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In each of the HRP projects an analysis of the protection risks related to the implementation of the 

proposed response was provided. Four lenses with specific risks were used, in line with the priorities of 

the Centrality of Protection and Protection Mainstreaming principles: 

1. Protection of civilians 

1a. Lack of access to/awareness of referral services for survivors of protection incidents (GBV, child protecti 
1b. Communities are forced to leave their place of residence in order to access humanitarian assistance 
(humanitarian assistance as pull factor) 

2. Exclusion and marginalization 

2a. Members of marginalized community’s/ minority groups are not included in consultations and/or are 

excluded from humanitarian services/assistance 

2b. Women, girls and boys are not included in consultations and decision-making processes 

3. Interference of external stakeholders in impartial and needs-based selection of beneficiaries 

3a. Protection concerns stemming from displacement 

3b. Exposure of women and girls to sexual violence, including sexual exploitation and abuse in relation to 

access to humanitarian assistance. 

3c. Exposure of displaced women and girls to sexual violence, caused by living in highly insecure 

settlements, distance to and location of humanitarian assistance and services 

3d. Delivery of humanitarian assistance affects peaceful coexistence and spark intercommunity conflict 

over access to resources 

4. Protection mainstreaming 

4a. Risk of dispute on land ownership/land tenure in targeted project areas 

4b. Beneficiaries risk exposure to violence during registration/distribution 

4c. Forced taxation/extortion or theft of humanitarian assistance 

4d. Barriers for beneficiaries to report concerns through complaint and feedback mechanisms 

For each project at least 3 most relevant protection risks had to be selected and specific mitigation 

measures discussed. 
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For the purpose of this section statistics on most frequently selected risks were drawn from all approved 

projects. The proposed mitigation measures were analyzed based on a sample of approved projects drawn 

from each cluster, with equal representation of UN, INGO and NNGO submissions. 

Overall, the most often selected category of protection concerns was Exclusion and marginalization 

either due to social status (clan affiliation or lack thereof) or gender and age. This risk was applicable to 

80% of projects, most frequently considered by WASH and Food Security partners (84% and 83% 

respectively) and least often by shelter and NFI partners. This was also the category, in which most often 

all risks (2a and 2b) were selected by partners (46% of all projects), with the highest frequency among 

CCCM and Food Security projects - 57% and 56% respectively.  

As mitigation measures WASH partners recommend: community engagement of all groups as a key 

requirement in the response mobilization phase and ensuring that marginalized groups are by default 

among the prioritized groups. UNICEF proposed also to include clear strategies for reaching marginalized 

communities in all the program partnership documents with implementing partners. Other WASH 

partners reiterated inclusive consultation with different groups of households, mentioned reinforced 

complain and feedback mechanisms to identify any situation of exclusion, and to condition 

implementation on an equal and direct access to all communities. This is particularly relevant to IDP set 

ups where informal settlement managers often control access to communities and influence the 

beneficiary selection process. Food security partners focused on carrying out inclusive community and 

authority consultations to identify vulnerable, under-represented HHs, with specific attention to age, 

gender, minorities, disability and clan representation. The WFP Community-based Targeting Guide can be 

a useful tool to guide such process. CCCM partners included recommendation on direct identification and 

registration of beneficiaries without the use of intermediaries, however with support of joint project 

implementation committees representing also marginalized groups, women and youth. Reinforced 

complain and feedback mechanisms was also recommended. Some partners mentioned also the use of 

protection monitoring findings, such as findings of the Protection Monitoring System, and referrals to 

address any situation of systematic exclusion. 

The second most often selected category of risks were risks related to protection mainstreaming with 

69% of partners selecting at least one such risk and 9% selecting all 4 specific risks. The sector which 

selected protection mainstreaming risk most often was Shelter/NFI with 84% of project indicating at least 

one of the specific risks as applicable, followed by Food Security (77%), CCCM (76%). The lowest rate of 

protection mainstreaming risk applicability occurred among protection cluster projects of whom only 58% 

selected at least one as applicable. At the same time, the Nutrition partners (14%) most often selected all 

protection mainstreaming risks as applicable to their project. 

