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HUMANITARIAN RISK PROFILE 

Afghanistan Humanitarian Needs Overview 2015  

Introduction  

This supplementary guidance note provides additional information on the humanitarian risk profile and analysis 
approach of the 2015 Afghanistan Humanitarian Needs Overview (HNO) and elaborates on the results and 
implications for humanitarian programming. The humanitarian risk profile is a planning tool to help assess the 
potential changes in risk based on recent historical events and identify possible escalations in severity. Its purpose 
is to provide a forward perspective on humanitarian issues and help to frame the discussion on emergency 
preparedness in order to enhance response capacities. 

The Afghanistan context is complex and dynamic. In an effort to avoid the problems associated with an overly 
complicated and purely hypothetical scenario planning process, the risk profile focuses on existing and foreseeable 
risks to the population. The risk profile only concerns itself with the most likely scenario, which is a continued 
deterioration of the humanitarian situation. Hence, the objective of this analysis is to enumerate the possible 
escalation of existing risks. It uses recent data to provide a provincial view of risks caused by conflict incidents, 
civilian casualties, conflict displacement, drought, and disease outbreaks, and draws attention to provinces that 
may be more susceptible to a decline in the humanitarian situation. 

The three key elements to the humanitarian risk profile are as follows: 

1) The humanitarian risk register was developed using the IASC guidance on inter-agency Emergency Response 
Preparedness, which sets out the likely emergency risk events and the forecasted severity of those risks.  

2) The existing relative risk of adverse events highlights the provinces experiencing the highest level of existing 
risk, such as conflict and displacement, based on a selection of proxy indicators.  

3) The possible escalation of existing risk provides a forward look based on the forecasted severity of the 
emergency risk events and the existing relative risk profile.   

Humanitarian Risk Register 

The approach to emergency preparedness used in Afghanistan is derived from the inter-agency Emergency 
Response Preparedness (ERP) framework provided by the IASC. The technical inter-agency group has developed 
a register of humanitarian related risks (see Table 1) in line with IASC guidance. This is updated biannually and 
focuses on forecasting key risks for the six months ahead. The register forecasts the severity of selected 
emergency risks based on a likelihood and potential impact approach, and includes indicators and thresholds for 
each risk. It also specifies the organisations responsibility for leading the assessment and monitoring process. 

 
Severity of Emergency Risks 

In June 2014, the inter-agency working group identified the most significant emergency related risks and assessed 
them for the second half of 2014. These included: 1) an increase in conflict, 2) attacks on humanitarian agencies, 
3) drastic deterioration in food access, 4) disease outbreaks, and 5) natural disasters (refer Table 1). 

The risk severity of a given event was determined based on its likelihood 
and potential impact. Likelihood is defined on a scale from 1 to 5 with one 
being less than 20% likely and five being over 80% likely. Impact is defined 
on a scale of 1 to 5 with one being insignificant or negligible impact and five 
being critical or catastrophic impact. In most instances, the lead organisation 
convened a taskforce of specialists, to determine the impact and likelihood 
scores. The ultimate risk severity score is the multiplication of the likelihood 
and impact, which provides a possible risk severity score ranging from 1 to 
25. For example, a high likelihood (5) and a moderate impact (3) would lead 
to a high risk severity score of 15. Severity scores falling in the range of 1 
to 7 are considered “low,” scores within the range of 8 to 14 are 
considered “medium,” and scores in the range of 15 to 25 are “High.” 
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Table 1 Afghanistan Risk Register (July to December 2014) 
 
ID  Risk Indicator Impact Likelihood Severity Change Anticipated  Triggers for stepping up preparedness  

    (1 to 5) (1 to 5) Impact x from 2013 Caseload     

        Likelihood (Severity) (Previous)     

 Increase in Conflict Risk Rating: Medium 

1.A 
A significant increase in the 
population that cannot 
access essential services 

          Indicator: Population unable to access essential services 

  Medium  - Source: UNHCR/UNICEF/WHO 

3 4 12 by 3 points - Threshold: 10% increase  

          Monitored by:  HCT 

1.B 

A significant increase in 
populations of concern that 
cannot be operationally 
accessed by agencies 

