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Introduction
1. The methodology that has been used in the analysis of the HIES2010 followed the approach agreed at the SPC Poverty Analysis Technical Workshop held in November 2007. The following paragraphs summarise the basic methodology and the broad assumptions used.
The analysis has, as far as possible, been undertaken to provide comparability between the results of HIES2006 and HIES2010. This means that some of the data for 2006 has been re-worked (including the basic-needs poverty line (BNPL) itself) to bring the methodology[footnoteRef:1] into line with the latest version in use. It should therefore (with a few exceptions) be possible to make cautious comparisons of the state of hardship, poverty and vulnerability in Vanuatu between the two survey periods. [1:  The principal adjustment has been to the 2006 non-food component of the BNPL; to be consistent with the latest methodology this has now been re-based on the average actual non-food expenditure of HH in the bottom three expenditure deciles (L3D). ] 

2. The comprehensive set of tabulations compiled from the HIES 2010 is based on a similar set of tabulations available from HIES 2006. The tabulations provided under the analysis are at Appendix 1. The following broad topic areas covered are:
· Poverty Characteristics of Households (Food and basic Needs Poverty)
· Household Size and Expenditure (by household and per capita)
· Basic Housing Construction, Access to Services (water, power & sanitation) and Asset Ownership Characteristics 
· Age Characteristics of Households
· Child Characteristics of Households
· Gender Characteristics of Households
3. Other tabulations may be compiled as required.
Background to the 2010 HIES 
4. The reference period for the survey was 2&3Q2010; (2006 HIES 2&3Q2006). 
5. [image: ]The following table summarises the characteristics of the survey in terms of HH covered in the survey itself and the derived estimates for the total number of HH and population in Vanuatu. These are similar to, but are not identical to the 2009 census data. The table also shows the estimated number of “adult equivalent” population which is used as the basis for the poverty/hardship estimates.
6. Adult equivalents are derived from "equivalence factors" where children of 14 years and under are counted as half an adult; thus a household with two adults and two children both under 15 years would be equivalent to 3 adult equivalents. This methodology has been adopted to: a) take account of the downward bias in per capita expenditure that would otherwise occur in households with more children, (often those with lower expenditure levels anyway), and which might therefore have an upward bias in the likelihood of a particular household falling below the poverty lines; and b) to make an allowance for the “economies of scale” in a household of larger size.
Basic Concept of National Poverty Lines
7. The basic principle of the poverty analysis is the “Cost of Basic Needs” methodology. Using the “Cost of Basic Needs” methodology, the estimation of food and basic-needs poverty lines and, from these the extent or Incidence of Poverty (IP) in Vanuatu follows a four stage process: 
1. calculating the Food Poverty Line (FPL); 
1. estimating a non-food basic-needs component; 
1. combining the FPL with the non-food basic needs component to give an estimate of the Basic Needs Poverty Line (BNPL); and finally, 
1. estimating the Incidence of Poverty against the BNPL benchmark from the HIES data; the Head Count Index (HCI); also measured are the vulnerability-to-poverty status, gender, age and other disaggregated characteristics and indicators of hardship and poverty.
8. The Basic Needs Poverty Line is made up of two components: 
a) the cost of a minimum food basket; and 
b) an amount of expenditure for “essential” non-food basic needs. 
3.	The BNPL is therefore intended to represent the minimum expenditure per week, month or year that is required by an individual, household or family: 
	-	firstly, to provide a basic, low-cost, minimally nutritious diet, - measured in terms of the minimum daily calorie intake required for basic human survival. This food-energy requirement is internationally benchmarked at an average of around 2100 calories/day per adult per capita[footnoteRef:2], termed the “Food Poverty Line” (FPL); this will include food that is purchased from markets or shops, as well as food grown for own consumption (subsistence) and any gifts of food received;   [2:  This is the FAO/WHO recommended daily minimum adult calorie intake for a moderately active adult. This is the standard calorie benchmark for estimating food poverty lines.] 

