
 

 

 

 

 

SAVE THE CHILDREN MULTI-SECTOR ASSESSMENT  

Southern Kyrgyzstan - Osh Oblast 

 

 

 

July 2010  

 

 



Save the Children Multi-Sector Assessment – Osh, Kyrgyzstan, July 2010 2 

Acknowledgements 
 

First and foremost, I would like to express my gratitude to all those households who have 

participated in the survey despite being in stress and difficult circumstances because of the violence 

that took place the second week of June. It was a long questionnaire, however, all the respondents 

very patiently answered all the questions; without their cooperation, it would have been impossible 

to gather all the information. 

 

I am extremely thankful to the enumeration teams who were trained for just one day and were sent 

directly to the field to collect the information. They worked very hard and within three days 

collected all the data from 387 households with high precision. 

 

Special thanks are due to Lilly Saganelidze who provided great support in terms of translations, 

trainings, data collection, data entry, and report writing. She provided very useful feedback at every 

stage of the assessment that has immensely improved the quality of the assessment. 

 

I also would like to acknowledge the contributions of Christie Scott, and Hana Crowe for providing 

the technical support on the assessment. 

 

Lastly, I would like thank Jessica Capasso for not only editing the report but also providing valuable 

feedback that has improved the quality of the report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By 

Hassan Noor Saadi 

Team Leader, Emergency Response Program 

 

Edited by 

Jessica Capasso 

Information and Communication Coordinator 

 

Supervised by 

Saganelidze Lilly 

Monitoring and Evaluation Coordinator 



Save the Children Multi-Sector Assessment – Osh, Kyrgyzstan, July 2010 3 

Table of Contents 
 

List of Tables ......................................................................................................................................... 4 
List of Graphs ........................................................................................................................................ 4 
 
Executive Summary ............................................................................................................................... 5 
 
1. Background ................................................................................................................................ 7 
 
2. Methodology............................................................................................................................... 8 

2.1 Assessment Objectives ............................................................................................................... 8 

2.2 Population .................................................................................................................................... 8 

2.3 Sample Size .................................................................................................................................. 8 

2.4 Sampling Strategy ....................................................................................................................... 9 

2.5 Data Collection ............................................................................................................................ 9 

2.6 Questionnaire and Key Indicators ............................................................................................. 9 

2.7 Data Analysis ............................................................................................................................... 9 

2.8 Constraints of the Assessment ................................................................................................... 9 

 
3. Assessment Findings ................................................................................................................. 11 

3.1 Demographics and Displacement ........................................................................................... 11 

3.2 Deaths and Injuries Sustained ................................................................................................. 13 

3.3 Housing and Shelter ................................................................................................................. 14 

3.4 Livelihoods: Farm and Off-Farm Means ................................................................................. 15 

 3.4.1    Agriculture and Livestock ......................................................................................................................... 18 
3.5 Household Saving and Credits ................................................................................................. 19 

3.6 Water, Sanitation & Hygiene (WASH) .................................................................................... 20 

3.7 Food Security ............................................................................................................................. 21 

3.8 Protection ................................................................................................................................... 24 

3.9 Education .................................................................................................................................. 25 

3.10 Health & Reproductive Health ................................................................................................ 26 

3.11 Overall Needs Assessment ....................................................................................................... 27 

 
4. Conclusions & Recommendations ........................................................................................... 28 

4.1 Conclusions ............................................................................................................................... 28 

4.2 Recommendations .................................................................................................................... 29 

 



Save the Children Multi-Sector Assessment – Osh, Kyrgyzstan, July 2010 4 

List of Tables  

Table 1: Household composition (%) ........................................................................................................... 11 
Table 2: Ethnic background ......................................................................................................................... 11 
Table 3: Distances of displacement .............................................................................................................. 12 
Table 4: Expected return to areas of origin ................................................................................................... 12 
Table 5: Households sustaining injuries ........................................................................................................ 13 
Table 6: Damage to houses .......................................................................................................................... 14 
Table 7: House ownership ............................................................................................................................ 14 
Table 8: Under 18 working members in a household .................................................................................... 15 
Table 9: Adult working members in a household .......................................................................................... 16 
Table 10: Estimated household cash income in May and June 2010 .............................................................. 17 
Table 11: Affect of crisis on household income ............................................................................................ 17 
Table 12: Percentage of last crop cultivation ................................................................................................. 18 
Table 13: Usage of crops .............................................................................................................................. 19 
Table 14: Access to various services in agriculture and livestock ................................................................... 19 
Table 15: Average loan size (before and after crisis) ..................................................................................... 20 
Table 16: Sources of borrowing .................................................................................................................... 20 
Table 17: Sources of drinking water .............................................................................................................. 20 
Table 18: Hygiene facilities ........................................................................................................................... 21 
Table 19: Use of water and soap after defecation .......................................................................................... 21 
Table 20: Use of water and soap before eating.............................................................................................. 21 
Table 21: Weekly diet chart .......................................................................................................................... 22 
Table 22: Main sources of food items and availability sources ...................................................................... 22 
Table 23: Number of meals eaten by households .......................................................................................... 22 
Table 24: Presence of vulnerable groups in the households .......................................................................... 24 
Table 25: Behavior changes in children......................................................................................................... 24 
Table 26: Reasons for not sending children to school ................................................................................... 25 
Table 27: School supplies needed for children to go to school ...................................................................... 26 
Table 28: Types of health facilities visited ..................................................................................................... 26 
Table 29: Distance of health facility from the house ..................................................................................... 26 
Table 30: Overall needs of the households ................................................................................................... 27 

 
List of Graphs 

Graph 1: Sample distribution.......................................................................................................................... 9 

Graph 2: Issues at Return ............................................................................................................................. 12 

Graph 3: Number of deaths ......................................................................................................................... 13 

Graph 4: Space availability in the houses ...................................................................................................... 14 

Graph 5: Availability of hygiene facilities in houses ...................................................................................... 15 

Graph 6: Occupation of main income earners .............................................................................................. 16 

Graph 7: Components of household Income ............................................................................................... 17 

Graph 8: Ways of meeting household expenses ............................................................................................ 18 

Graph 9: Availability of food stock at the household level ............................................................................ 23 

Graph 10: Willingness of Parents to Send Children to School ...................................................................... 25 

Graph 11: Means of acquiring medicine ....................................................................................................... 27 



Save the Children Multi-Sector Assessment – Osh, Kyrgyzstan, July 2010 5 

Executive Summary 
Following a wave of violence that reached its’ peak June 10-14, 2010 in the southern city of Osh in 
the Kyrgyz Republic (commonly called Kyrgyzstan), Save the Children has launched an emergency 
response to address the needs among children and their families. 
 