Shelter/NFI partners were focusing on safety of distributions and risk of HLP disputes. With regard to the 

latter, partners will ensure that the land tenure security, certified by relevant local authorities, is provided 

and guaranteed for a significant amount of time (at least 5 years) prior to any construction activities. This 

will mitigate the risk of destruction of property and community assets resulting from forced evictions. 

Distributions will be organized with help of community-based groups engaged in crowd management and 

special queues for most vulnerable people will be established to minimize their waiting time or items will 

be distributed to their households directly. Food security partners stressed the short distance between 

the settlements, distribution site and entitlement collection points (for Cash and Voucher Assistance). 

WFP has over 1000 retailers/cash points, where beneficiaries can redeem their transfers to reduce 
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queuing time and overcrowding. Cash assistance will be provided in batches on different days over 

extended periods of time to enable financial institutions plan and ensure available resources. 

Collaboration with village committees and local authorities and service providers to enhance security 

measures at distribution points and ensure provision of culturally-appropriate WASH facilities are 

available at distribution sites. 

 CCCM partners pointed also to the need of conflict analysis and conflict sensitive programing as a 

cornerstone of any intervention, as well as data protection of beneficiaries to mitigate the risk of extortion 

of aid received. Nutrition partners reaffirmed the ‘zero tolerance’ policy for sexual exploitation and abuse 

and stressed the necessity of ensuring health and nutrition facilities are accessible also to people with 

mobility impairments and/or mobile services to reach those, who cannot access the facilities. 

Consideration to gender – balance among the staff of the nutrition facilities will also be given. Nutrition 

partners mentioned also the importance of comprehensive referral pathways to provide services to 

identified survivors of rights violations and abuse.   

65% of projects pointed to at least one risks related to displacement and interference with an impartial 

needs-based beneficiary selection process. Such concerns were expressed most frequently by Protection 

(75%) and WASH partners (74%) and least often by Shelter/NFI partners (53%).  19% of CCCM and Food 

Security partners selected all risks from this category as applicable to their projects.  

Protection partners were focusing on strengthening of gender inclusive community-based protection 

mechanisms and robust information campaigns to ensure impartial and timely access to protection 

services, also in situations of displacement. Protection monitoring will be used for both referrals and 

evidence-based advocacy, especially with the municipal authorities responsible for the implementation 

of durable solutions for displacement affected communities. Needs-based targeting regardless of 

displacement status was recommended and importance of Complain and Feedback Mechanisms restated. 

CFM needs to ensure that complaints are followed up on immediately and corrective measures are 

implemented timely to build trust in the efficiency of such mechanisms. WASH partners referred to 

SPHERE standards for WASH infrastructure to mitigate risks of SEA, avoid centralized distributions of 

hygiene kits. This will minimize queuing time and risk of looting. CVA will be scaled up, so that 

beneficiaries, especially women, can purchase items at own convenient time. Involvement of both local 

authorities and women groups in site planning and provision of solar lights around water and sanitation 

facilities was also recommended. Food Security partners reiterated the need for inclusive targeting with 

joint, transparent verification processes, where community-based targeting is used.  

Lastly, 43% of projects indicated at least one or the risks related to protection of civilians as relevant to 

the interventions while 10% indicated both of the specific risks (1a, 1b). The highest ratio of the first was 

among the multisectoral projects (58%), followed by health (53%) and education (52%). 17% of Food 

Security projects indicated both risks as applicable. Health actors will ensure that the location and access 

routes to health facilities and services are safe and avoid areas near military installations or with otherwise 

increased exposure to attacks, stray bullets, crossfire or violence. Static facilities will be supported as close 

as possible to the hard to reach areas and mobile services will be used to reach out people in remote areas 

with quality health services.. Education partners will prioritize provision of education services in the area 

of habitual residence, including hard to reach areas, to reduce the risk of making access to education a 

pull factor for displacement. Both clusters will prioritize integrated services for geographical, rather than 

status-based catchment areas. 