	-	secondly, an additional amount which is required to meet the costs of purchasing (or otherwise acquiring) essential non-food basic needs (e.g. costs relating to housing/shelter, clothing, utilities, school fees and/or other education related expenses, health, and transport & communications) and to meet family/community/church obligations. Most of these non-food costs require cash payments and are often the underlying cause of the greatest financial hardship.
4. 	Together the FPL and the non-food component make up the benchmark “Basic Needs Poverty Line” (BNPL). The Incidence of Poverty is then measured against the BNPL by estimating the proportion of households or population which have a per capita adult equivalent (pcae) expenditure (including the value of subsistence production consumed) less than the BNPL value, referred to as the Head Count Index.
5. Households with per capita adult equivalent expenditure below the FPL are deemed to be in absolute or “severe” poverty since their expenditure is below that required to meet basic food needs. Those with expenditure below the BNPL are deemed to be in “basic-needs” poverty.
Classification of Households/Persons into Poverty/Vulnerability Status Categories
6. Households/persons may be classified in terms of income/expenditure poverty in the following categories: 
-	Very Poor (extreme poverty): Households/persons whose per capita adult equivalent weekly expenditure is below the FPL; 
-	Poor (basic needs poverty): Households/persons whose pcae weekly expenditure is below the BNPL, i.e. the very poor and the poor; 
-	Very vulnerable: those HH which have pcae which is above the BNPL but less than 20% above the BNPL; 
-	Vulnerable: those HH which have pcae between 20% and 50% above the BNPL
-	Potentially vulnerable: those HH which have pcae expenditure between 50% and 100% above the BNPL
-	Non-poor: Households/persons whose pcae expenditure was equal to or more than 100% above the BNPL. 
7. [image: ]The analysis tables provide summaries of the status of hardship and poverty by HH deciles (as ranked by the level of weekly pcae HH expenditure, and by the above poverty/vulnerability status categories.
8. The tables at right illustrate the overall poverty/ vulnerability status as estimated from the Food and Basic Needs Poverty Lines and the vulnerability/ closeness of households and the population to those lines in accordance with the foregoing summary. 
9. [image: ]In the Pacific region as a whole the levels of extreme, or food poverty are generally very low. Most households, especially those in the rural areas, have access to land for subsistence cropping and are therefore able to meet a high proportion of the their daily food needs from their own production. Even in many urban areas households still manage to provide at least a proportion of their own food needs. This feature of Pacific society, access to land and subsistence crops, is what sets the region apart from most of parts of the4 developing world where access to land and subsistence crops is often much less widespread.
10. The following sections describe how the Food and basic Needs Poverty lines are constructed.
Consumption/Income Poverty
11. The following sections provide a narrative of the estimation of the FPL and BNPL, a more detailed step-by-step technical summary is at Appendix 2.
i) 	Derivation of a Food Basket. 
12. For the HIES2006 and HIES2010, detailed expenditure diaries were available for analysis, therefore an expenditure-based method has been used to calculate the basic food baskets and the corresponding food poverty lines. Estimates were made for Port Vila, Luganville and Other islands/rural areas. The expenditure-based food baskets were derived by looking at the expenditure patterns of the poor (households with pcae expenditure in the bottom 30 percent  or lowest 3 deciles), and the items they consumed as recorded in the daily survey diaries.
13. The food items from purchases, own production, and transfers to and from households as gifts were then weighted by expenditure shares and quantities. The expenditure from purchases, own production and transfers was taken as reported by households. The first 30 or so items, with the highest weighted expenditure and covering approximately 80-85% of all food expenditure, formed the food basket used in the estimation of the FPL. 
14. The following two charts illustrate the top 25 food items in the consumption baskets of Port Vila and Rural households in the lowest three deciles (of HH per capita adult equivalent expenditure) as used for the estimation of the Food Poverty Line. [image: ][image: ]The approach adopted for calculation of the food basket recognises the preferences/ affordability of poor households and therefore may actually deliver a nutritionally inferior diet to that used in the so-called “model-diets” often developed by ministries of health and SPC nutritionists. However since actual consumption patterns give indications of potential health implications they are preferred for policy analysis purposes.

ii) 	Derivation of a Food Poverty Line
15. After deriving the food basket from the diary data, the average weekly food expenditure per capita adult equivalent (pcae) and corresponding number of grams pcae per week consumed were calculated. This calculation used commodity prices primarily from the CPI but also where CPI prices were not available the prices for the analysis were derived from those collected during the survey and calculated as weighted prices from quantities and values given by households for purchases, own production, public and private transfers[footnoteRef:3].   [3:  The weighted price is a mean of prices from the different sources, i.e. purchases, own production and private transfers, each at its particular price.] 

16. In most cases the CPI price has been used for calculating the FPL. However in some cases of local production a weighted mean price of a commodity was estimated from the diary data in the calculation of poverty lines.  In the particular cases of dry coconuts and cooking bananas where the actual consumable part of the commodity represents only a small part of the actual weight purchased in the market, adjustments to CPI prices were made to reflect the actual food value purchased[footnoteRef:4].  [4:  In the case of dry coconuts the consumable part is estimated at 150g per nut; for cooking bananas it is estimated that for each kg of product purchased in the market only 400g is consumable, the rest being skin and stalk.] 

17. To take account of the “farm-gate” value of own production (compared to a market price) an adjustment factor of 0.8 has been applied to all home produced & gifted food consumed in Luganville and the rural areas. (This can be regarded as a form of “shadow price” for subsistence production.)
18. Using the value of total expenditure and the unit prices of each item consumed the “implied weights” in grams pcae were then converted to calorific values pcae per day using The Pacific Islands Food Composition Tables[footnoteRef:5]. The food calorie values used in the analysis are either for raw food or cooked items as specified in the tables; no additional adjustments have been made for different cooking processes, and in any event there is generally no loss of food-energy value due to cooking. The total calories consumed pcae per day from items in the food basket was then determined.  [5:  The Pacific Islands Food Composition Tables, Second Edition, USP/FAO, 2004] 

19. To get the cost of the nutritionally required 2100 k-calories[footnoteRef:6], per person per day; the total k-calories consumed, as derived from the expenditure diary data, were divided by 2100 k-calories and multiplied by the mean weekly expenditure to get the three food poverty lines for Port Vila, Luganville and other islands/rural areas respectively.  [6:  The Food and Agricultural Organisation (FAO) and the World Health Organisation (WHO) recommend a minimum food energy intake of 2100 kilocalories per person per day for an average active person.] 

20. The following table and chart summarise the Food Poverty Lines (FPL) derived for Port Vila, Luganville and the rural areas. The national FPL is a weighted average of the three regional FPL.