Due to the violence, approximately 375,000 people fled their homes, including approximately 75,000 
that took refuge in neighboring Uzbekistan, and then subsequently returned to Kyrgyzstan – either 
to their places of origin, or remaining displaced within the country’s boundaries. Approximately 
75,000 people remain internally displaced. The overall number of people directly affected by the 
crisis stands at 400,000.  
 
The families that have been displaced or otherwise affected by the conflict face various challenges to 
cope with the existing environment. It was, therefore, essential that a detailed assessment be 
conducted in order to enable Save the Children and other humanitarian actors to plan an effective 
humanitarian response that addresses the actual needs of the affected communities.  
 
Save the Children conducted an extensive multi-sectoral assessment in Osh oblast from July 8 to 
July 10, 2010 using Quantitative Research Methods with a sample size of 387 households. Some of 
the main findings and recommendations are as follows: 
 
Findings: 

 Children are 43% of the population, and 77% of the population is under the age of 40. 
Demographical composition in terms of developing longer terms plan is an essential factor and 
requires careful analysis. 

 In terms of shelter, the average damages incurred are USD 10,420 per household. The assistance 
being provided to those whose houses were destroyed is in line with the average damages stated 
by the people. 

 There are high levels of unemployment along with high economic dependencies in southern 
Kyrgyzstan. Looking at the drop in the income level because of the crisis, if no comprehensive 
economic aid package is provided then it might lead to several social problems and may push the 
child labor rate up as well.  

 The average household income has dropped by 78%. Such massive drop in income has made 
families extremely vulnerable, particularly when people do not have any cash savings and are 
significantly under debt with no means to repay their loans. 

 There are  26% families responsible for meeting the needs of vulnerable groups including 
orphans and chronically ill people. Their requirements for assistance are higher than other 
households. 

 In 72% of children, there are behavioral changes, signifying the deep emotional impact of the 
crisis. 

 Around 16% of parents have stated that they will be not sending the children to school out of 
fear that children will be harmed while going to the school or while at the schools. This might 
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 In terms of needs, around 79% people prioritized Peace as the their basic need despite losing 
everything during the violence. Health and food were identified as other major needs by the 
communities.  

 
Recommendations: 

 In the humanitarian response, special consideration and plans need to be made for children as 
they form 43% of the population and are among the worst affected by the crisis. 

 The completion of shelters before the onset of winters should be a key priority for the 
humanitarian response. 

 The crisis has a major impact on livelihoods, and livelihood recovery should be other focus of 
the response. 

 There is need to study nutritional status of the under 2 children as the survey findings indicate 
that those children might be under fed.  

 Strong psychosocial support programs are needed for children to help them recover from the 
stress that they have undergone during the crisis. 

 There is strong need to allay the parents’ concern on send their children to school as it might 
impact on the overall enrollment rate. Affected children lack basic back-to-school kit, and its 
provision before the opening of the schools should be a main priority for education.  

 Most importantly, the overall emphasis of humanitarian response should be on peace building 
and reconciliation as that is the most demanded need by the communities. Reconciliation needs 
to be part of all the activities that are being undertaken by the humanitarian sector.  
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1. Background 

The Kyrgyz Republic (commonly called Kyrgyzstan) 
got its independence on August 31, 1991 with the 
breakup of the former Soviet Union. The total 
population of Kyrgyzstan is slightly over 5.5 million 
and the total area of the country is around 200,000 
km2. Located in Central Asia, the country is 
landlocked and mountainous, bordered by 
Kazakhstan to the north, Uzbekistan to the west, 
Tajikistan to the southwest and the People’s Republic 
of China to the east.  

Agriculture contributes significantly to the national economy, along with imports of precious 
minerals. However, in the agriculture sector, there have been a number of changes since the fall of 
the Soviet Union. Traditionally, Kyrgyzstan used to produce significant amounts of cotton and 
tobacco; however, in the last ten years, because of regional diversities, the trends have changed and 
presently people prefer growing vegetables including potato and sunflower as cash crops. The 
country is gradually adjusting to the regional production and is trying to find its own comparative 
advantage. In terms of minerals, Kyrgyzstan exports gold, mercury, and uranium. Furthermore, the 
country has huge gas reserves that exported to neighboring countries.  
 
The ethnic makeup of the country is rather complex as 64% of the population is Kyrgyz, over 13% 
is Uzbek (primarily residing in southern Kyrgyzstan) and around 12% is Russian. The ethnic makeup 
of the country and the geographical boundaries defined in the post-Soviet era has left the region 
prone to inter-ethnic tensions. There are over 800,000 Uzbeks living in Kyrgyzstan, the majority of 
which live in the south – in Osh oblast Uzbeks represent 33% of the provincial population.  
 
Southern Kyrgyzstan has experienced escalating violence between ethnic Kyrgyz and Uzbek 
populations since the national government in Bishkek was overthrown on April 7 2010 and an 
interim government took power. The interim government has been beset by internal rivalries and 
has not exerted a strong mandate - especially in the south, the power base of the deposed president. 
This resulted in a series of increasingly violent clashes in Osh and Jalal-Abad through April and May. 
The fighting reached its highest level of ferocity from June 10-14, resulting in thousands of 
casualties. The latest government reports indicate that over 2,300 people received medical assistance 
and 312 people died - though many believe the number of deaths to be significantly higher and 
interviews have revealed that many ethnic Uzbeks have not sought medical care for security fears. 
Additionally, thousands of houses and shops were burned to the ground.  
 
