Rickets – 1  
- Seizure – 1  
- Spinal hernia – 1  
- Cerebral palsy – 1  
- Leg pain – 1  
- Skin disease – 1  
- Brucellosis – 1  
- “Perenatalka” – 1  
- Ulcer – 1 

A household may have noted several health issues.  
 
Of a total of 621 responses, 300 (48.3%) indicated more illness after the disaster, 223 (35.9%) 
indicated less illness and 98 (15.8%) indicated no change. 
 
Of a total of 627 households reporting, a total of 274 health issues were reported after the disaster, 
including:  

- Flu -76 reported cases 
- High blood pressure and 

Hypertension- 63  
- Stress – 44  
- Shock – 24  
- Fear -  13  
- Headache – 9  
- Mental illnesses – 9  
- Bronchitis and pneumonia – 7  
- Renal illnesses – 6  
- Skin disease – 4  
- Anemia – 4  
- Tuberculosis – 4  
- Broken bone or pain in appendage – 

4 
- Sinus inflammation - 3  
- Stroke or cerebral illness – 3  
- Eye illness – 3  
- Tuberculosis – 3  
- Heart disease – 3  
- Appendicitis – 3  

- Ulcers – 2  
- “Strax” – 2  
- Gastro-intestinal illness – 2  
- Gastric illness – 1  
- Surgery (non-specified) – 1  
- Spinal illness – 1 
- Children’s disease – 1  
- “Osteochondrosis” – 1  
- Spinal hernia – 1  
- Liver disease – 1  
- Ear illness – 1  
- Cough -1  
- Joint pain – 1 
- Cerebral palsy – 1  
- “ARVI” – 1  
- Meningitis – 1  
- Invalid leg jaundice – 1  
- Paralysis – 1  
- Diabetes – 1  
- “Sir” – 1  
- Disability – 1  



Murgab Earthquake In Depth Assessment Report – July 2016 - 12 

- Paroxysm – 1  
- Rickets – 1  

- Assault – 1 

A household may have noted several health issues.  
 

Change in Access to Education  
Of a total of 593 responses, 106 (17.9%) indicated access to school has changed since the 
disaster. Of the 124 respondents who indicated a reason.  

- 95 (76.6% of respondents) indicated the reason was damage to the school,  
- 19 (15.3%) indicated reduced school hours,   
- 1 (0.8%) indicate no teacher, and  
- 9 (7.3%) indicated other reasons, including using a tent for school, or no school building.   

 

Economic, Labor and Migration Impacts 
Of 655 responses, 530 (84.8%) report that prices have increased since the disaster. 

 
Of a total of 623 responses, 442 (70.9%) indicated that expenditures had increased following the 
disaster. Of the 475 responses, which indicated the nature of the increase,  

- 269 (56.8%) on travel  
- 245 (51.6%) indicated expenditures 

increased food 
- 199 (41.9%) on shelter  
- 184 (38.7%) on medical care  
- 43 (9.1%) on household items or 

cooking  
- 49 (10.3%) on other expenses, 

including: 

o coal (14 responses) 
o construction and materials 

(15 responses) 
o “Ugol” (2 responses), 
o Wood, electricity, taxes, 

irrigation, and clothing (1 
response each).  

 
A household may have provided more than one response. 

 
Of a total of 469 responses, the following were identified as ways which increased expenses were 
met:  

- 210 (44.8%) reported using loans  
- 105 (22.4%) reported using savings  
- 39 (8.3%) reported selling assets  
- 38 (8.1%) reported using remittances 
- 14 (3.0%) reported receiving gifts   
- 4 (0.9%) reported reducing 

expenditures 
- 176 (37.5%) reported other means, 

including:  
o Financial aid (94 responses)  

o Humanitarian and 
government aid (37 
responses) 

o Pensions (17) 
o Salaries (9)  
o “Help” (4) 
o Relatives and finding a job (2 

each) 
o Barter and food (1 each).   

A household may have provided more than one response. 
 
Of 612 responses, 82 (13.4%) indicate that they have not been able to work in their normal jobs 
after the disaster, although 8 (9.8%) reported finding alternative jobs.  
 
Of a total 605 responses, 50 (8.3%) reported an increase in migration, 366 (60.5%) reported a 
decrease in migration, 188 (31.1%) indicate the same level of migration as in the past and 1 
(0.2%) reported they did not know. 
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A total of 80 respondents (12.8% of 625 respondents), indicated they expect a family member to 
migrate. Reported likely destinations of migrants included:  

- Russia: 67 respondents,  
- Khorog: 7 respondents,  
- Dushanbe or Russia: 1 

- Dushanbe: 1, and  
- Nearby communities: 1 

 

Assistance Received  
A total of 627 respondents reported receiving assistance:  

- 611 (97.4%) reporting receiving food aid, 
- 567 (90.4%) reporting receiving financial support (funds).  
- 510 (81.3%) reporting receiving household goods, 
- 424 (67.6%) reporting receiving other aid (see below),  
- 411 (65.6%) reporting receiving sanitation supplies,  
- 151 (24.1%) reporting receiving construction materials, and,  
- 34 (5.5%) reported receiving loans. 
Of those received other assistance, 344 (54.9% of total respondents and 99.1% of those 
receiving other assistance) reported receiving coal. The remaining respondents reported 
receiving a tent and medicine (one each).  

 
Multiple answers were possible.  
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Food Security6  
 

Changes in Food Supplies and Consumption  
Of a total of 626 responses, 203 respondents (32.1%) reporting loosing food supplies due to the earthquake. 
 
Of a total of 627 responses, 559 (89.2%) indicated that they ate as well at the time of the assessment as before the disaster. For those 
who said that they had not eaten as well as before the disaster,  

- 26 indicated this was due to less food to prepare,  
- 5 indicated no place to eat properly,  
- 1 indicated less time to prepare food,  
- 1 indicated no way to prepare food,  
- 23 indicate other factors, including funds spent on construction materials, not having an appetite due to lack of children being 

present (one each), and  
- 27 indicated there were eating better than before the earthquake due to the food aid received.  
Not all respondents indicated a reason why they were not eating as well as before the disaster. 

 
In terms of daily meals before the disaster, of a total of 627 households:   

- 611 (97.4%) had three meals,   
- 13 (2.1%) had four meals,  
- 2 (0.3%) had two meals, and  
- 1 (0.2%) had five meals per day.  

  
In terms of daily meals after the disaster, of a total of 627 households:  

- 603 (96.2%) had three meals,  
- 19 (3.0%) had four meals,  
- 3 (0.5%) had two meals, and  
- 2 (0.3%) had five meals per day.  

 
Of a total of 622 responses, 539 respondents (86.4%) reported that the quantity of food had not changed since the disaster, while 83 
(13.3%) indicated it had changed. 
 
Of a total of 626 responses,  

- 310 (47.6%) reported they had more than a month’s worth of food stocks.  

                                                
6 Because of the scope of information collected in food security, this information is presented as a separate section covering both pre-disaster and 
post disaster results.   
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- 262 (41.5%) reported they have up to 1 month of stocks  
- 57 (9.0%) reported they had up to a week of stocks, and  
- 6 (0.9%) reported they have no food stocks. 