[image: ][image: ]iii)  	The Estimation of Non–Food Components
21. The Food Poverty Line is necessary, but it is not sufficient on its own in the determination of a benchmark of basic-needs requirements and poverty classification of an individual/household. A household that can afford to meet food requirements of all members, but lacks the resources to purchase clothing, shelter, education, transport, communications, lighting and health care for example, can be considered to experience hardship in a very basic sense. Therefore, a scaling-up approach for non-food items is used to determine a Basic Needs Poverty Line (BNPL). The BNPL for the two HIES surveys (2006 & 2010) were therefore calculated by estimating the average total non-food expenditure per week of households in the lowest three deciles of total p.c.a.e consumption. This is the estimated cost of “non-food” basic-needs.
22. The general rationale is that if a household is able to meet all its food requirements, there is likelihood that it would also be able to meet basic non-food requirements. Conversely if a household is not able to meet its food requirements, the probability is that it not be able to meet its basic needs for non-food items either. However, this is not necessarily always the case since as income increases the share of food expenditure in the total HH budget tends to decrease. This approach therefore uses the FPL as the reference point for estimating non-food basic-needs expenditure. 
23. [image: ][image: ]However, for Vanuatu and Pacific Islands countries generally, taking the level of the FPL as a reference point for estimating non-food basic-needs would give a very low figure for non-food basic-needs expenditure. This is the case because subsistence production makes up a large part of the FPL and the proportion of HH falling below the FPL is very small. Thus in this case the non-food basic-needs would be based on a very small number of the very poorest households. This would not give a true reflection of the actual costs of essential non-food items. Therefore the basis for the estimation of non-food basic-needs expenditure for Vanuatu and all other PICs has been the average actual non-food expenditure of households in the bottom three-deciles. 
24. It is sometimes argued that this method leads to an over-inclusion of non-basic items and therefore raises the BNPL. However it is deemed preferable from a planning and policy perspective to slightly over-estimate than to under-estimate basic-needs requirements.
25. The following table and chart illustrate the estimated non-food costs derived for the three regions; the national non-food estimate is a weighted average of the three regions.

iv) The Basic Needs Poverty Lines
26. Combining the Food and Non-food components provides the Basic Needs Poverty Lines (BNPL) for the three regions; these represent the estimated expenditure (including own subsistence production) required per adult equivalent per week to meet the costs of a minimum standard of living in each of the regions, and in aggregate at the national level. The following table and chart illustrate the BNPL. 
27. It is important to remember that there are significant differences in what are deemed to be basic needs between the urban and rural areas. The benchmark for food consumption is largely the same between urban and rural households (set at 2100 kcal per adult equivalent per day) except that rural households are able to produce and consume a much greater proportion of their own food. The notional cost (farm gate or shadow price) of this subsistence production is less than the urban market price (because it excludes transport, marketing and middle-man mark-ups). Thus the FPL is lower for rural households and much higher for urban households that have to buy most of their food from the market of from shops.
28. There are also major differences in non-food basic-needs between rural and urban households. As can be seen from the household characteristics tables rural households frequently do not have access to power. They therefore are less likely to have utility costs as a non-food essential. Rural households will often not have easy access to, or need for, transport; urban households will incur essential costs for bus-fares. Rural housing is more likely to be made of traditional materials and will therefore be less costly to maintain than urban housing. Expenditure on essential clothing and other such non-food items is likely to be limited in rural locations where there is little access to retail shops.
29. Thus because what is deemed to be a basic-need is more restricted in the rural areas the average standard-of-living is likely to be lower in the rural areas. But the basic-needs poverty lines measure each household against the basic-needs standard of the particular region. For example a rural household that had per capita expenditure equivalent to the rural BNPL would be deemed poor (or below the urban BNPL) if it were simply transferred to an urban environment. Conversely an urban household with per capita expenditure equivalent to the urban BNPL would be deemed well-off, if transferred to a rural location.
30. In general therefore it is easier for a household to survive at a “basic-needs” level in a rural environment where food can be provided from subsistence production and where non-food basic needs are limited (either by availability or “need”). An urban household would find it much more difficult to survive since there is a less opportunity for subsistence production and a much greater need for cash to purchase food and other non-food basic needs in the urban situation.  
31. The following table and chart illustrate the BNPL for the regions and at the national level for Vanuatu. 



[image: ][image: ]
v) Incidence of Basic Needs Poverty
32. The incidence of basic-needs poverty/hardship is measured by the proportion of households and population that fall below these levels of per capita adult equivalent weekly expenditure for the respective regions. This is discussed in the next section. 
Income/Consumption Poverty Indicators
	i) 	Poverty Indicators
33. Income/expenditure poverty is measured in terms of poverty incidence, and the depth and severity of poverty. Poverty incidence is the proportion of households/population below the defined poverty line for the particular region, e.g. Port Vila, Luganville or the rural areas. 
34.  The depth of poverty measures the gap between the average level of expenditures of the poor and the BNPL[footnoteRef:7]. It is expressed as a Poverty Gap Index (PGI). The poverty gap therefore gives an indication of how much would be required to bring that poor person/household to the BNPL. A higher PGI indicates a greater depth in the extent of poverty. [7:  If the BNPL were $50 per capita adult equivalent per week and the average level of expenditure of those HH below this level was$40 per week the poverty gap would be 0.2 or 20%. Thus if there were 1000 persons in the HH below the BNPL it would cost $10000 per week in direct transfers (1000x$10) to “buy” these poor out of poverty.] 