Due to the violence, approximately 375,000 people fled their homes, including approximately 75,000 
that took refuge in neighboring Uzbekistan. Over the subsequent two weeks the situation changed 
rapidly as the vast majority of the refugees returned to Kyrgyzstan; however, they did not all return 
to their areas of origin and remain internally displaced within the country’s boundaries. There are 
presently 75,000 people who remain internally displaced, and the overall number of people who 
have been directly affected by the crisis stands at 400,000.  
 
The families that have been displaced or otherwise affected by the conflict face various challenges to 
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cope with the existing environment. It was, therefore, essential that a detailed assessment be 
conducted in order to enable Save the Children and other humanitarian actors to plan an effective 
humanitarian response that addresses the actual needs of the affected communities.  
 
 

2. Methodology 

2.1  Assessment Objectives 

The assessment had the following objectives: 

- To analyze the general socio-economic conditions of the people affected by the recent crisis 

- To understand the impact of the crisis on the people affected by it 

- To get a clear understanding of the needs of the affected populations to guide programming 

- To develop a knowledge base of the issues that have arisen from the crisis and following the 
displacement of the population to various locations 

 

2.2  Population 

The assessment was conducted in three districts of Osh oblast (province): Nariman, Sulaiman-Too, 
and Kyzyl-Kyshtak, all of which are majority Uzbek districts. The reason for selecting these three 
districts was that two of them (Sulaiman-Too and Kyzyl-Kyshtak) were directly impacted by the 
crisis and Nariman hosted a large number of IDPs. The total population of these three districts is 
approximately 90,000 individuals. 
  
Since the data was collected from selected areas that were affected by the conflict, adjustments were 
made in calculation of the sample size to ensure the statistical significance of the data for the entire 
affected population. The following table explains the percentages of households interviewed from 
the different districts. These percentages largely correspond to the actual population proportions in 
the three districts. 
 
Graph 1: Sample distribution 

 

2.3  Sample Size 

For the calculation of sample size, the Confidence Interval has been determined at 95%. The margin 
of error or standard error has been calculated at 5%, and the co-efficient of variation has been taken 
at 45%. Applying the formula yields a sample size of 310. However, since the sampling strategy was 
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not based on simple random sampling, the sample size has been multiplied by the adjustment factor 
of 0.25, this giving the total sample size to be 388. Data was collected for 388 households; however, 
due to inconsistencies in the data sheet, one questionnaire was dropped from the analysis. For 
analysis purposes, the data from 387 households has been used. 
 

2.4  Sampling Strategy 

In the selected areas, the assessment teams started from the center of the district and moved in three 
different directions. For capturing the correct variation of households, systematic random sampling 
was followed and on each street every third house was selected and interviewed. In case of refusal 
from the household, the immediate next household was selected. One of the constraints of the 
assessment is that it does not take into account the design effects as that could have led to further 
increase in the sample size. This would have required more days to complete the data collection 
however, and the immediate need is to have information available rapidly.  
 

2.5  Data Collection 

Sixteen enumerators were hired for data collection, out of which seven were females. Extensive 
training was provided for the enumerators on the use of the questionnaire; training included mock 
exercises. The data collection was done over three days, from July 8 to July 10, 2010.  
 

2.6  Questionnaire and Key Indicators 

For the purpose of data collection, a structured questionnaire was used with closed-ended questions. 
The main purpose of using the closed-ended questionnaire was to gather as much statistical 
information as possible for the ease of analysis. Since this was a multi-sector assessment, it was not 
possible to conduct extensive PRAs for information gathering.  
 
The following sectors were selected for the assessment  

- Education  

- Health, including reproductive health 

- Protection, including vulnerability of the population, particularly children 

- Livelihoods, including farm and off-farm livelihood sources 

- Shelter, including non-food items 

- Water, sanitation & hygiene (WASH) 

- General demographics 

- General needs of the population 
 

2.7  Data Analysis 

After the data collection was completed, the data was entered into spreadsheets and was cleaned for 
any possible data entry errors. The analysis was carried out in MS Excel and SPSS.  
 

2.8  Constraints of the Assessment 

It is important to note that the main purpose of this assessment was to provide timely information 
on the needs of the population affected by the conflict and therefore the assessment was carried out 
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with the following constraints: 

- Representativeness of the affected population: The data has been collected from three 
affected districts, though the sample size has been adjusted to address the limited 
geographical coverage; however, there are chances that some important dynamics of the 
entire population might have been missed out.  

- Detail of various sectors: Though the assessment touched upon a number of sectors for 
data gathering, it did not go deep into each sector to develop full causal relationships 
between different variables. There might be places where certain important pieces of 
information might not be available 

- Questionnaire restrictions: Since there was not sufficient time for field-testing, in certain 
cases the questionnaire may not be set right. For example, in Kyrgyzstan children start 
attending school at the age of 6 or 7; however, the question inquires about school-going 
children from the age of four and therefore the enrollment rate is skewed negatively. These 

discrepancies have been explained wherever they are applicable. 
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3. Assessment Findings 

3.1 Demographics and Displacement 

The average household size calculated for the assessed households is seven, with children (under 18 
years of age) accounting for around 43% of the household. The important thing to note is that in 
certain cases, in one compound more than one family will be residing and the size of the family will 
be greater in that case. The 7 household size is for the nuclear families. The following table explains 
the division between different age brackets and is a good indicator in terms of determining 
generation gaps prevailing in southern Kyrgyzstan. 
 
Table 1: Household composition (%) 

  Male Female Total  

0-5 Years  8.5 8.0 16.5 

Above 5 to 14 Years  8.7 8.4 17.1 

Above 14 to 18 Years  4.8 4.3 9.1 

Above 18 to 26 Years  7.9 7.7 15.6 

Above 26 to 40 Years  8.9 9.8 18.6 

Above 40 Years  10.9 12.1 23.0 

Total  49.7 50.3 100 

 
If the entire population is divided into three generations (i.e. 0-18, 18-40, 40 and above), then the 
percentage for each group is 43%, 34%, and 23% respectively. In terms of policy formulation for 
any longer-term plan, it is clear from the table above that children should be the main target.  
 
Of the total households interviewed, 67% were headed by a male member and 33% were female-
headed households. Since this data represents the situation that the communities are in currently, it 
is an interesting result, illustrating that for a large number of households male members are not with 

their families. This aspect needs to be explored further.  
 