 

Source and Percentage of Food Consumed 
Reported food consumption by source as part of total food consumption for a household is provided in the Table 1 and Figure 2, below. 
This data reflects food consumption at the time of the assessment.  
 

Table 1 – Source of Food Consumed as Percent of Total Consumption  

% of 
Source 
Consumed 

Own Production, 
Stocks 

Purchase Gifts Food Aid Other Sources 

# 
responses 

% of 
total  

# 
responses 

% of 
total 

# 
responses 

% of 
total  

# 
responses 

% of 
total  

# 
responses 

% of 
total  

100% 0 0.0% 19 3.0% 1 0.2% 104 16.5% 1 0.2% 

90% 0 0.0% 13 2.1% 0 0.0% 42 6.7% 0 0.0% 

80% 9 1.4% 15 2.4% 0 0.0% 70 11.1% 0 0.0% 

70% 18 2.9% 15 2.4% 2 0.3% 138 21.9% 2 0.3% 

60% 19 3.0% 10 1.6% 0 0.0% 35 5.6% 1 0.2% 

50% 69 11.0% 16 2.5% 2 0.3% 76 12.1% 0 0.0% 

40% 21 3.3% 6 1.0% 0 0.0% 24 3.8% 0 0.0% 

30% 53 8.4% 22 3.5% 1 0.2% 40 6.4% 1 0.2% 

20% 167 26.6% 60 9.5% 20 3.2% 22 3.5% 1 0.2% 

10% 89 14.1% 147 23.4% 13 2.1% 27 4.3% 1 0.2% 

0% 184 29.3% 306 48.6% 590 93.8% 51 8.1% 622 98.9% 

Total 
Responses 

629  629  629  629  629 
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Figure 2 - Food Consumption by Source as Part of Total Household Consumption 

 
 
 

Table 2 - Frequency of Food Consumed in Seven Days before Assessment -  by Type of Food 
# = number of responses 
% = percent of each response of total responses for specific type of food 

Frequency Bread, wheat Rice 
Potatoes and other 
roots and tubers 

Pasta, biscuits 
Beans, lentils, 
peas, nuts 

Vegetables Fruit 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

Daily 616 98.9% 8 1.3% 211 33.9% 77 12.4% 23 3.8% 315 50.6% 15 2.4% 

6 days/week 0 0.0% 1 0.2% 135 21.7% 18 2.9% 2 0.3% 99 15.9% 3 0.5% 

5 days/week 2 0.3% 5 0.8% 48 7.7% 35 5.6% 0 0.0% 28 4.5% 8 1.3% 
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4 days/week 1 0.2% 23 3.7% 73 11.7% 86 13.8% 1 0.2% 18 2.9% 3 0.5% 

3 days/week 1 0.2% 157 25.2% 57 9.1% 212 34.1% 75 12.4% 31 5.0% 12 1.9% 

2 days/week 2 0.3% 243 39.0% 42 6.7% 156 25.1% 211 34.8% 18 2.9% 23 3.7% 

1 day/week 1 0.2% 160 25.7% 12 1.9% 37 6.0% 239 39.4% 4 0.6% 24 3.9% 

Not 
consumed 

0 0.0% 26 4.2% 45 7.2% 0 0.0% 56 9.2% 110 17.7% 533 85.8% 

Total 623  623  623  621  607  623  621  

 
 
 

Table 2 - Frequency of Food Consumed in Seven Days before Assessment -  by Type of Food, Continued 
# = number of responses 
% = percent of each response of total responses for specific type of food 

Frequency  
Meat, chicken, 
liver, kidney 

Eggs 
 

Fish 
 

Milk, cheese 
and other milk 
products 

Sugar, 
honey, jam, 
candies 
 

Oil, fats 
 

Condiments 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

Daily 31 5.0% 8 1.3% 0 0.0% 126 20.4% 521 83.5% 548 88.0% 204 32.8% 

6 days/ week 8 1.3% 2 0.3% 1 0.2% 16 2.6% 28 4.5% 44 7.1% 71 11.4% 

5 days/ week 7 1.1% 8 1.3% 1 0.2% 21 3.4% 40 6.4% 9 1.4% 34 5.5% 

4 days/ week 22 3.5% 11 1.8% 3 0.5% 25 4.1% 11 1.8% 4 0.6% 17 2.7% 

3 days/ week 44 7.1% 41 6.6% 5 0.8% 44 7.1% 11 1.8% 8 1.3% 31 5.0% 

2 days/ week 105 16.9% 72 11.6% 2 0.3% 55 8.9% 5 0.8% 2 0.3% 23 3.7% 

1 day/ week 138 22.2% 110 17.7% 20 3.2% 60 9.7% 5 0.8% 1 0.2% 22 3.5% 

Not 
consumed 

268 
43.0% 

368 59.4% 588 94.8% 270 43.8% 3 0.5% 7 1.1% 220 
35.4% 

Total number 
of responses 623  620  620  617  624  623  622  
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Source of Food Consumed by Type  
 

Table 3 - Source of Food Consumed by Type – Seven Days Preceding Assessment 
# = number of responses 
% = percent of each response of total responses for specific type of food 

Source  Bread, wheat Rice 
Potatoes and 
other roots and 
tubers 

Pasta, biscuits 
Beans, lentils, 
peas, nuts 

Vegetable
s 

Fruits 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % # 

Own crop/garden 
production 77 12.4% 7 1.1% 471 77.7% 5 0.8% 16 2.6% 301 50.3% 60 

Central market purchase 42 6.8% 61 9.8% 17 2.8% 57 9.2% 37 6.0% 26 4.3% 18 

Local market/shop 
purchase 

79 12.7% 95 15.3% 42 6.9% 99 15.9% 61 9.9% 59 9.8% 28 

Work for food 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 0.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Borrowing/debt 6 1.0% 3 0.5% 5 0.8% 2 0.3% 3 0.5% 2 0.3% 0 

Gift from 
neighbors/relatives 

4 0.6% 5 0.8% 37 6.1% 4 0.6% 1 0.2% 27 4.5% 2 

Food aid 414 66.6% 430 69.2% 15 2.5% 449 72.2% 461 74.7% 97 16.2% 5 

Barter or trade of 
goods/services 

0 0.0% 1 0.2% 0 0.0% 1 0.2% 0 0.0% 1 0.2% 0 

Food usually not eaten 0 0.0% 19 3.1% 19 3.1% 3 0.5% 38 6.2% 86 14.4% 417 

Number of responses 622  621  606  622  617  599  530 

 
 

Table 3 - Source of Food Consumed by Type – Seven Days Preceding Assessment. Continued 
# = number of responses 
% = percent of each response of total responses for specific type of food 

Source 
Meat, 
chicken, 
liver, kidney 

Eggs 
 

Fish 
Milk, cheese 
and other milk 
products 

Sugar, honey, 
jam, candies 

Oil, fats Condiments 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

Own crop/garden 
production 205 34.6% 94 16.7% 30 5.8% 309 52.4% 26 4.2% 8 1.3% 68 11.3% 
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Central market purchase 32 5.4% 40 7.1% 9 1.7% 11 1.9% 58 9.3% 54 8.7% 101 16.8% 

Local market/shop 
purchase 

104 
17.5% 

109 19.3% 20 3.8% 28 4.7% 111 17.8% 104 16.7% 205 
34.1% 

Work for food 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Borrowing/debt 1 0.2% 2 0.4% 1 0.2% 2 0.3% 3 0.5% 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 