35. [image: ]Poverty severity, expressed as the Squared Poverty Gap or Poverty Severity Index, gives added weight (the mathematical squaring of the “poverty gap”) to those HH/individuals furthest from the poverty line. In this index the lower level of the index the greater the severity in the degree of poverty being experienced by those below the BNPL. This index helps policy-makers to see how “severe” the depth of poverty is by giving extra weight to the very poorest, it also helps to identify how resources might be redistributed among the poor to reduce inequality. 

	ii) 	Incidence of Basic Needs Poverty & Hardship
36. It may be noted that the preliminary figures suggest that whilst the incidence of basic-needs poverty/hardship has fallen slightly in both Port Vila and the rural areas, it appears to have risen quite sharply in Luganville. From the survey results the population of Luganville is estimated to have increased by almost 39% between 2006 and 2010 and the average household size is estimated to have increased from 4.6 to 5.6 over the same period. For HH in the poorest 3 deciles the HH size is estimated to have increased from 5.2 to 6.5. These are the largest increases in HH in any of the regions and may therefore be a contributing factor to the estimated increase in numbers falling below the BNPL.  
37. The incidence of poverty indicators are shown in the following table and charts. The results are consistent with what might be expected from the general performance of the Vanuatu economy over the period between 2006 and 2010. 
38. Over these years whilst most PICs experienced periods of zero or negative economic growth, largely as a consequence of the impacts of global economic and financial crisis of this period, Vanuatu achieved a steady positive annual increase in its GDP. The ADB[footnoteRef:8] estimates that Vanuatu’s GDP increased at an annual average rate of about 5.8% between 2006 and 2010. With an estimated annual population increase of around 2.3%, this implies that real GDP per capita increased at about 3.5% per annum.  [8:  ADB Asian Development Outlook annual series, ADB Manila] 

39. [image: ]Thus the macro-economic performance would suggest that there should have been a fall in the general level of hardship and poverty. This is indeed what is indicated in the poverty incidence figures. The incidence of basic-needs poverty is estimated to have fallen in both Port Vila and the rural areas.  
40. Luganville appears to be something of an anomaly with the rate of poverty incidence increasing between the two reference years. However it seems that whilst Port Vila and the rural areas benefitted from the general economic growth, led by tourism, favourable commodity prices, increasing remittances from the New Zealand RSE scheme and infrastructure investment, Luganville has been somewhat left behind. 
41. [image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]According to the survey data average household size of the poorest (L3D) households in Luganville increased by a quarter between 2006 and 2010. Over the same period aggregate household expenditure for these L3D HH rose by about 37% in current prices. Thus expenditure per capita for these households rose by only about 12%; with the food component of the CPI increasing by about 26% this resulted in the increase in households falling below the BNPL.
Measures of Inequality 
42. [image: ][image: ][image: ]The Gini coefficient is a measure of the level of inequality in the distribution of consumption expenditure amongst HH and individuals. In a situation of complete equality (everyone has the same level of expenditure) the Gini Coefficient would be equal to zero, at the other extreme a Gini coefficient of 1.0 would indicate total inequality, one HH or individual had all the expenditure while other HH had none at all. Thus an increase in the coefficient over time suggests an increase in the level of inequality. A “normal” index level would be between 0.3 and 0.4, anything above this would suggest a high degree of inequality existed.
43. In 2010 the Gini Coefficient has been estimated for both households and for the population; in general the Gini tends to be higher for the population as poorer HH tend to be larger and therefore the inequality is accentuated. The flowing table illustrates.
44. The Gini Coefficients can be depicted graphically in “Lorenz Curves”; where the expenditure line is further from the line of unity a higher degree of inequality is implied.
45. The charts illustrate the Lorenz curves for Port Vila and the rural areas. The greater the convexity of the line the greater degree of inequality.
Gender/Age and other characteristics of the vulnerable and poor 
46. Using the HIES data it is possible to construct tabulations that assess the various characteristics of vulnerable groups, notably children, the elderly and female headed households, and to relate these to the expenditure level of the HH.
47. The first chart illustrates, for example, the proportion of children falling below the FPL and BNPL compared to the proportion of the total population falling below the FPL & BNPL. 
48. [image: ]In all cases the proportion of children below the poverty lines is higher than the average for the population as a whole.
49. The next table illustrates the poverty/vulnerability status of elderly males and females across the three regions of the country.
50. [image: ]The location of households and population living below the BNPL is illustrated in the next chart. This shows that although the incidence of basic-needs hardship and poverty is highest in Luganville these represent only a small proportion (about 10%) of the total numbers of HH and population living below the BNPL. Over 60% of all the poor are living in the rural areas, with around 30% of the poor being in Port Vila.
51. It is also possible to make comparisons between HH expenditure levels and the type of housing, level educational attainment, status of economic activity and other HH characteristics.
52. These tabulations are included in the main tabulation summary, see Appendix 1.
53. [image: ]These various tabulations can clearly demonstrate for example that those with low-levels of education have a much higher chance of being below the BNPL than those with higher education levels. It can also show the comparison between males and females, children and the elderly.
Analysis of Expenditure
54. It may be useful to analyse the amount of expenditure on certain items in the household budget; for example on education related expenses, health, or more recently on mobile phone usage. This can be done through an analysis of the daily diaries which allows the amount of expenditure on each specific item to be estimated.  
55.  The data from the 2010 HIES suggests that expenditure on health and education is very low, especially for those with total expenditure below the BNPL. This is not entirely surprising since Vanuatu has a fairly comprehensive system of publically provided health and education services. And since about 2009 primary education fees have been subsidised through the development assistance programmes of Australia and New Zealand. 
56. For education the HIES data indicates that 6.7% of total non-food household expenditure went toward education related costs. Households below the BNPL spent around 11.5% of their non-food expenditure on education compared to less than 9% by HH above the BNPL. Overall approximately 36% of the expenditure on education was incurred by households in Port Vila, 6.0% by households in Luganville and 58% by households in the rural parts of the country.
57. However the data indicates that health related expenditure accounted for only 0.5% of all non-food household expenditure; but for households below the BNPL health expenditure represented about 0.9% of their non-food expenditure, double the proportion for households above the BNPL. Overall approximately 34% of the expenditure on health services and medications was incurred by households in Port Vila, 4% by households in Luganville and 62% by households in the rural parts of the country.
58. On the other hand expenditure on mobile phones accounted for 3.3% of all household non-food expenditure. Whilst only 4.3% of total mobile expenditure was incurred by those households below the BNPL this represented about 4.1% of their total non-food expenditure. This compares to an average of about 3.4% for households above the BNPL. Port Vila which accounted for about 20% of the population incurred 33% of the mobile phone expenditure, Luganville with only six percent of the population reported about 9% of the mobile phone expenditure and the rural areas, with about 74% of the population incurred about 58% of the expenditure on mobile phone usage.
59. Income from wages and salaries accounted for about three-quarters of all household income in Port Vila but only about 23% of household income in the rural areas. However for Port Vila households below the BNPL wages and salaries accounted for 82% of total income suggesting that there are a significant number of “working poor” households. In the rural areas wages and salaries accounted for only about 10% of the incomes of those below the BNPL.
60. Income from remittances, gifts and other miscellaneous sources accounted for about 3.6% of income in Port Vila and about 2% for rural households. This amount is likely to have increased since the HIES as the number of temporary workers on the NZ RSE scheme has risen significantly in the last two years. On average poor households receive only about 1% of their income from this source compared with over 2% for households above the BNPL. This suggests that as households are able to participate in the RSE scheme this will contribute to their move out of poverty.
MDG Summary & Comparison 2006 & 2010
61. [image: ]Data from the HIES can provide many of the MDG1 indicators as illustrated in the following MDG summary comparing the status of the MDGs from both the 2006 and 2010 HIES.
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Appendix 2: Step-by-Step Guide to the Analysis and the Calculation of the Food & Basic Needs Poverty Lines 