        Indicator: Population unable to be accessed by agencies 

  Medium  - Source: UN/ICRC/NGO/AIHRC 

3 4 12 by 3 points - Threshold: 10% increase  

          Monitored by:  HCT 

1.C 
A significant increase in 
civilian casualties 

        Indicator: Civilian casualties 

  Medium  - Source: UNHCR/ICRC/AIHRC/UNAMA 

3 3 9  (4,763) Threshold: 15% increase 

          Monitored by:  UNAMA Human Rights 

1.D 
A significant increase in 
human rights violations 

        Indicator: Human rights violations 

  Medium  - Source: UNHCR/ICRC/UNICEF/AIHRC/UNAMA 

3 4 12 by 3 points - Threshold: 25% increase 

          Monitored by:  UNAMA Human Rights 

1.E 
A significant increase in 
internal displacement in 
any one district or province  

        Indicator: Conflict induced displacement 

  Medium  - Source: UNHCR 

3 3 9  (56,959) Threshold: 10% increase  

          Monitored by:  UNHCR 

 Increase in attacks (direct & indirect) on humanitarian agencies Risk Rating: Medium 

2.A 

A significant increase in 
attacks on humanitarian 
agencies (compound, 
offices or staff) 

          Indicator: Attacks on agencies (including intimidation) 

  Medium  - Source: INSO/UNDSS 

3 3 9 by 3 points (157) Threshold: 10% increase (comparison to previous period) 

          Monitored by:  OCHA, HCT 

 Drastic deterioration in economic food access Risk Rating: Low 

3.A 
Rapid increase in the price 
of staple foods (wheat, 
wheat flour, rice) 

          Indicator: Price of staple foods (wheat, wheat flour, rice) 

  Low  320,000 Source: WFP (monthly market price monitoring) 

3 2 6 No change (160,000) Threshold: ≥5% 1-month or ≥10% 1, 2, or 5-year comparison 

          Monitored by:  FSAC 

 Disease outbreaks Risk Rating: Medium 

4.A Epidemics / Outbreaks 

          Indicator: Case fatality rate of confirmed outbreak 

  Medium  200,000 Source: DEWS 

3 3 9 No change (200,000) Threshold: Case fatality rate exceeds international standard 

          Monitored by:  WHO 

 Natural disasters Risk Rating: Low 

5.A Drought 

          Indicator: Population affected by drought 

  Low  - Source: IOM, ANDMA, NGOs, FEWSNET 

2 2 4 No change (500) Threshold: More than 20,000 people 

          Monitored by:  NDMC, FEWSNET, FSAC 

5.B 
Earthquake in/near large 
urban area 

          Indicator: Population affected by earthquake 

  Low  - Source: IOM, ANDMA, NGOs 

3 2 6 by 1 point (2,200) Threshold: More than 20,000 people 

          Monitored by:  NDMC, IOM 

5.C 
Major earthquake in/near 
large urban area (Kabul, 
Jalalabad, Kunduz) 

        Indicator: Population affected by earthquake 

  Low  - Source: IOM, ANDMA, NGOs 

5 1 5 No change - Threshold: More than 20,000 people 

          Monitored by:  NDMC, IOM 

5.D Flood 

        Indicator: Population affected by floods 

  Low  21,000 Source: IOM, ANDMA, NGOs 

2 3 6 No change (34,000) Threshold: More than 20,000 people 

          Monitored by:  NDMC, IOM 

5.E Landslides, avalanches 

        Indicator: Population affected by landslide or avalanche 

  Low  - Source: IOM, ANDMA, NGOs 

2 3 6 by 3 points (2,500) Threshold: More than 20,000 people 

          Monitored by:  NDMC, IOM 

5.F Extreme (harsh) winter 

        Indicator: Population affected by extreme winter 

  Low  16,000 Source: IOM, ANDMA, NGOs 

1 4 4 No change (1,500) Threshold: More than 20,000 people 

          Monitored by:  NDMC, IOM 
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The risks in Afghanistan were forecasted to be in the low to medium severity range. The risks with the highest 
severity in the second half of 2014 were the conflict (12 out of a possible 25) followed by attacks on humanitarian 
actors and outbreaks of disease (both scoring nine out of a possible 25). In comparison to the same period in 2013, 
there was an increase in the perception of these risks relating to conflict and attacks on humanitarian actors, i.e. 
the risks were forecasted with a higher severity.  