Table 2: Ethnic background 

Ethnic background  Percentage of HHs  

Uzbek 97.6 

Kyrgyz 0.3 

Others 2.1 

 
Of the total interviewed households, 97.6% were from Uzbek families and the remainder were from 
other ethnic backgrounds. As noted above, it is important to acknowledge that the three selected 

areas were Uzbek majority areas. 
 
Of the assessed households, 13% were the displaced families living with the host communities and 
rest of the respondents were living in their own houses and areas of origin1. The following table 
provides details in terms of distances of displacement from the area of origin for the presently 

                                                      
1 The questionnaire did not include questions on the past displacement and just; it focused only on the ones currently 
displaced. 
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displaced population. 
 
Table 3: Distances of displacement 

Distance from origin Percentage of HHs  

1-5 km 24.4 

6-10 km 31.7 

11-15 km 19.5 

16 km and above 24.4 

 
Of the total displaced population, over 75% of the population currently displaced are within 15 km 
of their areas of origin, which highlights that affected people are preferring to stay close to their 

houses in order to have an easy return process. The following table illustrates the displaced 
communities’ plans for return. 
 
Table 4: Expected return to areas of origin 

No. of Days  Percentage of HHs 

1 to 10 days 44.8 

11 to 20 days 27.6 

21 to 30 days  3.4 

31 days and above 24.1 

  
Table 4 shows that approximately 75% of the population plans to return to their places of origin 
within a month’s time. This percentage corresponds well to the percentage of distances and putting 
both together, it can be inferred that the remaining displaced population also has intentions to move 

to their areas of origin soon. 
  
Of the total assessed households, at the time of the crisis 33% fled to neighboring Uzbekistan; 
however, all the of them returned to Kyrgyzstan within two weeks. An important aspect of the 
return from Uzbekistan is that not all the families have returned to their home, however, their status 
has changed from refugee to IDP. 96% of the population that fled to Uzbekistan reported a high 

level of regarding their treatment by the Uzbekistan Government. Another key issue linked with the 
initial displacement is the return process.  
 
Graph 2: Issues at Return 
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Around 18% of the returnee population said that they faced issues upon their return. These issues 
were linked with treatment by the border forces, facilitation to go back to their areas of origin, and 

support to make the return smooth. 
 

3.2 Deaths and Injuries Sustained 

During the crisis, hundreds of people lost their lives and many were injured. In order to ascertain the 
percentage of families affected by physical harm, a separate section was designed and the following 
are the details of the analysis. 
 
Graph 3: Number of deaths 

 
 
Nine families reported the death of a family member during the crisis, which is around 2.6% of the 
total sample, which is high for a sample of this size. Additionally, around 7.3% of households 
reported sustaining major injuries during the violence, which again is a very high percentage for a 
sample of this size. The following table illustrates the injuries that were sustained during the 
violence. 
 
Table 5: Households sustaining injuries 
No. of HH males that 
sustained injuries  

No. of HHs 
reporting 

Percentage 
of HHs 

0 354 92.7 

1 20 5.2 

2 2 0.5 

3 3 0.8 

4 2 0.5 

7 1 0.3 

 

Table 5 shows that over 92% of households did not sustain any injuries, however, over 5% have one 
family member who was injured during the crisis; whereas around 2% of families have more than 
one family member injured during the violence. 
 
Of the total injured population, only 15% received medical treatment at a health facility and 85% did 
not go to any health facility for treatment. This is a very high number of people who refrained from 
availing health care services.  These people can be at risk of developing complications at some later 
stage due to non-treatment of injuries.  
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3.3 Housing and Shelter2 

Of the total interviewed houses, around 26% of households reported damage to their homes. The 
following table provides details of the damage (as perceived by the households) sustained to houses. 
 
Table 6: Damage to houses 

Types of Damages  Percentage of HHs 

Completely damaged 17.0 

Badly damaged 2.1 

Partially damaged 6.3 

No damages 74.6 

 
Seventeen percent of families have reported complete damage to their houses, which means that the 
remaining structure needs to be deconstructed and a new house has to be built. This finding is 
consistent with the initial findings of the shelter assessment that is currently being carried out. In 
terms of monetary value of damage or of reconstruction, the average sum reported by people is 
USD 10,420.  
 
Table 7: House ownership 

Types  Percentage of HHs 

Own 96.6 

Rented 0.3 

Rent free (Peasants) 0.3 

Relatives 2.4 

Free residence (Temporary) 0.5 

 
In terms of ownership, around 97% of households had complete ownership of their houses, 
whereas 2.4% were living with their relatives. In southern Kyrgyzstan, it is common that more than 
one family could be living in one compound. The high percentage of ownership makes it easier for 
planning the reconstruction of the houses without getting into legal complications associated with 
shared or rented houses. However, one important thing to note here is that with damaged houses a 
large number of families lost their property documents and that in future could become an issue 
 
In terms of housing space, the following graph shows the space availability per family. It is evident 
that the majority of families were living in reasonably sized homes. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
2 A separate assessment on shelter covering all damaged households is underway, jointly carried out by Save the 
Children, CRS, ACTED, and ICRC. The report will be available for dissemination by the third week of July.  
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Graph 4: Space availability in the houses 

 
 
It is evident that over 95% of the families had dwellings comprising of more than 3 rooms. Looking 
at the family size and the housing space available it can be inferred that the housing standard of 

living for these affected communities was good. 
 
Graph 5: Availability of hygiene facilities in houses 

 
 
There is only a small percentage of households that did not have a washroom/latrine. Over 80% of 
the families had one and over 18% had 2 washrooms/latrines in their houses/compounds. 
 

3.4 Livelihoods: Farm and Off-Farm Means 

The livelihoods section provides information on both pre- and post-crisis livelihoods and it is 
evident from the following analysis that the June violence has significantly damaged people’s ability 
to cope with their everyday needs.  
 
The following table explores the number of people working under the age of 18. None of the 
households reported any female under the age of 18 to be working and only a small percentage had 
male members under the age of 18 working.  
 