Step 1:	Basic Data from Survey Results
The following data from the survey results is required:
i) Household Identifier (does not need to be the “official” HHID but it is necessary to have a 
ii) Regional Locator (an identifier that enables the data to be sorted by region for analysis)
iii) Household and population weights
iv) Expenditure Data; 
a) complete diary data by individual household expenditure item (usually very large file, needed for estimation of food poverty line)
b) aggregate data by household:
	Food
			Purchased
			Home consumption
			Gifts given/received
			Imputed food estimates
	Non-food total expenditure (including imputed rent etc.) 
	Total Expenditure by Household (food plus non-food expenditure)
v) HH Control Form; Data on Household Head:
a) Gender, age, marital status, education attainment, economic activity of HH head
b) Number of children (14yrs and under) and adults in each HH (required for calculation of adult equivalence and thus per capita adult equivalent expenditure which gives the household expenditure ranking for the calculation of deciles)
vi) All Persons Data:
a) Gender, age, marital status, education attainment, economic activity of all persons in survey
vii) Household Characteristics:
a) Type of house construction (walls, floor, roofing etc.)
b) Access to water, sanitation and energy sources

Step 2: Preparing the Data for Analysis
a) Basic Expenditure Data and Deciles
1. The basic survey expenditure data (food, non-food, total) needs to be weighted by the Household Weights to give estimates of total “population” expenditure by individual HH.
2. The “adult equivalent[footnoteRef:9]” household size needs to be calculated using Population Weights (if these are different from the household weights). [9:  Adult equivalents are derived from "equivalence factors" where children under the age of 15 years are counted as half an adult, thus a household with two adults and two children both under 15 years would be equivalent to 3 adult equivalents. This methodology has been adopted to take account of the downward bias in per capita expenditure(and thus having an upward bias in the likelihood of falling below the poverty lines) that would otherwise occur in households with more children, (often those with lower expenditure levels anyway).] 