Gift from 
neighbors/relatives 

1 
0.2% 

1 0.2% 1 0.2% 12 2.0% 1 0.2% 2 0.3% 26 
4.3% 

Food aid 8 1.3% 5 0.9% 4 0.8% 33 5.6% 414 66.6% 447 71.7% 0 0.0% 

Barter or trade of 
goods/services 

0 
0.0% 

1 0.2% 1 0.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 193 
32.1% 

Food usually not eaten 242 40.8% 312 55.3% 455 87.3% 195 33.1% 9 1.4% 7 1.1% 7 1.2% 

Number of responses 593  564  521  590  622  623  601  

 
 

Table 4 - Source of Food Consumed by Type – Before Disaster  
# = number of responses 
% = percent of each response of total responses for specific type of food 

Source Bread, wheat Rice 
Potatoes and 
other roots and 
tubers 

Pasta, biscuits 
Beans, lentils, 
peas, nuts 

Vegetables Fruits 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

Own crop/garden 
production 133 21.5% 5 0.8% 499 81.9% 19 3.1% 20 3.3% 351 56.7% 107 22.7% 

Central market 
purchase 

86 
13.9% 133 21.5% 22 3.6% 129 20.8% 122 20.3% 63 10.2% 42 8.9% 

Local market/shop 
purchase 

341 55.2% 415 66.9% 48 7.9% 413 66.7% 315 52.3% 122 19.7% 108 22.9% 

Work for food 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Borrowing/debt 4 0.6% 5 0.8% 0 0.0% 2 0.3% 1 0.2% 2 0.3% 0 0.0% 

Gift from 
neighbours/relatives 

1 0.2% 1 0.2% 24 3.9% 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 17 2.7% 7 1.5% 

Food aid 49 7.9% 52 8.4% 12 2.0% 51 8.2% 53 8.8% 15 2.4% 3 0.6% 

Barter or trade of 
goods/services 

1 0.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 15 2.4% 0 0.0% 



Murgab Earthquake In Depth Assessment Report – July 2016 - 20 

Food usually not eaten 3 0.5% 9 1.5% 4 0.7% 4 0.6% 90 15.0% 34 5.5% 204 43.3% 

Number of responses 618  620  609  619  602  619  471  

 
 

Table 4 - Source of Food Consumed by Type – Before Disaster, Continued  
# = number of responses 
% = percent of each response of total responses for specific type of food 

Source 
Meat, chicken, 
liver, kidney 

Eggs Fish  
Milk, cheese and 
other milk 
products  

Sugar, honey, 
jam, candies  

Oil, fats Condiments 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

Own crop/garden 
production 225 38.8% 89 16.2% 37 7.4% 388 66.8% 32 5.2% 4 0.6% 91 15.7% 

Central market 
purchase 55 9.5% 70 12.8% 37 7.4% 26 4.5% 121 19.7% 120 19.3% 116 20.0% 

Local market/shop 
purchase 

229 
39.5% 

233 42.5% 61 12.1% 72 12.4% 413 67.2% 437 70.4% 265 
45.6% 

Work for food   0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Borrowing/debt 1 0.2% 2 0.4% 0 0.0% 1 0.2% 3 0.5% 1 0.2% 0 0.0% 

Gift from 
neighbours/relatives 

1 
0.2% 

2 0.4% 1 0.2% 47 8.1% 0 0.0% 2 0.3% 3 
0.5% 

Food aid 4 0.7% 2 0.4% 1 0.2% 7 1.2% 37 6.0% 49 7.9% 12 2.1% 

Barter or trade of 
goods/services 

0 
0.0% 

1 0.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 
0.0% 

Food usually not eaten 65 11.2% 149 27.2% 366 72.8% 40 6.9% 9 1.5% 8 1.3% 94 16.2% 

Number of responses 580  548  503  581  615  621  581  
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Recovery and Rebuilding  
 

Rebuilding 
Of a total of 616 respondents, 334 (54.2%) indicated that they expected the disaster to worsen. 
 
Of a total of 625 responses, 138 respondents (22.1% of all respondents surveyed) reported they 
had begun rebuilding at the time of the assessment.  
 
Of a total or 621 responses, 234 respondents (37.7% of respondents) indicated that they would 
be able to recover materials from damaged buildings for rebuilding.  
 
A total of 62 respondents reported they had already begun recovering materials from 
damaged/destroyed buildings. Note that this question was lacking responses in many cases. 
 
When asked about how long it would take to rebuild, of 618 responses,  

- 129 (20.9%) indicated needing up to two months to rebuild,  
- 418 (67.6%) indicated that it would take three to six months, 
- 53 (8.6%) indicated it would take from 7 to 48 months, and 
- 18 (2.9%) indicated they did not know how long rebuilding would take. 

 
To address the disaster’s impact a majority of the answers from the 611 responses focused on 
repairing, rebuilding, or building a new house. However, it is unclear if these responses indicated 
actions underway or anticipated.  
 

Additional Assistance Needed 
In response to the question “What additional assistance do individuals/families need to address 
the disaster?” 

- A total of 570 male respondents indicated the following needs:  
o 457 (80.2%) indicated a need 

for construction materials, 
o 320 (56.1%) indicated a need 

for financial assistance,  
o 211 (37.0%) indicated a need 

for labor, 
o 29 (5.1%) indicated a need for 

a Hoover,  
o 24 (4.2%) indicated a need for 

food, 
o 15 (2.6%) indicated a need for 

a tent, 
o 11 (1.9%) indicated a need for 

“first necessities”, 
o 7 (1.2%) indicated a need for 

clothes, 
o 6 (1.1%) indicated a need for 

pipe for irrigation or water 
supplies,  

o 4 (0.7%) indicated a need for 
tools, 

o 4 (0.7%) indicated a need for 
land,  

o 3 (0.5%) indicated a need for 
medical support, 

o 3 (0.5%) indicated a need for 
electricity, 

o 2 (0.4%) indicated a need for 
kitchen equipment,  

o 2 (0.4%) indicated a need for 
transport, 

o 2 (0.4%) indicated a need for 
furniture, 

o 1 (0.2%) indicated a need for 
a new house,  

o 1 (0.2%) indicated a need for 
an evacuation site,  

o 1 (0.2%) indicated a need for 
a pump, 

o 1 (0.2%) indicated a need for 
a stove, and,  

o 1 (0.2%) indicated a need for 
a canal repair. 
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- A total of 315 female respondents indicated the following needs:  

o 130 (41.3%) indicated a need 
for financial assistance, 

o 86 (28.3%) indicated a need 
for food aid,  

o 52 (16.5%) indicated a need 
for labor, 

o 41 (13.0%) indicated a need 
for clothes, 

o 17 (5.4%) indicated a need for 
construction materials,  

o 13 (4.1%) indicated a need for 
labor, 

o 7 (2.2%) indicated a need for 
a Hoover,  

o 6 (1.9% indicated a need for a 
tent, 

o 5 (1.6%) indicated a need for 
sanitation supplies,  

o 4 (1.3%) indicated a need for 
solar panels, 

o 3 (1.%) indicated a need for a 
new house,  

o 3 (1.0%) indicated a need for 
books,  

o 3 (1.0%) indicated a need for 
a phone,  

o 3 (1.0%) indicated a need for 
computers,  

o 2 (0.6%) indicated a need for 
electricity, 

o 2 (0.%) indicated a need for 
“first necessities”, 

o 2 (0.6%) indicated a need for 
potatoes seeds, 

o 2 (0.6%) indicated a need for 
an “accumulator” (charger), 

o 1 (0.6%) indicated a need for 
moral support,  

o 1 (0.3%) indicated a need for 
a canal, 

o 1 (0.3%) indicated a need for 
a rope for animals, 

o 1(0.03%) indicated a need for 
a gas canister,  

o 1 (0.3%) indicated a need for 
a water system,  

o 1 (0.3%) indicated a need for 
a tank for (natural) gas, and, 

o 1 (0.6%) indicated a need for 
tools. 