The risks with the lowest severity forecast for the second half of 2014 were natural disasters and a drastic 
deterioration in economic food access (ranging between four and six out of a possible 25), since flood events are 
lower in the second half of the year and the likelihood of wheat crop or harvest failure was rated low. 

Existing Relative Risk of Adverse Events 

Defining the occurrence of risk events by location is an important step in being able to provide the practical focus to 
the risk assessment process and, ultimately, strengthen emergency preparedness. The goal is to highlight 
provinces where existing risks are currently the highest based on recent historical events. To achieve this, five 
proxy indicators were selected to represent the emergency risk events identified in the risk register process (with 
the exception of adverse food access conditions and attacks on humanitarian agencies). These indicators have 
been thematically mapped by province and are detailed in the attached graphics. 
 
Relative risk is a term commonly associated with inferential statistics. However, in this analysis, relative risk 
statistics are purely descriptive. They are used simply to describe recorded incidents measured against the 
population. It assumes that each province is equally susceptible to the given risk event, but does not discount the 
possibility of different exposure levels inside and outside the province. To the lay reader it presents a rather 
intuitive concept, such that the risk in one province can be describe as either higher or lower than another province. 
Hence, relative risk has been defined as the estimated risk within the province divided by the estimated 
risk outside the province. Mathematically it is calculated as the “observed” divided by the “expected” within the 
province divided by the observed divided by the expected outside the province:  

 
Where c is the number of observed cases (or incidents) within the province and C is the total number of cases (or 
incidents) in Afghanistan. The “observed” is the actual number of cases that have occurred in the province for the 
given period. The “expected” is an estimated number of cases that would have occurred assuming that the 
provincial incident rate was the same as the national incident rate; hence, it is calculated based on the national 
incident rate (i.e. the total number of cases for all provinces expressed as cases per 100,000 people) and the 
population of the province according to the CSO population estimates for 2013-2014. Since the analysis is 
conditioned on the total number of cases observed, E[C] = C. No inferences or predications have been made about 
the location or frequency of occurrence and, therefore, no tests of statistical significance have been calculated.  
 
Interpreting the Relative Risk Score: The relative risk score is a ratio of actual incidents (e.g. what has been 
observed) and an “expected” number of incidents based on the size of the population and an average national rate 
of incidence. A relative risk score of 1 is the “no-effect” level; this means that the risk within the province is the 
same as the nationwide risk outside of the province. In the HNO, a relative risk score of 1 was described as being 
“similar to Afghanistan’s national average” - according to the relative risk calculation, this description not technically 
correct, but was done to simplify messaging to the reader. A relative risk score greater than 1 means that the risk 
within the province is higher than the risk outside of the province. As an example, a relative risk score of 5 means 
that the risk within a province is 5 times higher than the risk outside of the province. A relative risk score of less 
than 1 means that the risk within the province is lower than the risk outside of the province. As an example, a 
relative risk of 0.25 means that the risk is 4 times lower inside the province than outside of the province.  
 