Table 8: Under 18 working members in a household 

No. of Earning Members  Percentage of Males Percentage of Females 

0 98.4 0 

1 0.8 0 

2 0.5 0 

5 0.3 0 
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Table 9: Adult working members in a household 

No. of Earning Members  Percentage of Males Percentage of Females 

0 22.7 82.7 

1 56.4 14.7 

2 13.8 1.8 

3 6.0 0.5 

4 0.8 0.0 

5 0.3 0.3 

 
In terms of adult male family members, over 22% are not working and are idle; however, in terms of 
female family members, this number is very high, with 83% of women not working. Another 
important aspect to note is that in terms of income earning family members, for the majority of 
families there is just one income earner.  
 
If we combine the first two percentages then in around 79% of families there is either only one 
working member or not any working members. This increases the dependency of the family and 
therefore increases their vulnerability as well.  
 
In terms of the main occupation of the households, the results are mixed and there is no heavy 
tendency towards any single occupation. The following graph explains engagement of different 
people in different sectors.  
 
26% of people are self-employed and are implementing small businesses or engaged in trading. After 
housing, the business centers took the major brunt of the crisis in June as a large number of shops 
and business centers were burned down. Since self-employment comes as the major income source 
for the communities, the crisis in June has significantly damaged people’s ability to earn their 
livelihoods.  
 
Graph 6: Occupation of main income earners 

 
 
After self-employment, agriculture is the second major source of employment, with around 18% of 
the population linked to this sector. The agriculture sector remained unharmed during the crisis; 
however, due to a massive drop in income levels because of displacement, the prices of agriculture 
products have gone down in the markets, having a negative impact on the farming community.  
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Approximately 32% of people are employed in either the government sector or private sector, with 
the private sector absorbing more people than the public sector.  
 
Table 10: Estimated household cash income in May and June 2010 

Average Income (USD) in May  Average Income (USD)  in June 

170 38 

 
From table 10 it is evident that the crisis has had a very negative impact on people’s ability to earn 
their livelihoods, as income in June has decreased 78% as compared to May figures. If the situation 
continues to remain the same, it will give a quick rise to poverty levels.  
 
Even in May, the average per capita income per month was USD 24.3, which is less than a dollar a 
day at 0.81 dollar. However, it has now dropped to USD 5.43 per capita income per month, which 
means the daily per capita income has fallen to 0.18 dollar per person, which signifies extreme 
poverty. If immediate measures are not taken for livelihood recovery then this transitional poverty 
may turn into chronic poverty.  
 
Graph 7: Components of household Income 

 
 
The share of off-farm income is 78% of the overall household income, which signifies a greater 
dependence of the families on generating income through other sources than farming.  
 
The impact of the crisis on the household and per capita income has been explained above. 
However, to know the perception of people on how they feel in terms of affects of the crisis on 
their incomes, they were asked for the intensity of affect as far as household income is concerned. 
The following tables provides details of that perceived intensity. 
 
Table 11: Affect of crisis on household income 

Intensity of Affect  Percentage of HHs 

Not at all (0%) 12.1 

Partially (1-50%) 17.1 

Badly (51% to 80%) 18.9 

Completely (81% to 100%) 50.9 

Don't know 1.0 
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Around 70% of households stated that the impact of crisis on their incomes is over 50% 
(reduction), whereas only 12% stated that the crisis did not have any effect on their earning capacity. 
This further augments the argument presented earlier that household livelihoods have taken the 
major brunt of the crisis and therefore revival of livelihoods should be the key strategy in the 
humanitarian response.  
 
The following graph explains how different household are meeting their daily expenses. A large 
majority is still meeting their needs through their own resources; however, there are a significant 
number of people who are reliant on support from other soureces. Around 32% of the people 
currently unable to meet their needs and 4% of them have taken loans to address their household 
needs. It is also important to note that host communities are taking care of over 18% of the 
households. 
 
Graph 8: Ways of meeting household expenses 

 
 
3.4.1 Agriculture and Livestock 
In terms of agriculture, 49.5% of people reported that they own a piece of land, with the average 
landholding at 0.5 hector per household. The following table provides the percentages of the last 
crop cultivated on the land. 
 
Table 12: Percentage of last crop cultivation 

Crops  Percentage of HHs 

Rice 0.6 

Wheat 28.1 

Sunflower 3.8 

Vegetables 16.9 

Fruits 6.3 

Others (potato) 44.4 

 
The majority of the farmers had grown potato as the main crop followed by wheat and vegetables. It 
is interesting to note that there is not one single major crop grown by the people. In terms of usage 
of crops, the majority of the farmers sell their crops; however, a significant number of people use 
different crops for home use as well. The following table provides details on the usage of crops. 
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Table 13: Usage of crops 

Major sources Percentage of HHs 

Sold to mills 1.4 

Sold to private businesses 23.6 

Sold to government agencies 2.8 

Sold to individual buyers 18.1 

Crop is consumed at home 34.0 

Others 20.1 

 
It is interesting to note that in terms of selling off the crop to mills or government agencies, the 

percentage is very low. Approximately 46% of crops are sold externally and around 34% are kept for 
home utilization. Another 20% keeps a portion of the crop for the next planting season. 
 
In terms of livestock, 35% of households own livestock; however, in terms of number of animals, 
the herd sizes are fairly small.  
 
One of the important aspects of agriculture and livestock is having access to various services 
available for the both the sectors. Some key services for both the sectors were identified and people 
were asked about their access to those services (see Table 14 below).  
 
Table 14: Access to various services in agriculture and livestock 

Services  
Access to services by percentage of 

HHs (having land or livestock) 

Agriculture Services  Yes No 

Quality seeds  52.7 47.3 

Fertilizers  52.4 47.6 

Fruit saplings  49.2 50.8 

Agriculture extension worker 44.1 55.9 

Vet Services      

Livestock vaccines  73.3 26.7 

Livestock feed  77.9 22.1 

Livestock extension worker  50.4 49.6 

 
In terms of quality seeds, around 53% of people said that they have access to quality seeds. This 
percentage remains almost the same for other services as well, including fertilizer, saplings and 
having services from extension workers. In terms of livestock the situation is much improved as 
over 73% of people reported that they have vaccines and livestock feed available to them. However, 
in terms of livestock extension workers, this percentage is just a little above 50%.  
 