Both men and women may have provided multiple answers.  
 

Verbatim Comments  
The households involved in the assessment were encouraged to provide verbatim comment on 
the disaster and recovery at the end of each household survey. These comments are provided 
below. Where two or more comments are the same or similar, they annotated with x#, where # 
indicates the number of times a topic has been mentioned. More than one comment could be 
made by one household.  

 
- We really need a help  
- We want to be financially supported 
- I want that my children come to repair 

the house 
- We need a support, x3 
- We need a support to recover our 

apartment 
- I was evacuated too far from the 

public buildings, I need at least a tent 
to be closer to my house in order to 
build the house a new. 

- We need a space for constructing the 
house 

- We need cement 
- Financial support for buying the 

medicine 
- Busy with farming 
- Credit from bank 
- No any opportunity for repairing their 

house. No men in the house. 
- Without help it is impossible to rebuild 
- Can build our house if the 

construction materials are ready but, 
can’t repair “korovnik” (cattleshed) 
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- Can build our house if the 
construction materials and finance for 
work power is ready  

- Man is invalid working in Khorog, his 
brother (dead), wife is working in 
Kumsangir, 2 of her children are in 
Internat (boarding school). No men in 
the house. 

- Bedding and equipment for yurt 
- 1420 m of water pipe to build house 
- Equipment(wood) for the tent 
- We are thankful for Focus 

organization for their help 
- Tent if there will be any other disaster  
- The man is working in club and need 

money for repairing the club 
- Repair of the road and electricity 
- Shortage of water. Water will come 

from June but till that the wheat and 
potato dries out.  

- 3 small elec. station but after the 
earthquake they were damaged 
especially the one in the bottom side, 
therefore no electricity now. 

- Problem with transport of stones to 
the needed place 

- Family is still busy with the land work 
- In Pasor village (there) exists a Hydro 

power station only for lighting 
- Hydropower station and canal for 

watering our land 
- Problem with electricity, x2 
- Need electricity 
- Electricity for the village 
- Watering, electricity in winter time 
- Need construction materials to 

rebuild Hydro Station  
- Hydro Station and canal 
- Hydro station, x2 
- Problem with electricity and water 
- This year I will not go to Khorog to 

work, therefore it will be difficult with 
finance to buy food resources for 
winter season 

- Because of fluess I sent my animals 
to other villages.  

- Because of the disaster I had to send 
my animals to the other village.  

- House will be built in another place.  
- Canal is destroyed. Need pipe and 

cement to refresh it  

- Canal and bridge are broken 
- Father is sick and need a separate 

room so that his son took care of him 
- From my point of view as you see my 

house is not partly destroyed but 
fully. 

- Living 3 family in one house 
- With the previous finance that was 

helped we closed our credit 
- Construction materials for building 

the canal 
- No labour force in the village, canal is 

damaged and must be refreshed for 
starting the construction of the 
houses 

- Summer time the river increases and 
no access to the house where he 
lives 

- The family did not receive coal and 
construction materials 

- House is crashed fully  
- Without a house(shock) 
- No seeds of potatoes 
- House located under the rockslide, 

therefore owner is planning to build a 
new house in another place 

- House is not in the safe place (under 
rockslide) 

- With no money I cannot go to hospital 
for treatment 

- New Hydro power station 
- Repair of the canal 
- Wife is the director of the school 
- Water from garm Chashma and 

cream for daughter (skin disease) 
- Accumulator 
- We had do get more cement (1ton) 

but we received only 15 bag 
- Pipe for repairing the canal 
- We need a help 
- Construction material solar panel, 

shoes, clothes 
- Finance for the university and labour 

force for the building 
- Finance, x5 
- Finance for labour force, pipe for the 

canal, x2  
- Finance for labour force, x3 

 
  

- Cement, x2  
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- Cement, desks 26 pieces 
- 300 meter hose and cement 
- Without construction materials can’t 

build the house 
- Rebuild house 
- Building canal 
- Tent for food resources  
- Tent, x3 
- Pipe for the canal and coal 
- Wheelchair, accumulator, x2 
- Canal 
- No way to my house 
- The condition is too bad, we need 

help 
- Head of the family was damaged 
- Husband had a surgery operation 
- Construction materials 
- Thanks everybody for help 
- Thanks to all organizations who 

helped 
- For transporting cement for the canal, 

no opportunity.  
- House is very damaged and we can’t 

live there.  
- To find out with FOCUS the 

responsible man for the stock went to 
another village with the keys. He was 
not here in the earthquake. Will the 
key remain with him? 

- For the son with disabilities - 
wheelchair, TV,DVD, USB Flesh and 
steam generator 

- Need help with bank protection works 
of our bridge 

- Tent, shoes, construction materials 
- Land for building house 
- Rebuild stronger house 
- Land for building a new house 
- Food resources 
- Family is in a bad condition and really 

needs help, 3 kids are sick with 
tuberculosis and all of the members 
are in bad condition 

- Finance for closing credit 
- If the construction materials are 

ready we can start building 
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Assessment Implementation  
The Murgab Assessment was the first post disaster in depth assessment which had been 
conducted by REACT in a number of years. While a number of the participants and participating 
organizations had experience in conducting in depth assessments for developmental purposes, 
and WFP has conducted assessments on food security, the Murgab assessment was unusual for 
the focus on in depth information on disaster impact and recovery and the location in which the 
assessment took place, particularly Bartang Valley, one of the more isolated areas of Tajikistan.  
 
The following points can be considered in the development of future in post disaster in depth 
assessments in Tajikistan  
 

1. Electronic Asset “Management”  
All the delicate, small, losable and expensive electronic assets such as computers, radios, 
etc., should be properly stored and organized at the start and during field work. Cardboard 
boxes used to hold a mop bucket just does not make it, and can lead to key assets, such 
as chargers, becoming separate from computers, etc.  
 

2. Communications - 1 
a. T-Cell does not cover all the country.  
b. Other cell service providers do not cover all the country. 
c. If not (a), then we need other cell service sim cards available.  
d. If (a) and (b), we need to be able to use other means of communications, and have 

these identified and operational in advance, including the use of the vehicle-based 
CODAN radios if needed.  
 

3. Communications – 2 
All field operations need a communications plan – when calls will take place, to whom and 
using what means. Normal SOP is for the plan to be written in advance, and amended 
when changes take place.  
 

4. Communications – 3 
Likely more than a few minutes of instruction are needed on how to use the Satphone and 
more than one person in the field should have this knowledge, and particularly the drivers 
should be able to use all the communications equipment. A short training session for 
everyone involved in the field work would be useful.  
 