Relative risk scores were calculated on a provincial basis for given indicators (see Table 2). The relative risk 
focuses on negative outcomes of a particular event. Hence, the indicators have been defined as follows: 
1) Security incidents – The number of security incidents including IED explosions, armed attacks, assassinations, 

abductions and reported intimidation of local population, government officials and NGO workers, and airstrikes. 
2) Civilian casualties – Civilians killed or injured resulting directly or indirectly for conflict related violence. 
3) Conflict induced IDPs – The number of conflict induced internally displaced persons in their province of 

displacement that were displaced from November 2013 to August 2014. 
4) Exposure to drought – The number of people exposed to high frequency of drought derived from the 

standardized precipitation index (SPI) for the period 1951 to 2004. 
5) Disease outbreaks – The number of infectious disease outbreaks from January 2013 to June 2014 (including 

ARI, Brucellosis, CCHF, Chicken Pox, Cholera, Diphtheria, Leishmania, Malaria, Measles, Pertussis, Typhoid, 
and Viral Hepatitis) as verified and reported by the Disease Early Warning System (DEWS). 
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Table 2 Existing Relative Risk and Possible Escalation 
 

 
 
It is important to note that a higher relative risk does not necessarily equate to a higher 
burden of humanitarian need. For example, the number of civilian casualties in Kunar was 
506 killed and injured in the last year. Based on a national average of approximately 37 
civilian casualties per 100,000 and a provincial population of 436,000, the expected 
number of casualties is 160 resulting in a relative risk score of around 3.6. However, 
Nangarhar had 846 casualties but a relative risk score of around 1.6. Thus a province with 
a smaller population will have a higher relative risk than those living in a province with a 
larger population, for the same number of civilian casualties. An assumption is that a 
smaller population will have a lower coping capacity and, therefore, have a higher 
susceptibility to emergency related risk. Hence, the relative risk perspective aims to 
highlight areas of concern where the susceptibility to recent emergency related events is 
relatively higher and, therefore, a higher level of preparedness and readiness may be required. To further reflect 
upon the relative risk scores for each indicator, a brief narrative has been prepared below.  