 

3.5 Household Saving and Credits 

In terms of savings, the average household savings are USD 171. However, a very small percentage 
of the affected population has savings. At present, 89% of families do not have any savings and the 
ones who have some savings do not have enough to take them through even one month. 
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In terms of credit, the situation is very different, as over 40% of the population has taken loans. The 
average loan size and the impact of crisis on the loans is explained in the table below. 
 
Table 15: Average loan size (before and after crisis) 

Before Crisis  After Crisis 

USD 1,823 USD 1,828 

 
It is clear from the above table that the current crisis has not created negative income (loans) for 
households. However, if we look at the damage to livelihood means, reduction in the cash incomes, 
household savings and existing loan sizes, it can easily be inferred that if no immediate actions are 
taken then this loan size will start increasing rapidly with the main objective of meeting daily 
household needs. The following table gives a summary of sources of loans that people have taken. 
 
Table 16: Sources of borrowing 

Sources Percentage of HHs 

Relatives/friends 45.1 

Microcredit 21.6 

Landlord 2.0 

Commercial Banks 14.4 

Others 17.0 

 
Around 45% of people have taken loans from relatives and friends and 36% have taken loans from 
microcredit institutions and banks. For those families who have taken loans from either 
microfinance or commercial banks, if they are unable to pay the installments the interest will start 
accruing along with penalties and these people will be entering into a debt trap. 
 

3.6 Water, Sanitation & Hygiene (WASH) 

The displaced population has access to water and sanitation facilities. Table 18 provides information 
on the drinking water sources and it can be seen that over 97% of the population has drinking water 
available at their homes through the tap system. 

Table 17: Sources of drinking water 

Water Sources  Percentage of HHs 

Canal/ponds/rivers 1.0 

Protected wells 0.3 

Protected hand pumps 0.3 

Pipe water supply 97.1 

Others 0.3 

Buy unprotected water from market 1.0 

 
There is a small percentage of people who are using water systems other than piped water supply to 
homes. 
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Similarly, for defecation purposes, a high percentage of people have access to latrines at houses and 
a small percentage are resorting to different sources for defecation. 
 
Table 18: Hygiene facilities 

Facilities Percentage of HHs 

Communal flush system latrines 1.6 

Household flush system latrines 2.1 

Communal pitched latrines 2.6 

Household pitched latrines 93.0 

Open defecation near shelter (excretion removed) 0.5 

 
A full 93% of the population has access to household latrines, and the rest of the population has 
access to some form of latrine system - 0.5% of people do not have access to any latrine system.  
 
The following tables give details on hand washing practices after defecation and before eating. 
According to table 19, 70% of people wash their hands with soap and water after defecation and 
30% with water only. According to table 20, about 61% of people wash their hands with soap and 
water before eating and around 39% with only water. This signifies that the awareness level among 
the communities on the issues of hygiene is high and that people are quite aware of appropriate 
hygienic practices.  
 
Table 19: Use of water and soap after defecation 

Use of Water and Soap  Percentage of HHs 

Water and soap 70 

Only water 30 

 
Table 20: Use of water and soap before eating 

Use of Water and Soap  Percentage of HHs 

Water and soap 61.2 

Only water 38.8 

 

3.7 Food Security 

This section broadly looks into issues around food security, including information on diet charts, 
consumption of various food items, household food consumption, food stocks available, food aid 
provided to communities, and the purchasing power of the families for food.  
 
The following table gives a dietary chart of the household and specifically looks at consumption of 
various food items in a week. Both mean and mode values have been calculated for looking at the 
averages as well frequency of averages. 
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Table 21: Weekly diet chart 

Food Items  
No. of Days Eaten in a Week - Mode 
(Mean) 

Wheat products  7 (6.95) 

Rice 2 (2.42) 

Other grains  0 (0.51) 

Potatoes 7 (6.21) 

Fish/Meat  7 (3.47) 

Pulses/Lentils/Beans 0 (0.60) 

Vegetables 7 (5.79) 

Fresh fruits 0 (2.81) 

Milk/Milk products  0 (1.33) 

 
Wheat products, potatoes, meat, and vegetables make up most of the food consumed at the 
household level. However, this is a weekly chart and if it is converted to a daily chart then the 
consumption of various items comes to be low. All of the four items mentioned above are 
consumed once per day according, which shows a low nutritional level of the families. Milk products 

and fresh fruits are at the lower end of consumption, showing an unbalanced diet by the household.  
 
Table 22: Main sources of food items and availability sources 

Food Items  
Own 
Production  Borrow Purchase 

Exchange 
Labor for 
Food 

Exchange 
Items for 
Food 

Gift 
from 
Family 

Food 
Aid 
(NGOs 
etc.)  Govt. 

Wheat products  3.8 1.3 89.9 0.0 0.0 1.3 3.8 0.0 

Rice 3.1 2.3 69.0 0.0 0.0 7.0 15.5 1.6 

Other grains 1.9 0.9 64.8 0.0 0.9 10.2 20.4 0.0 

Potatoes 4.0 0.3 72.8 0.0 0.0 10.3 12.4 0.0 

Fish/Meat  0.7 0.7 90.4 0.0 0.0 2.5 4.6 0.0 

Pulses/Lentils/Beans 11.5 0.0 72.4 0.0 1.1 3.4 8.0 1.1 

Vegetables 9.5 0.9 79.4 0.3 0.0 6.0 3.7 0.0 

Fresh fruits  40.6 0.0 55.6 0.0 0.4 0.9 0.9 0.0 

Milk/Milk Products  18.7 0.7 75.3 0.7 0.0 0.7 2.7 0.0 

* These % reflect only those households who are consuming that particular item. If any household is not using any 

particular item from the list, it is excluded from the analysis. 

 
From the table above, it is evident that the majority of the households are purchasing food in order 
to meet their daily requirements. The other major source of food availability is food aid, followed by 
gifts from families and friends. In terms of grains, after purchasing, food aid has the highest 
percentage, but it is still not significantly high. 
 