5. Winter, Spring, Summer and Fall Clothing 
Spring in Dushanbe (or Khorog) can be winter in Gudara. People need to wear proper 
clothes and shoes, and have proper bedding and other support materials in place before 
going to the field, even if the stuff does not get used. Severe weather kills! 
 

6. Food  
Rural communities in Tajikistan are routinely welcoming and willing to share what they 
have (and even what they should not really share). At the same time, post disaster 
assessments should plan ahead and bring with them most of the food they will need, 
sharing it with a host before, or after, they have prepared a meal.  

 
Ideally, a food plan is developed before heading into the assessment and used to 
purchase food in advance and share this food during the field work. The assessment 
should not be living off the food and good will of the people we are trying to help.  
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7. Travel Plan 

Drivers need to be aware of how long they would be in the field, and how much fuel they 
would need, and where they will be going. To avoid unnecessary travel and delays, a 
travel plan should be worked out with the drivers in advance, supported with maps where 
useful.  
 

8. Vehicle Equipment  
Because disasters happen in places with bad roads, vehicles need to have a shovel and 
tow cable so that they can self-rescue, or rescue others.  
 

9. Name Tags and Identification 
As a matter of courtesy and respect, field worker should have name tags and these tags 
should indicate who they are working for. It is also very useful for the assessment team 
members to have vests or other means of identification.  
 

10. Data Processing 
Plans need to be made well in advance for timely and professional data processing. This 
is particularly true when the persons involved in the data processing and the person(s) 
who will write up the results are different. What seems logical to one, may be totally 
incomprehensible to the other. A data processing plan, like a field travel plan, is 
recommended before the assessment starts.  
 
It is also important to note that data collection and processing software (e.g., “Kobo”) and 
the use of tablets to collect data require:  
A. The questionnaire is fully designed and tested before it is used. Once entered into the 

collection device, the questionnaire cannot be changed.  
B. Tablets need to be charged, often as frequently as once every 8 hrs. If tablets are 

used, capacity to fully charge all units at the same time (e.g., overnight) needs to be 
available.  

C. Data from tablets and other devices needs to be saved often, on a specific machine 
and to a back-up (generally another computer). This is generally done using 
Bluetooth®, or a similar method, and requires a clear schedule of when back-ups take 
place, who will lead the back-up process and who will eventually collect and conduct 
the data analysis.  

 
Paper questionnaires are more flexible but require more data entry and processing time. 
Tablet-based systems save time in processing but need very good (fault-free) preparation 
and very good electronical logistics.  
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Conclusions   
The Murgab Earthquake In Depth Assessment was able to collect a range of baseline and 
impact data on the earthquake, focusing on 646 officially designated disaster-damaged 
households over a 20 day period from 16 April to 5 May, 2016.  
 
The assessment covered a total of 3,444 persons (44% female) and collected at least some data 
from 628 households. Although the 2015 Murgab earthquake affected households in all districts 
of GBAO except Murgab, the predominant area of covered by the assessment was the Bartang 
Valley, the area closest to the earthquake epicenter and where most of the Government-
designated damaged households were located.  
 
The Bartag Valley data can likely be further assessed to define very local disaster impacts and 
recovery needs. This could be accomplished by incorporating the data into available Geographic 
Information Systems managed by Focus.  
 
Key recovery-related information collected through the assessment included:  
 
Higher Level of Reported Damage: More respondents reported their housing 100% damage than 

Government data (175 to 147). 
 
Many Still Living in Damaged Houses: A reported 67% of the 625 responding households were 

living their normal home at the time of the assess. This means that many houses 
designated as at least 50% damaged are still being used, and could present significant 
safety hazards in the case of another earthquake. 

 
Many Displaced Have Returned: At the time of the assessment, 74% of those displaced after the 

disaster (545) has returned. The remaining were likely to be children at a boarding school 
in Rushan Center. It is expected that the remaining displaced will return in June.  

 
Damage to Ag Infrastructure and Loss of Animals: Over half of responding households reported 

damage to agricultural infrastructure.  A total of 63 households reported loosing 160 
livestock. 

 
Damage to Water Sources, but No Lack of Water: Just under 1/3 of respondents reported changes 

to water sources, but none reported not having access to water following the earthquake. 
Just over 37% reported damage to sewage disposal, with apparent damage to latrines as 
well as an increase in the use of pit latrines.  

 
Increased in Reported Illness Needs Further Attention: There was a significant increase in 

reported illnesses from before (116 illnesses reported) to after (274 illnesses) the disaster. 
Stress, shock and fear were reported after the disaster but not before, while the number 
of cases of high blood pressure and flu also increased after the disaster.  Of 621 
responses, 300 (48.3%) indicated more illness after the disaster, 223 (35.9%) indicated 
less illness and 98 (15.8%) indicated no change. The post disaster illness issue needs 
attention as the increase in reported illness seems to be for illnesses which could be 
associated with the earthquake. While reported illness is not the same as clinical 
diagnosis, the issue should receive further attention from professionals.  

 
Increased Expenditures and Use of Loans and Savings: Over 70% of respondents (623) reported 

an increase in expenditures, with 210 respondents indicate this increase was met from 
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loans and 105 from using savings. The use of loans (likely unofficial) and savings to cover 
recover costs could reduce resilience and increase vulnerability to future disasters.  

 
Almost All Households Reported Receiving Aid: most all households covered in the assessment 

reported receiving aid after the disaster, with top types of aid being food aid (611 
households), financial support (567 households), donated household supplies (510 
households), 441 sanitation supplies and 344 households reported receiving coal.  

 
Despite Food Losses, Immediate Food Security Appears Good: In terms of food security, although 

there were losses of store potatoes due to freezing following the collapse of stores, most 
respondent households indicated eating better following the disaster. This appears to be 
partially due to the evacuation of household members after the earthquake, meaning more 
food was available to those who remained (most likely the case in Bartang Valley) and 
due to the distribution of food aid.  

 
Data indicate that food aid was a major source of food consumption at the time of the 
assessment. Over 80% of respondents (626) indicated they have food stocks sufficient for 
at least one month.  
 

Rebuilding Has Begun: At least 138 of 625 households reported they had begun rebuilding at the 
time of the assessment. Over 80% of 618 households indicated they expected to complete 
rebuilding by six months from the assessment.  

 
Greater Burden of Rebuilding on Households with 50% Damage: While the cost of totally 

rebuilding a house is significant, those households registered as having 100% damage 
have received both financial assistance and construction materials. For those households 
who were registered as having 50% damage, and only received some financial aid and no 
construction materials, the cost and process of rebuilding/repairing will likely pose a 
significant burden on household resources. 

 
Additional Recovery Assistance Needed: In term of additional recovery assistance, 570 male 

respondents reported a need for construction materials (80.2%), financial assistance 
(56.1%) and labor (37.0%) as the top needs. A total of 315 female respondents report top 
needs as financial (41.3%), food aid (28.3%) and labor (13.0%).   