Province  Conflict 

Incidents

 Civilian 

Casualties

 Conflict 

Induced IDPs

 Exposure to 

Drought

Disease 

Outbreaks

 Overall Risk 

Profile

 Conflict 

Related Risk

 Possible 

Escalation

R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 - - -

Kunar 5.33 3.67 5.01 0.13 2.08 3.24 4.67 3.75

Hilmand 3.18 2.61 4.94 1.82 1.39 2.79 3.58 2.93

Nuristan 1.26 1.67 0.70 0.31 7.23 2.24 1.21 2.39

Paktika 2.28 3.27 0.00 2.81 2.43 2.16 1.85 2.09

Faryab 1.28 1.80 6.10 1.42 0.00 2.12 3.06 2.14

Zabul 1.27 1.75 0.00 0.21 7.29 2.11 1.01 2.27

Farah 1.16 1.60 2.64 2.48 0.22 1.62 1.80 1.49

Badghis 0.85 0.65 4.12 1.05 1.40 1.62 1.88 1.63

Hirat 0.48 0.54 0.68 2.39 3.90 1.60 0.57 1.43

Kandahar 3.02 1.71 0.79 0.15 2.08 1.55 1.84 1.81

Laghman 1.97 1.92 0.41 2.68 0.51 1.50 1.44 1.40

Nangarhar 2.65 1.64 1.92 0.00 0.99 1.44 2.07 1.69

Khost 2.31 2.02 0.09 1.76 1.00 1.44 1.48 1.46

Kapisa 0.45 1.33 0.70 1.66 2.40 1.31 0.83 1.21

Wardak 1.22 1.54 1.03 2.20 0.38 1.27 1.26 1.16

Paktya 1.13 1.39 0.70 0.66 1.91 1.16 1.07 1.21

Ghazni 1.87 1.49 0.48 1.73 0.18 1.15 1.28 1.14

Ghor 0.34 0.49 1.73 2.19 0.66 1.08 0.85 0.90

Uruzgan 1.22 1.86 0.45 0.00 1.32 0.97 1.17 1.10

Bamyan 0.11 0.11 0.00 1.18 2.92 0.86 0.07 0.77

Jawzjan 0.34 0.34 1.01 2.02 0.42 0.83 0.57 0.66

Logar 1.11 2.47 0.31 0.18 0.00 0.81 1.30 0.91

Balkh 0.20 0.24 1.02 1.33 0.87 0.73 0.49 0.63

Nimroz 0.83 0.58 0.00 0.10 2.11 0.72 0.47 0.80

Panjsher 0.03 0.46 0.00 2.79 0.00 0.65 0.16 0.36

Samangan 0.10 0.20 0.00 2.79 0.00 0.62 0.10 0.33

Kunduz 0.77 1.10 0.82 0.08 0.00 0.55 0.90 0.62

Parwan 0.29 0.54 0.00 1.37 0.51 0.54 0.28 0.43

Baghlan 0.46 0.44 0.03 1.52 0.12 0.51 0.31 0.39

Sari Pul 0.34 0.40 1.03 0.10 0.20 0.42 0.59 0.45

Badakhshan 0.22 0.30 0.13 0.61 0.60 0.37 0.22 0.34

Daykundi 0.19 0.25 0.00 0.31 0.75 0.30 0.15 0.29

Takhar 0.13 0.20 0.00 0.34 0.34 0.20 0.11 0.18

Kabul 0.08 0.22 0.04 0.01 0.14 0.10 0.12 0.11

Severity Factor 12 9 9 4 9 - - -

Data Period

& Notes
Sep-13 | Aug-14 Sep-13 | Aug-14 Nov-13 | Aug-14 1951 | 2004 Jan-13 | Jun-14

Average of 

indicators R1, R2, 

R3, R4 and R5

Average of 

indicators R1, 

R2 and R3

Weighted 

(severity) average 

of indictors R1 to  
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Conflict Incidents: This indicator defines the risk relating to the occurrence of a conflict incident. From September 
2013 to August 2014, the risk of experiencing a conflict incident was more than five times higher within Kunar 
compared to the nationwide risk (i.e. those living outside of Kunar), and the risk of experiencing a conflict incident 
in Hilmand, Kandahar and Nangarhar was around three times higher. The provinces with the lowest risk to conflict 
incidents were Bamyan, Panjsher, Samangan and Takhar, with a relative risk of more than 7 times lower than the 
nationwide risk. 
 
Civilian Casualties: This indictor defines the risk of being killed or injured directly or indirectly from conflict violence. 
From September 2013 to August 2014, the risk of being killed or injured directly or indirectly from conflict related 
violence was approximately five times higher in Kunar than outside the province. Hilmand, Kandahar, and Khost 
reported a higher relative risk to civilian casualties for this period, approximately three times higher than the 
nationwide risk. Provinces with a lower relative risk of civilian casualties include Balkh, Bamyan, Daykundi, Kabul, 
Samangan and Takhar. 
 
Conflict Induced IDPs: This indictor defines the risk of conflict induced displacement occurring within a province 
(based on province of displacement). From November 2013 to August 2014, the relative risk of displacement within 
Faryab was six times higher than the nationwide risk, Hilmand and Kunar were five times higher, and Badghis was 
four times higher. A relative risk score of “0” is shown for number of provinces, since there is no record of 
displacement for this period. This does not mean that the absolute risk of displacement is zero; rather it suggests a 
relative risk that is very low compared to the nationwide risk. 
 
Exposure to Drought: This indictor defines risk based on the estimated number of people exposed to high drought 
frequency. Laghman, Paktika, Panjshir, and Samanagan present a relative risk nearly three times higher than the 
nationwide risk. A province such as Nimroz, despite being extremely arid, actually has a lower relative risk since 
the number of people exposed to drought like conditions, which are conditioned to the provincial area, is effectively 
quite small. The relative risk score of “0” for Nangarhar and Uruzgan does not mean that the absolute drought risk 
is zero, but that the risk relative to the nationwide risk is very small. 
 
Disease Outbreaks: It is important to note that this calculation relating to disease outbreaks is not intended to be 
epidemiological in nature, despite the public health origin of the relative risk approach. Instead, it broadly defines 
the occurrence of reported outbreaks (not cases) relative to the population. In other words, Nuristan and Zabul are 
at seven times higher risk of disease outbreaks compared to other provinces. The relative risk score of “0” for 
Faryab, Kunduz, Logar, Panjsher, and Samangan does not mean that the absolute outbreak risk is zero, but that 
the risk relative to the nationwide risk is very small. 
 