3. The weekly per capita adult equivalent expenditure (pcae) of each HH is then calculated (total individual HH expenditure divided by the adult equivalent size of the HH and adjusted to a weekly value)
4. All HH are then sorted/ranked (from lowest to highest) by the level of pcae weekly expenditure.
5. Having sorted/ranked HH by the level of weekly pcae sum the corresponding HH weights and calculate the cumulative % of the HH weights from lowest pcae to highest pcae; this should give a number series from 0% to 100% corresponding to the pcae ranking.
6. The HH deciles (from 1 to 10) are then calculated; each decile should contain approximately the same number of HH, and the total should add to the total value of household weights.
7. The Data is now sorted/ranked and deciles estimated for ALL HH; the HH data now needs to be sorted by region using the Regional Locator (as a filter) to obtain the regional data sets. Each regional data set should be saved to a separate sheet.
8. Steps 4 to 7 are repeated for each regional data set; at the end of this there should be a complete HH data set (ALL HH table) plus three regional data sets (Port Vila, Luganville & Rural).
9. Using these regional-based expenditure tables/deciles the characteristics of the individual HH, based on the on the age, gender, marital status, educational attainment, economic activity etc. of each HH head, can be calculated by decile. These tables enable the differences in overall HH status/conditions to be seen relative to the status etc. of the HH head; these calculations are made using an array formula as follows: sum(if(range criteria a, if(range criteria b, if(range criteria c, sum range) and by pressing the “shift/ctrl/ enter” keys at the same time; so for the All HH dataset in which we wish to estimate the number of children in female headed HH falling below the basic needs poverty line (BNPL) the active formula should look like this:
         {=SUM(IF(H$3:$H$4379=2,$AC$3:$AC$4379<=$AE$3,$AS$3:$AS$4379)) }
The logic in this formula is as follows: range H checks if the HH is headed by a female “=2”; range AC checks if the pcae of an HH with a female head is below the BNPL “<=AE3”; if these two criteria are met the formula sums the corresponding figure for weighted number of children in range AS.

b) Food Expenditure from the Diary Data (files diary data & FPL_calc)
1. Food items in the Diary Data file need to be filtered-out as an input to the estimation of the Food Poverty Line (FPL). From the data dictionary food items have codes from 10000 through to 19999 (including imputed food values), use these to filter the food data.
2. Save this filtered data set  (All HH_Food) to a separate sheet making sure that the data includes the HHID, regional locator and the food item codes, unit weights, values and sources (purchased/home production/gifts etc.) of the food items. Filter this file again using the regional locator and split into the three regions; there should then be four sheets with the Diary Food Items.
3. Using the vlookup function insert the decile number for each HH for each of the regional food data sheets.
4. Having inserted the decile number for each HH in each of the four Food Item sheets filter these again using the first three deciles (L3D). Save these filtered sheets to a separate workbook (FPL_calc) with individual regional sheets as “ALL_HH_L3D_FOOD”, PV_HH_L3D_FOOD,  etc. These four sheets should now just include all the diary items for food consumed by HH in the bottom three pcae deciles. These will be the basis for the FPL calculations.
5. Make a pivot table for each L3D regional sheet with “Food Item Codes” as the “Row Labels” and sum of the various types of expenditure (purchase, home production, gifts, and imputed food) as the column values.
6. Copy and paste each regional L3D pivot table as a set of values, and then 
a) sort the food codes by the amount of the total expenditure on each food item, largest to smallest
b) estimate the % of total food expended on each item
c) calculate the cumulative amount of expenditure for all items.
7. This is repeated for each of the three regions. 

Step 3: Calculating the Food Poverty Lines
1. Using the L3D sheets from 6&7 in the previous section select the items that make up at least 1% of total food expenditure (as in 6b above);  these will normally number about 30-35 individual food items and will comprise  around 80-85% of cumulative total food expenditure (as in 6c above).
1. From the L3D food sheets the top 30 or so items of food consumption expenditure for L3D HH (making up about 80-85% of total food consumed by these poorest HH) as recorded in the L3D sheets are listed for the three regions.
2. The following shows the column headings for the calculation of the FPL. The full table for Rural HH is attached as an annex.
3. The first column lists the top 30 or so food items selected as indicated above; these should normally comprise at least 1% of total L3D food expenditure and together sum to about 80-85% of total L3D food expenditure.
4. Column A: “Imputed Total Monthly Expenditure on item by L3D” is calculated by taking the individual weighted food item expenditure from the relevant regional L3D sheet and “grossing-up” the amount by: 
a) the proportion of total food expenditure actually covered by the top 30 or so food items included in this final stage of the FPL calculation; and
b) [image: ]any imputed food that may have been included but not allocated to a specific item.  
5. Columns A1: Monthly Purchases VT & A2: Monthly Value Home Production VT give the detail of whether the food item has been purchased or produced for own consumption respectively. Where “Gifts” of food have been recorded in the L3D sheets these “food gifts” have been allocated to home production if the gifted food items are “local produce” and to purchases if they are recorded as “imported” items.
6. Columns B1: Unit Price: Purchases & B2: Imputed Unit Price: Home Production show the unit prices for purchased items and home produced/consumed items respectively. The unit prices in column B1 are taken from CPI prices where available and from an estimation of the price from the actual food diary data where no CPI price is available. In B2 a “Home produce price factor” (HPPF) of 0.8 has been applied to the CPI or estimated price of home produce items in Luganville and the rural areas to reflect the “farm-gate or “shadow-price” of these items relative to a “market/CPI” price.
7. Column B3: shows the unit weights used in the calculations; in most cases these are either kg, litres, or the net weights of tinned items and are defined in the CPI. Two notable exceptions are made;  in the particular cases of dry coconuts and cooking bananas where the actual consumable part of the commodity represents only a small part of the actual weight purchased in the market, adjustments to CPI prices were made to reflect the actual food value purchased[footnoteRef:10]. [10:  In the case of dry coconuts the consumable part is estimated at 150g per nut (excluding husks and shells which form part of the bundle); for cooking bananas it is estimated that for each kg of product purchased in the market (that is including stalk and skins in the bunch) only 400g is consumable, the rest being skin and stalk.] 