 
Reduced Food Aid Could Impact Resources Available for Recovery: Attention is needed to the 

impact which food aid has had on household resource allocations. The assessment data 
indicates that the food consumption at the time of the assessment was heavily based on 
food aid commodities. As these commodities are consumed and not replaced (in the 
absence of another disaster or other type of assistance) then the cost of purchasing food 
may reduce household resources available for recovery. If justified, additional asset 
transfers to disaster-affected families (as food or funds) may be justified to support the 
household-level cost of recovery.  

 
The Murgab Earthquake In Depth Assessment provided a relatively quickly completed 
assessment of baseline conditions, disaster impact and recovery needs. While the data analysis 
and dissemination of assessment results could have been quicker, the results are still useful for 
on-going recovery planning and assistance and to define the recovery results for the affected 
populations. Further, the Murgab Assessment provides a model and lessons for similar post 
disaster assessments in the future.   
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Annex A – Schedule  
 

# District  
Sub-
District  

Village 

# of the 
affected 
househo
lds  

April, 2016  May 

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Khorog  Khorog  
Gulmamadov 
77  1 

Te
am 
E 

day 
off                                      

2 Khorog  Khorog  
Kirgizbek 14 & 
6x3 2                                       

3 Khorog  Khorog  Imomberdi  1                                       

4 Sugnon  Suchon  Bogev  2                                       

5 Sugnon  Suchon  Dashtak  1                                       

6 Sugnon  Suchon  Spinz  2 Te
am 
B 

day 
off                                      

7 Sugnon  Suchon  Pitob  4                                       

8 Sugnon  Suchon  Shivroj 1                                       

9 Roshtqala  
K. 
Gadoliev  Bodom  1 

Te
am 
A 

day 
off                                      

10 Roshtqala  
K. 
Gadoliev  Khabost  6                                       

11 Roshtqala  Barvoz  Ambavn  1 

Te
am 
D 

day 
off                                      

12 Roshtqala  Tusyon  Shosh  1                                       

13 Roshtqala  Tusyon  Lakhshik  1                                       

14 Roshtqala  Tusyon  Langar  2                                       

15 Roshtqala  

M. 
Mirshak
ar  Shosh  1                                       

16 Sugnon  
Porshine
v  Khosa  3 

Te
am 
C  

day 
off                                     

17 Sugnon  
Porshine
v  Barchid  2                                       

18 Sugnon  
Porshine
v  Midenshor  1                                       

19 Sugnon  
Porshine
v  Tishor  1                                       

20 Ishkashim  
Yusufbe
kov  

Center of the 
district  12     Te

am 
A, 
C, 
E 

                                  

21 Ishkashim  
Yusufbe
kov  Yakhshvol  1                                       

22 Ishkashim  Kozideh Kozideh 2                                       

23 Ishkashim  Zamirov Delokh 2                                       
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24 Ishkashim  Zamirov 
Dashti 
Andarob 1                                       

25 Shugnon Vanqala  Kurgantukuy  1    

Te
am 
B, 
D 

                                  

26 Sugnon  Vanqala  Morj 8                                      

27 Sugnon  Vanqala  Rohi Nav 2                                      

28 Sugnon  Vanqala  Varshez  4                                      

29 Sugnon  Vanqala  Imom 2                                      

30 Sugnon  Vanqala  Sardem 2                                       

31 Sugnon  Vanqala  Oqtalyoq 1       

Te
am 
D 

tri
p 
to 
Bar
tan
g 
vel
ley  

                              

32 Sugnon  Vanqala  Oqmamad 4                                     

33 Sugnon  
Navobo
d Bugod 1                                     

34 Sugnon  Ver Goz 2                                     

35 Sugnon  Ver Shitam 1                                     

36 Shugnon 
Shahboz
ov  Nishusp  3       

Te
am 
B, 
E 

tri
p 
to 
Bar
tan
g 
vel
ley  

                              

37 Sugnon  
Shirinjon
ov  Dashtak 1                                     

38 Sugnon  
Shirinjon
ov  Choshtkandez 7                                     

39 Sugnon  
Shirinjon
ov  Yomj 1                                     

40 Rushon 
Abdulvo
siev  Voznavd  2       

Te
am 
A, 
C 

tri
p 
to 
Bar
tan
g 
vel
ley  

                              

41 Rushon 
Abdulvo
siev  

Dashti 
Voznavd  1                                     

42 Rushon 
Abdulvo
siev  Shidz  8                                     

43 Rushon 
Dodikhu
doev Derushon  3                                     

44 Rushon 
Dodikhu
doev Barushon 7                                     

45 Rushon Savnob  Gudara  65       

  

  

Te
am 
B, 
C, 
D, 
E                             

46 Rushon Savnob  Bopasor  34       
  

    
C,
D                           

47 Rushon Savnob  Pasor  22       
  

    
B, 
E                           

48 Rushon Savnob  Rukhch 48       
  

      
B, C, 
D, E                         
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49 Rushon Savnob  Savnob  28       

  

        

B, 
C, 
D, 
E                       

50 Rushon Savnob  Nisur  35       

  

        

B, 
C, 
D, 
E                       

51 Rushon Savnob  Barchidev  36       
  

          
B, C, 
D, E                     

52 Rushon Savnob  Roshorv 66       
  

            
B, C, 
D, E                   

53 Rushon Savnob  Yapshorv  9                       D,E Ba
ck 
to 
Kh
or
og  

Da
y 
Off 

            

54 Rushon Savnob  Virinjavn  8                       B,C             

55 Rushon Savnob  Oqtash  2                     C   Office work 

56 Rushon Savnob  Oqtash  2       
  

                
  

          

57 Rushon Basid  Basid  89       

  

tri
p 
to 
Bar
tan
g 
val
ley  

Te
am 
A                             

58 Rushon Basid  Bardara  38               A                       

59 Rushon Basid  Achirkh  5                   A                     

60 Rushon Bartang  Siponj  38                   A                     

61 Rushon Bartang  Ravivd 1                   A                     

62 Rushon Bartang  Dasht  1                     A                   

63 Rushon Bartang  Razuch  7                     A                   

64 Rushon Bartang  Darzhomj 5                     A                   

65 Rushon Bartang  Khichez  4                     A       
  

          

66 Rushon Bartang  Ravmed 3                     A                 

67 Rushon Rushon Spishosh  1                     A                   

68 Rushon Rushon Abribodov  5                     A                   

69 Rushon Rushon Pichuv 2                     A                   

70 Rushon Rushon Akhvand 1                     A                   

71 Rushon Rushon Shujand  1                     A                   

72 Rushon Rushon Roz 9                       A Ba
ck 
to 
Kh
or
og  

Da
y 
off  

Offic
e 
wor
k 

          

73 Rushon Rushon 
Center of the 
district  1       

  
              A           

74 Rushon Rushon Andarob 1       
  

              A           
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75 Rushon Rushon Barrushon 7                              

B 

Offic
e 
wor
k  

Offic
e 
wor
k  

76 Rushon Pastkhuf Bajuv  3                               

77 Rushon Pastkhuf Pastbajuv  2                               

78 Rushon Pastkhuf Khuf  1                               

79 Vanj 
Abdullo
ev 

Payshanbeob
od  2       

  
                      

T
ri
p 
t
o 
V
a
nj 

A, E 

Back 
to 
Khor
og  

Offic
e 
wor
k  

  

80 Vanj 
Abdullo
ev Puni Jugoni  4       

  
                      