Table 23: Number of meals eaten by households 

Categories of HH Members 
Meals Eaten on Average 
(Mean) 

Children less than 6 Months (Frequency of 
breast feeding) 5.96 
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Children less than 6 Months Frequency of other 
milk products) 1.66 

Children 6 months to 2 years (Frequency of 
breast feeding) 4.81 

Children 6 months to 2 years (Frequency of 
other solid meals) 2.02 

Children 2 to 18 years  2.43 

Adults above 18  2.41 

 
On average, children under 6 months of age are breastfed only 6 times a day - which means that on 
average children are fed every 4 hours, which is low according to accepted standards. In terms of 
children who are not exclusively breastfed, on average they receive 1.6 meals per day besides being 
breastfed. Children between the ages of 6 months to 2 years eat 6 times per day on average - they are 
breastfed four times and fed other solids twice daily. For children above 2 and under the age of 18, 
they are provided with 2.4 meals on average daily, and for adults this average is 2.4 as well. Looking 
at the above table, the only concerning issue is that children under the age of two are not getting 
sufficient food. 
 
Graph 9: Availability of food stock at the household level 

 
 
From the above graph, it can be seen that over 25% of households do not have any food stock 
available to them and about 50% households have just one week of food stock. Over 15% of 
families who have stock, have enough available for almost two weeks. There are minimal 
percentages of families who have stocks greater than two weeks. Approximately 75% of households 
have little or no food stock available to them and in case of any sudden shock will have little coping 
strength. 
 
Household were also asked about receiving food aid and 64.6% said that they are receiving food aid 
and 35.4% said that they are not receiving any food aid.   
 
The other question asked was in the last month was there any time when they did not have any 
money to purchase food and 81.4% answered yes to this question. Only 18.6% said that they always 
had enough to purchase food for the family. 
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3.8 Protection 

Households were asked if they have any orphaned or separated children, or people with disabilities 
or chronic illnesses - 26.1% replied yes to this question and 73.9% had a negative answer to this. 
The following table gives details of the different vulnerabilities present in a household. 
 
Table 24: Presence of vulnerable groups in the households 

Vulnerable Groups 
Percentage of HHs 

Male Female 

Children who lost both parents  2.8 0.5 

Children who lost one of their parents  1.8 1.29 

Mentally/physically disabled children 1.55 1.6 

Mentally/physically disabled adults 3.87 2.06 

Chronically ill adults  8.26 10.33 

 
Around 6.3% of households reported having an children in the household who lost either one or 
both parents. Around 3.2% reported having a mentally/physically disabled child in the household, 
whereas 5.9% reported having a mentally/physically disabled adult in the family. Further, about 195 
families reported having a person with chronic illness in the household. This signifies a high 
percentage of families that are responsible for meeting the needs of dependents or vulnerable 
groups. 
 
The following is a summary of some other results from the collected data: 

- In terms of missing children, only one family reported a child missing since the conflict.  

- 6.9% of families reported caring for separated children. These children’s parents fled and left 
them with relatives/friends and still remain displaced.  

- Out of the total interviewed households, only 1.1% reported having a designated place for 
their children to play. 

- In terms of increase in physical punishment since the conflict, 6.3% reported an increase. 

- 8.4% of families reported arrest of children or violence against them by the security forces. 

- 1.6% of households reported children starting work after the conflict to supplement the 
family income. 

- In terms of physical violence against women, 4.5% of households reported an increase in 
violence against women since the conflict. 

- About 72.4% of households reported that they have seen changes in children’s behaviors 
since the crisis in June. The following table provides details of the changes that families have 
observed in the children. 
 

Table 25: Behavior changes in children 

Types  Percentage of HHs 

Sleeping badly 55.8 

Aggressive behavior 14.5 

Less social 4.9 

Changed eating practices 6.0 

Others 18.7 
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About 56% of families have reported that children are sleeping badly after seeing the violence, 15% 
have said that children have become more aggressive, 19% have reported other changes in children 
among which becoming fearful was the most common one reported by the families. People reported 
that children get frightened at any sudden noise or any sudden movements. 
 

3.9 Education 

In education, the most significant finding is that most parents (84%) are willing to send their 
children back to schools when the schools open. Save the Children interprets this significant sense 
of readiness on the part of parents as very positive and underscores the need to prepare schools to 
welcome all children to school for the First Bell on September 1, 2010. 

Graph 10: Willingness of Parents to Send Children to School 

 
 
Around 16% of parents said that they will not be willing to send to children to school. The 
following table presents the different reasons given by parents.  
 
Table 26: Reasons for not sending children to school 

Reasons  Percentage of HHs  

Fear that children will be attacked 59.6 

Teachers will not behave nicely 6.4 

Family will be displace and away from school 2.1 

Others 31.9 

  
The most common reason given by the parents was the fear that children will be attacked either on 
their way to schools or in the schools. Over 6% feared that the teachers would not behave nicely 
towards the children, whereas 2.1% gave family displacement as the major reason.  
 
Some of the other results from the education portion of the assessment are as follows: 

- Around 40% of parents said that children are provided regular meals at the schools. The 
government of Kyrgyzstan provides food for primary classes 1-4, so we assume by 
correlation that this 40% corresponds to the first primary grades. 

- About 16% of parents said that children receive schools supplies at the beginning of each 
educational year. 

- About 3% of families reported that they receive monetary assistance to send children to 
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schools.  
 

In terms of supplies needed for children to go back to school in September, the following table 
provides details on how households responded. 
 
Table 27: School supplies needed for children to go to school 

School supply needed  Percentage of HHs  

Textbooks 50.0 

Stationary/notebooks 5.0 

School bags 1.2 

Uniform 33.8 

School shoes 10.0 

 
The most common school supply identified by the families was textbooks, as 50% of parents 
reported that children do not have textbooks after the crisis. The second most needed supply 
identified was school uniforms, followed by school shoes.  
 

3.10  Health & Reproductive Health 

Of the interviewed households, around 55% reported using a health facility in the last three months. 
The following is the detail of different health facilities visited by people during this time. 
 
Table 28: Types of health facilities visited 

Types  Percentage of HHs 

Government hospital 43.4 

Health center 44.5 

Dispensary 0.4 

Mobile clinic/mobile service unit 1.2 

Private clinics 7.8 

Others 2.8 

 
From the table it is evident that about 88% of households avail public health services and a small 
percentage goes to the private clinics. The high utilization rate is also linked with the easy access to 
health services. The following table provides the average distance from the house to a functional 
health facility and it can be seen that about 87% of people have a functioning health facility within 5 
km of their houses. 
 