In the 2014 HNO, a proxy indicator relating to humanitarian access, i.e. attacks against humanitarian workers and 
assess, was also included. However, the use of this indicator was discontinued for the 2015 HNO due to the lack of 
consistency with the other indicators. The nature of the indicator is more aptly suited to risks associated with aid 
delivery as opposed to the risks against the population.  
 
The overall risk score was calculated for each province (see Table 2 and the map below) based on an average of 
the five individual indicator risk scores, i.e. no weighting has been applied. The intention of this overall risk profile is 
to order the provinces from the highest risk to lowest risk according their combined scores and again highlight the 
provinces of concern. The map below shows a southern band of provinces from east to west (Hilmand, Kandahar, 
Kunar, Nangarhar, Nuristan, Paktika, and Zabul), as well as Badghis and Faryab provinces, which present the 
highest level of risk from humanitarian related issues. In particular, Hilmand and Kunar show an overall risk that is 
around three times higher than the nationwide emergency risk. This indicates a greater need for preparedness in 
these provinces, particularly in for trauma care and displacement. Daykundi, Kabul and Takhar are at the lower end 
of the scale. These provinces have substantially lower risks across all indicators relative to anywhere else in 
Afghanistan. 
 
A conflict risk profile was also created from a selection of specific indicators, including 1) conflict incidents, 2) 
civilian casualties, and 3) conflict induced IDPs. Hilmand and Kunar are in the most extreme risk category. The risk 
of an adverse impact by the conflict is nearly five times in Kunar and four times higher in Hilmand. Faryab presents 
as a relatively high conflict risk province, with risk of being impacted by the conflict standing at three times higher 
than the nationwide risk. In comparison to the previous year, Faryab and Nangarhar show the highest incremental 
increase in risk across all conflict indicators. At the lower end of the conflict risk profile are Bamyan, Kabul, 
Samangan and Takhar with the relative conflict risk being approximately eight to ten times lower other provinces.  
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Overall 
Humanitarian Risk 
by Province 

 

 

Notes: 1) These risk 
indicators were selected 
as proxies for the risks 
identified in the risk 
register. 2)  The relative 
risk is ratio of actual 
(observed) events and 
expected events (based 
on a national incident rate 
derived from CSO 2013-
14 population estimates). 
3) The overall index score 
was based on an average 
of all risk indicators 
weighted by the scale 
(escalation) factor. Data 
sources: UNAMA, the 
Health Cluster, UNHCR, 
OCHA, CSO 
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Possible Escalation of Existing Risk  

In order to enumerate the possible escalation of existing risks, an escalated risk score was calculated for each 
province by weighting the relative risk score for each indicator by its corresponding severity score determined in the 
risk register (refer to Table 2). Due to the small variation of risk severity scores, there were relatively small 
differences between the escalated risk profile and the existing overall risk profile.  

 

Possible Escalation 
of Risk by Province 

 

 

Notes: 1) These risk 
indicators were selected 
as proxies for the risks 
identified in the risk 
register. 2)  The relative 
risk is ratio of actual 
(observed) events and 
expected events (based 
on a national incident rate 
derived from CSO 2013-
14 population estimates). 
3) The overall index score 
was based on an average 
of all risk indicators 
weighted by the scale 
(escalation) factor. 4) The 
scale factor is the 
"severity" outcome for an 
associated risk as defined 
by the risk register 
(updated June 2014). 
Data sources: UNAMA, 
the Health Cluster, 
UNHCR, OCHA, CSO 

 

 

 

In comparison to the possible escalation of risk in 2014, the escalated risk for 2015 remains largely the same. 
Provinces within the southern belt and western region are at higher risk of being impacted by the conflict. The 
forecasted risk severity causes a slight increase in the overall risk score for Hilmand, Kandahar, Kunar, and 
Nangarhar. The weighting of forecasted severity also causes a slight reduction in risk for 12 provinces, most 
notably in the northern and central regions.  

 
 

 

  