81 Vanj 
Abdullo
ev Qala  1       

  
                      

82 Vanj 
Abdullo
ev Rog 2 1       

  
                      

83 Vanj 
Abdullo
ev Dashti Rog  1       

  
                      

84 Vanj 
Abdullo
ev Kuchaho 2       

  
                      

85 Vanj 
Abdullo
ev Rog 1 1       

  
                      

86 Vanj 
Abdullo
ev Bodavd 1       

  
                      

87 Vanj 
Abdullo
ev Bovid  2       

  
                      

88 Vanj Rovand  Van Van  2                               

89 Vanj 
Yazgulo
m 

Dashti 
Yazgulom  1       

  
                      T

ri
p 
t
o 
V
a
nj 

D 

Offic
e 
wor
k  

Offic
e 
wor
k  

  

90 Vanj 
Yazgulo
m Motravn  1       

  
                      

91 Vanj 
Yazgulo
m Andarbak  1       

  
                      

92 Vanj 
Yazgulo
m Zhamak  2       

  
                      

93 Vanj 
Yazgulo
m Shavud  1       
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Annex B – Survey Forms Used  
The following sections provide the in depth assessment form and additional expanded questions provided by WFP.  
 
 
 
In Depth Impact Household Survey Form  
Revision 1 
 

1.  Number in Sequence of Data Entry (Not completed in field) 

2.  Date  

3.  Time  

4.  Team and survey sequence reference  

5.  Person completing the form  

6.  Location name  

7.  GPS Reference  

8.  Name of person(s) providing the 
information and contact information.  

 

9.  Gender of head of household?  Male 

  Female 

10.  Is the person providing information the 
head of household?  

Yes  
No 

11.  Number of persons resident in the 
household, by gender and age 

Male Female 

Total Total 

Under 5 years Under 5 years 

Over 60 years Over 60 years 

12.  Approximate number of persons 
temporarily working outside 
household at the time of the survey. 

Male Female 

13.  Number of disabled/handicapped, by 
gender. 

Male Female 

14.  What are the types of work the 
household residents do: (Indicate all 
appropriate):  

 Self-employed/farming;  

 Self-employed/herding 

 Self-employed/trade or craft,  

 Wage non-farm labor,  

 Wage farm labor,  
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 Manage/work in store 

 Government/NGO/IO employee,  

 Other: 

15.  What type of building does the 
household use when they sleep at 
night 

  “Pamiri” style house 

 Non-Pamiri style house 

 Other (indicate). 

16.  Does the household currently have 
electricity?  

Yes  
No 

17.  Does the household normally have 
electricity in winter? 

Yes, always 
Yes, but only for some months  
No, never 

18.  How is heating provided (indicate all 
appropriate):  

 Stove (indicate: coal, wood, gas, dung),  

 Electrical heater,  

 Other (indicate) 

19.  What is the most important source of 
heating? 

 Stove (indicate: coal, wood, gas, dung),  

 Electrical heater,  

 Other (indicate) 

20.  What is the source of water for the 
household:  

 Well,   

 Hand pump,  

 Piped (gravity fed) to public stand pipes, 

 Piped (gravity fed) direct to house,  

 Piped (pumped using electric or diesel 
pumps) to public stand pipes, 

 Piped (pumped using electric or diesel 
pumps) delivered directly to house,  

 Canal.  

 Other (indicate) 

21.  How does household dispose of 
sewage: (indicate all appropriate)  

 Latrine – pit 

 Latrine – water pour flush 

 In-house toilet,  

 Other. 

22.  How does the household dispose of 
solid waste: (indicate all appropriate) 

 Local trash dump,  

 Government collection system 

 Local disposal (burning, burying). 
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23.  Does the household have a phone, or 
does someone in the household have 
a cell phone? 

Yes 
 No 

24.  What is the most common source of 
information for the household? Rank 
from 1 to 5. “0” indicates not used.  

 Radio 

 Satellite dish/TV 

 News paper  

 Calls from relatives/friends 

 Other  

25.  Road access to the house: paved, dirt, 
other (indicate) 

 Paved,  

 Dirt,  

 Other (indicate) 

26.  Main occupation of household 
residents:  

 Farming,  

 Herding 

 Industry,  

 Service sector,  

 Other 

27.  Nature of the disaster affecting the 
household in December 2015 (What 
caused damage?) 
 
Indicate one.  

 Flood,  

 Earthquake,  

 Landslide,  

 Rock fall,  

 Avalanche,  

 Other (indicate) 

28.  Nature of other disasters affecting the 
household some other time in 2015.  
 
Indicate more than one if appropriate. 

 Flood,  

 Earthquake,  

 Landslide,  

 Rock fall,  

 Avalanche,  

 Drought 

 Other (indicate) 

29.  Where any of the household residents 
been evacuated? If yes, indicate 
number and to where and gender and 
age and go to the next question. 

 

30.  Have any of the household residence 
returned? If yes, indicate which of the 

Yes 
No 
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household residents have not 
returned.  

31.  If there are returnees, where are they 
staying?   

 New house 

 Old house 

  Tent 

 Yurt 

 School or other official building 

 Other structure  

32.  Where is the household living now?   Original house 

 New house 

 Yurt 

 Tent 

 With relatives 

 Other  

33.  Was the house been destroyed?  Yes  
No 

If yes, skip following question.  

34.  Has the house been damaged?  Yes  
No 

35.  If buildings (e.g., house, sheds) 
belonging to the household have been 
damaged or destroyed, does the 
household expect to be able to 
recover materials for rebuilding from 
these damaged buildings?  

Yes  
No 

36.  If yes, has this recovery work already 
started? 

 

37.  Has the household begun to repair or 
rebuild damage after the disaster?  

Yes 
No 

38.  How long are the repairs or rebuilding 
expected to take (in months)? 

 

39.  Has the disaster caused the 
household to lose household items 
(kitchen equipment, bedding, 

Yes  
No 
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furniture, water storage). Indicate 
which items have been lost.  

40.  Has the disaster caused the 
household to lose food supplies? If 
yes, indicate nature of losses.  

Yes  
No 

41.  After the disaster, what are the 
sources of the food that the household 
consumes: (indicate all appropriate 
and percentages):  

 Own production/stocks: ____________% 

 Purchase: _______________% 

 Gifts: _________________% 

 Food Aid: _____________% 

 Other: ______________% 

42.  Did the family eat as well yesterday as 
before the disaster? 

 Yes 

 No, If not, why not (indicate all appropriate)?  

 Less food available to prepare 

 No place to eat properly 

 Lack of pots and other items needed for 
cooking 

 Less time to prepare food 

 No way to cook 

 Other:________________ 

43.  How long does the family expect their 
current stocks of food to last?  

 No stocks 

 Up to 1 week 

 Up to 1 month 

 More than 1 month 

44.  How many times did the family eat 
each day before the disaster?  

 

45.  How many times did the family eat 
each day after the disaster? 

 

46.  Has the quantity of food consumed at 
meals change since the disaster?  

Yes – more  or less?  
No – the same. 