Table 29: Distance of health facility from the house 

Distance  Percentage of HHs 

Within 5 km 86.9 

6-10 km 5.2 

11-15 km 6.0 

16 km and above 1.9 
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From the table is can be seen that only around 2% households have a health facility that is more 
than 15 km away from their houses. 
 
In terms of acquiring medicine for treatments, around 83% said that they purchase medicine from 
the market. The following graph illustrates the different means of acquiring medicine. 
 
Graph 11: Means of acquiring medicine 

 
 
There are 10% of households who said that they receive medicine free of cost and 2% could not 
avail the required medicines. 
 
The following are some additional results from the data collected: 

- There is a pregnant woman in 14.9% of houses surveyed. 

- Of the total pregnant women, 78% are receiving antenatal care from a skilled health 
practitioner. 

- Of the pregnant women, around 42% have received TT (Tetanus toxoid) vaccines. 

 

3.11  Overall Needs Assessment 

Table 30: Overall needs of the households 

Overall Needs 
Percentage of HH Responses 

Ranking 1 Ranking 2 Ranking 3 

Food 4.4 14.0 34.1 

NFIs 0.8 2.6 3.4 

Health 5.5 37.4 19.5 

Protection 7.8 21.3 14.8 

Livelihood Support 0.3 8.8 14.6 

Water and Sanitation 1.0 4.4 3.9 

Education 0.8 1.8 6.0 

Peace 79.2 9.4 3.4 

Others 0.3 0.3 0.3 

 
The households were asked to rank their top three needs after the crisis, with ranking 1 being the 
most important need. In the needs that ranked first, over 79% people said that peace is their top 
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need. This is an important result as many of these people have lost their shelters, their livelihood 
means, and were displaced as well; however, despite all their immediate pressing needs, they want 
peace more than anything else. The second most important need in the first ranking was identified 
as protection. 
  
In terms of needs under ranking 2, health comes up as the major need followed by protection and 
food. Under ranking 3, the top need reported is food with 34% listing it as their major need 
followed by health and then protection.  
 
 

4. Conclusions & Recommendations 

4.1 Conclusions 

 Children are 43% of the population, looking at the three generations (i.e. 0-18, 18-40, 40 and 
above), this percentage drops to 34 and 23% respectively. This means that 77% of the 
population is under the age of 40. Demographical composition in terms of developing longer 
terms plan is an essential factor and requires careful analysis. 

 At the start of the crisis, over 100,000 people crossed to Uzbekistan, where they were treated 
very well. A full 96% of households interviewed showed a high satisfaction level from the 
treatment they received across the border. In the very first week of the crisis, there were 
concerns about refugee treatment and the result nullifies those concerns.  

 In terms of shelter, the average damages incurred are USD 10,420 per household. In terms of 
the assistance being provided to the people whose houses are destroyed, it is in line with the 
average damages stated by the people (refer to shelter strategy). 

 There are high levels of unemployment along with high economic dependencies in southern 
Kyrgyzstan. Looking at the drop in the income level because of the crisis, if no comprehensive 
economic aid package is provided then it might lead to several social problems and may push the 
child labor rate up as well.  

 The average household income has dropped by 78%. With the factors cited above, such massive 
drop in income has made families extremely vulnerable, particularly when people do not have 
any cash savings and are significantly under debt with no means to repay their loans. 

 Water and sanitation facilities are in good condition and the majority of the people have access 

to these. Secondly, awareness regarding hygienic practices is very good. 

 In terms of food security, generally the situation is not very bad as largely people are getting 2.4 
meals a day. However, there is a lack of balanced diet as four major food items are mainly 
consumed. Food security is rather a bigger concern for children under the age of two, who are 
not sufficiently being fed according to the result. However, this aspect needs to be explored 
further through a nutrition survey. 

 There is a significant number of families who are responsible for meeting the needs of 
vulnerable groups and their requirement of assistance is higher than other households. 
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 In a large number of children, there are behavioral changes, signifying the deep emotional 
impact of the crisis. 

 Around 16% of parents have stated that they will be not sending the children to school out of 
fear that children will be harmed while going to the school or while at the schools. This might 
result in high dropout rates for children from the schools. 

 In terms of availability of health services, the situation is very good as a majority of the 
communities have access to functional health facilities. However, as communities are still in a 
state of fear the secondary data shows low utilization of health services by the Uzbek 
community. Secondly, majority of the people purchase medicines in the current scenario, as the 
income level has gone down significantly, not having the ability to purchase medicines might 
adversely affect people’s health. 

 Despite that people have many pressing needs at the moment, including reconstruction of their 
houses, revival of economic activities, and going back to their areas of origin, people identify 
peace as their top priority. This reality defines a clear strategic direction for all the relevant 
stakeholders who plan to be involved in humanitarian assistance.  
 

4.2 Recommendations 
 In the humanitarian response, special consideration and plans should be prepared for children as 

they form 43% of the population and are the among the worst affected by the crisis. 

 The winters in southern Kyrgyzstan are extremely harsh and therefore winterized shelters should 
be completed before the onset of winters. 

 Livelihood revival should be a key priority as the impact of the crisis on income levels is very 
high. Small businesses should be prioritized in terms of livelihood programs, as a large number 
of households are dependent on such enterprises. 

 Children under the age of 2 should be a special focus of food security. There is further need to 
investigate the dietary patterns for children to provide specific assistance to those children. 

 Strong psychosocial support programs are needed for children to help them recover from the 
stress that they have undergone during the crisis. 

 Safe return to school needs to be prioritized. The parents’ fear for children being attacked en 
route to school or within the schools needs to be allayed.   

 Despite the community’s willingness, there were also parents who are worried that their children 
could be attacked en route to school, or not treated well once they arrived at school. 
Interventions to allay these fears must also take place in the next six months. 

 Most importantly, the top priority identified by the communities should also be the top priority 
for the humanitarian actors. There is a need to devise a longer-term strategy that looks at 
promoting peace and reconciliation. The ongoing relief and recovery activities should also be 
strongly linked with peace-building measures.  

 