8. Columns C1: Estimated Purchased Units Consumed & C2: Estimated Home Produced Units Consumed calculate the estimated total number of B3 units of each item consumed; that is A1/B1 & A2/B2.
9. Column D: Total Unit Consumption sums C1 & C2.
10. Column E: Kcal value per 100g indicates the calorie value associated with each 100g of the food item. Thus in a kg of rice for example the 100g kcal value is 123, thus for kg of rice the kcal value is 1230.   These are taken from the Pacific Food Composition Tables[footnoteRef:11]. The kcalorie values used are generally for raw food items and are not adjusted for cooking as there is normally no significant loss of energy due to cooking.  [11:  The Pacific Islands Food Composition Tables, Second Edition, USP/FAO, 2004] 

11. Column F: Total Kcal Value estimates the total kcal amount consumed from each food item; formula: E*D*B3 (kg equivalent unit weight factor) e.g. factor 10 for kg of rice; factor 1.5 for 150g of coconut.
12. Column G: Kcal PCAE per month; the amount of kcal consumed per month divided by the L3D adult equivalent population in each region.
13. Column H: Kcal PCAE per day; G/30 to obtain a daily per capita adult equivalent kcal value. The sum of this column should approximate to (or be adjusted to) 2100 kcal per day, being the minimum food-energy consumption required each day for an average adult.
14. Column I: Cost Per Kcal;  this calculates the cost of each kcal consumed from each individual food item; e.g. total expenditure on each item divided by the estimated number of kcal consumed of that item; formula A/F
15. Column J: Cost per day of Kcal consumed; this begins is the final part of the FPL calculation, the cost per kcal of each item (column I)*the number of kcal consumed of each item (column H). The sum of all the daily Kcal costs gives the total cost of the calories consumed per day in Column H.

Step 4: Final calculation of the FPL
16. Row K1: Kcal PCAE per day from diary; the sum of Column H;
17. Row K2: Daily Kcal minimum energy need; equal to 2100 being the benchmark kcal required for the FPL
18. Row L: K1 % of K2 (minimum daily energy need: gives the factor required to adjust the estimated daily kcal consumption from the diary data to the minimum food-energy benchmark of 2100 kcal pcae per day for the FPL.
19. Row M: Cost per day from diary; sum of Column J
20. Row N: Cost per day to meet minimum daily energy need; value of M adjusted (grossed up or down) by the factor at Row L
21. Row O: Weekly cost of minimum daily energy need = Food Poverty Line; the weekly cost of the minimum food-energy required; formula = N*7
22. The value for the FPL is copied to file “van_2010HIES_analysis_060412” in cells AD3 for the respective regional sheets.

Step 5: Estimation of the Non-Food Component: file “van_2010HIES_analysis_060412”
1. This file contains all the basic data on HH expenditure and household heads, and the FPL value copied in cell AD3 for the national/regional sheets. 
2. Having calculated the weighted food, non-food and total HH expenditure from the original survey data, the per capita adult equivalent (pcae) weekly total expenditure is calculated in (column AC).
3.  The HH have then been ranked according the level of per capita adult equivalent (pcae) weekly total expenditure (column AC); this is the sum of pcae food expenditure column AA and pcae non-food expenditure column AB. 
4. With the HH sorted and ranked according to the level of pcae total expenditure, HH deciles have been calculated in column AL, each HH decile contains approximately 10% of the sum of the HH weights (column AI).
5. The non-food component of the BNPL is estimated by taking the average non-food expenditure recorded for those HH which are in deciles 1, 2 & 3. That is HH with values of 1, 2 & 3 in column AL.
6. This value is calculated in cell AE4.
Step 6: Estimation of the Basic Needs Poverty Line and Incidence of Poverty
1. Adding the values at cellsAD3 and AE4 gives the figure for the BNPL in cell AE3. Thus the figures in cells AD3 (FPL) and AE3 BNPL, are the key values for the estimation of the incidence of poverty for households and the populations in each region and, in aggregate, at the national level.
2. Estimating the proportion of HH and population falling below the BNPL is done through the following formula in cell AE10: {=SUM(IF($AC$3:$AC$581<=$AE$3,AI$3:AI$581,0))} for HH, and in cell AE13 {=SUM(IF($AC$3:$AC$581<=$AE$3,AM$3:AM$581,0)} ) for the population.
3. These formula test whether the pcae expenditure figure in column AC is less than the BNPL value in cell AE3, if the value in column AC is less than the value in cell AE3 then the formula sums the HH weights and the population weights in columns AI and AM respectively. The proportion of the total HH or total population weight that this value represents is then calculated in cells AE11 & AE14.
4. The poverty/vulnerability criteria are established in cells AD50:AE54. The BNPL at AE3 is multiplied by 1.2, 1.5 & 2.0 to establish the three vulnerability thresholds. The poverty/vulnerability status is then determined in column BC. The formula here is:
=IF(AC3<=$AE$50,"1PortVilaFP",IF(AC3<=$AE$51,"2PortVilaBNP", IF(AC3<=$AE$52,"3PortVilaNP+20",IF(AC3<=$AE$53,"4PortVilaNP+50",IF(AC3<=$AE$54,"5PortVilaBNP+100","6PortVila not poor")))))
5. Although this is a long formula it only includes logical arguments: the formula tests whether the values in column AC (pcae expenditure) are below each of the poverty/vulnerability values in cells AE50 to AE54; and if the AC value is above any of these values then it returns the final value in the argument that  the HH or population in that HH are not poor.
6. Using either the HH deciles or the poverty status criteria enable all aspects of the HIES survey data to be analysed from a “poverty or hardship” perspective.