47.  Which types of food does the family 
consume? Check responses. 

Before the disaster After the disaster 

Cereals (wheat flour 
for meals, maize, rice, 
pasta, bread) 

Cereals (wheat flour 
for meals, maize, rice, 
pasta, bread) 

Meat (beef , chicken, 
sheep) or fish or eggs 

Meat (beef , chicken, 
sheep) or fish or eggs 
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Dairy products (milk, 
cheese, kefir/yogurt) 

Dairy products (milk, 
cheese, kefir/yogurt) 

Fruits 
 

Fruits 
 

Vegetables  
 

Vegetables  
 

Potato 
 

Potato 
 

Pulses (beans) 
 

Pulses (beans) 
 

Sugar  
 

Sugar  
 

48.  What is the main source of your food? 
Check responses. 

Before the disaster After the disaster 

Harvest Harvest 

Market Market 

Humanitarian 
Assistance 

Humanitarian 
Assistance 

Credit Credit 

Barter Barter 

Gift/donation Gift/donation 

Other: (list) Other: (list) 

49.  Has the household lost livestock due 
to the disaster? If yes, indicate type 
and number. 

 No 

 Yes, if Yes, indicate the types and numbers 
lost: 

 Cows___________ 

 Bulls ___________ 

 Horses __________ 

 Sheep __________ 

 Goats ___________ 

 Chickens ____________ 

 Ducks ______________ 

 Other _______________ 

50.  Is the availability of water for drinking, 
cooking and cleaning less than before 
the disaster? If yes, indicate how 

 Well: % Less_________ 

 Hand pump: % Less_________ 
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much less and where the household is 
getting water at present:  

 Piped (gravity fed) to public stand pipes: % 
Less_________ 

 Piped (gravity fed) direct to house: % 
Less_________  

 Piped (pumped using electric or diesel 
pumps) to public stand pipes: % 
Less_________ 

 Piped (pumped using electric or diesel 
pumps) delivered directly to house: % 
Less_________ 

 Canal: % Less_________ 

51.  Has sewage disposal been affected 
by the disaster? If yes, indicate how 
disposal current takes place:  

 No 

 Yes, if yes, complete the following 

 Latrine – pit 

 Latrine – water pour flush,  

 In-house toilet,  

 Other. 

52.  Has waste disposal been affected by 
the disaster? If yes, indicate how 
disposal currently takes place:  

 No 

 Yes, if Yes, complete the following: 

 Local trash pump,  

 Government collection system 
Local disposal (burning, burying). 

53.  Has access to health care changed 
since the disaster?  

Yes 
No 

54.  If yes, why  Damaged clinic 

 Change in clinic hours  

 No or reduced medical staff 

 Can’t go to clinic because of lack of money 

 Roads/paths to clinic not easy to travel 

 Lack of transport 

 Other: 

55.  What were the most important health 
problems before the disaster?  

List: 

56.  What have been the most important 
health problems since the disaster? 

List:  
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57.  Has the household faced more or less 
illness than before the earthquake?  

More 
Less 

58.  Has access to school changed since 
the disaster?  

Yes 
No 

59.  If yes, why  Damaged school 

 Shorter school hours 

 No teacher 

 Can’t send children to school because of 
costs  

 Other: 

60.  Have household members been able 
to work at their normal jobs following 
the disaster?  

Yes  
No 

61.  If not, have they found other work? 
Indicate the type of work found (by 
each member of the household in 
working age). 

Yes  
No 

62.  Has agricultural infrastructure used by 
the household (canals, dams, pipes, 
pumps) been damaged by the 
disaster? If yes, note nature of the 
damage and indicate location on map.  

Yes  
No 

63.  Have expenditures increased for the 
household after the disaster?  

Yes  
No 

64.  If yes, indicate on what: food, shelter, 
medical care, travel, basic necessities 
(cooking or household items), other 
(indicate). Mark all reported. 

 Food,  

 Shelter,  

 Medical care,  

 Travel,  

 Basic necessities (cooking or 
household items),  

 Other (indicate). 

65.  If expenditures have increased since 
the disaster, where has the money 
come from?  Mark all reported.  

 Loans,  

 Gifts,  

 Remittances,  

 Savings,  
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 Selling assets,  

 Reducing other expenditures (indicate what 
has been reduced), 

 Other (indicate). 

66.  Have prices increased since the start 
of the disaster? If yes, indicate for 
which commodities and for how much.  

Yes  
No 

67.  Has the household received any 
assistance from the Government or 
other organizations after the disaster? 
Rank from 1 to 6 in terms of 
importance. “0” indicates not received.  

 Loans 

 Construction materials  

 Food aid  

 Household goods  

 Sanitation supplies  

 Other (indicate). 

68.  Have the number of persons who 
migrate for labor increased or 
decreased from previous years?  

Increased 
Decreased 

69.  Do you expect more family members 
to need to migrated this year because 
of the disaster?  

Yes  
No 

70.  If yes, to #70, where are people 
expected to migrate to?  

 

71.  Does the household expect the 
disaster to worsen? If yes, note why 
and where (on map).  

Yes  
No 

72.  What actions are the household taking 
to address the disaster? 

List 

73.  What additional assistance do 
individuals/families need to address 
the disaster? (Note women’s and 
men’s needs separately.) 

Men Women 

 
 
Additional Comments: 
 

 Q. 47 FOOD CONSUMPTION  
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I would like to ask you about all the different foods that your household members and any guests have eaten in the last week (7 days). Could you please tell me how many days in 

the past week your household has eaten the following foods?  

Start by asking meals consumed in the household; 1) Register the food eaten in the household (not only the person who is answering the question);  2) Ask for each meal 

(breakfast, lunch, dinner, snacks between meals); 3) Write 1 when a food was consumed AT LEAST ONCE IN ANY DAY, even if it was consumed in more than 1 meal and  4) 

Check by asking specifically for each food which was not mentioned in the meals. Do NOT count small quantities (less than 1 tea spoon). Foods consumed outside home 
that were not prepared in the home should not be included. 

 

Ask only about food 
eaten INSIDE the 
house 

During how many days was 
the food item eaten in 
previous 7 days? 
    

What was the main 
source of the food in 
the past 7 days? 
(currently) 

Where do you USUALLY obtain 
most of this food? 

Ask for each food listed, even if 
not consumed in the past 7 days 

Bread, wheat │__│ │__│ │__│ 

Rice │__│ │__│ │__│ 

Potatoes and other 
roots and tubers │__│ 

│__│ │__│ 

Pasta, biscuits │__│ │__│ │__│ 

Beans, lentils, peas, 
nuts │__│ 

│__│ │__│ 

Vegetables │__│ │__│ │__│ 

Fruits │__│ │__│ │__│ 

Meat, chicken, liver, 
kidney │__│ 

│__│ │__│ 

Eggs │__│ │__│ │__│ 

Fish │__│ │__│ │__│ 

Milk, cheese and 
other milk products │__│ 

│__│ │__│ 

Sugar, honey, jam, 
candies │__│ 

│__│ │__│ 

Oil, fats │__│ │__│ │__│ 

Condiments │__│ │__│ │__│ 

 
0 = Not eaten    1= 1 day 
2= 2 days          3= 3 days 
4= 4 days          5= 5 days   
6= 6 days          7= 7 days 

1= Own crop/garden production    6= Gifts from neighbours/relatives                        
2= central market purchase          7= Food aid  
3 = local market / shop purchase  8= Barter or trade of goods/services  

4 = Work for food                         9= Food usually not eaten 
5= Borrowing/debts                      
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