Step 7: Gini Coefficients of Inequality & Poverty Gap Index for Depth of Poverty
1. Gini coefficients are calculated from total HH expenditure data (column Z in file “van_2010HIES_analysis_060412”. The data in this column is copied to column C in file “VAN_Gini_100412”. Other data required for the HH/expenditure Gini calculation are the HH weights and HH deciles (column D). 
2. For the population/expenditure Gini the population weights and population deciles are also required. The calculation of the Gini coefficients is made in the “Gini” file using the template with the required formulae embedded.
3. The Gini calculation measures the difference between a line of constant rate of change (either in the HH deciles or population deciles) and the rate of change in the corresponding level of expenditure. The Gini coefficient value is represented by the area between the unity line (HH or population deciles) and the curved expenditure line of a Lorenz Curve chart. The bigger the gap between the curve and the line the higher the Gini. If there were no inequality the expenditure curve would be the same as the unity line (and the Gini coefficient would be zero; if there were total inequality the expenditure curve would be almost right angled at the right-hand vertical axis, and the Gini coefficient would be approaching “1”.
4. The Poverty Gap Index gives an indication of how far below, on average, the expenditure of those with pcae expenditure less than the BNPL actually falls below the BNPL level. It therefore reflects the “depth” of poverty; by what % does the average expenditure of the poor fall below the BNPL level. The formula calculates the mean distance below the basic needs poverty line as a proportion of the poverty line where the mean is taken over the whole population, counting the non-poor as having zero poverty gap.  The PGI is an important indicator as recognized by its inclusion as a specific indicator in MDG1. The formula is given as follows:
              			          m
Poverty Gap Index: 1/N*(∑(BNPL- yi)/BNPL 
					                       i=1
where: N  = total number of households, m = number of households below basic needs poverty line; and yi equals expenditure of each household.
5. The relevant file is “van_2010HIES_analysis_060412” and the columns are AG & AH with the PGI and SPHI index values appearing in the cells at the bottom of each column. The formula for the PGI is given in column AG as: =(($AE$3-$AC3)/$AE$3)*AM3
6. Through the process of squaring the index the SPGI gives greater weight to those at the lowest consumption/income levels and thus better reflects the severity of the poverty gap. In both the PGI and SPGI the higher the index the greater the depth and severity of poverty respectively.

7. 
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Millennium Development Goal (MDG1) Indicators 2006 & 2010 (Note 1)

Note 2: Proportion of Population below US$1 (PPP) per day not available.

      Ratio of Share of poorest quintile (20%) to highest quintile

      HH Gini Coefficient: (0 = perfect equality 1 = perfect inequality)  

Note 1: Some indicators for 2006 have been revised to be consistent with 2010 methodology

MDG Indicator

1.1  Proportion of Population below Basic Needs Poverty Lines % (Note 2)
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VANUATU 2010 HIES: LIST OF TABULATIONS FOR ANALYSIS OF HARDSHIP AND POVERTY

Revised & updated 8 June 2012

2010 Basic HH Data 2010 Poverty Indicators

1SurveySize & Population Estimates for 2010 Household Income and Expenditure Survey 1Weekly per capita adult equivalent Food Poverty Lines

2Household Size 2010 2Weekly per capita adult equivalent Basic Needs Poverty Lines

Comparison of HH Size 2006 - 2010: Adult Equivalents 3Incidence of Poverty: 2010

Proportion of HH and Population with Weekly per capita adult equivalent Expenditure less than the Basic Needs Poverty Line

4Location of HH and Population below the BNPL

52010 Gini Coefficients

2010 Expenditure & Income

62010 Depth (PGI) & Severity (SPGI) of Poverty

7Lorenz Curves of Expenditure by Households charts

1Weekly Household Expenditure 8Lorenz Curves of Expenditure by Population charts

2Weekly Household Food Expenditure 9Population Poverty & Vulnerability Status 

3Weekly Food Expenditure per capita adult equivalent 10Household Poverty & Vulnerability Status 

4Weekly Household Non-Food Expenditure

5Weekly Non-Food Expenditure per capita adult equivalent

2006 - 2010 Comparison

6Weekly per capita adult equivalent Total Expenditure

7Weekly HH Purchased Food   1Comparison of HH Size 2006 - 2010: All Population

8Weekly HH Production of Own Food Consumed 2Incidence of Poverty 2006-2010

9Distribution of HH Expenditure % Proportion of HH and Population with Weekly per capita adult equivalent Expenditure less than the Food Poverty Line

10Weekly per capita adult equivalent Total Expenditure

11Food Purchases by Households  3Incidence of Poverty 2006-2010

12Food Produced for Home Consumption by Households  Proportion of HH and Population with Weekly per capita adult equivalent Expenditure less than Basic Needs Poverty Line

13Food Purchases & Home Production for Own Consumption: 2010

14Weekly HH Production of Own Food Consumed 4Depth (PGI) and Severity (SPGI) of Poverty 2006-2010

15Proportion of Own Production in Food Consumption 5Gini Coefficients of Inequality 2006-2010

16Weekly HH Production of Own Food Consumed 6Comparison of Total HH Expenditure 2006:2010

17Proportion of Household Food & Non-Food Expenditure 7Comparison of HH Food Expenditure 2006:2010

18Distribution of HH Expenditure % 8Comparison of HH Non-Food Expenditure 2006:2010

19Expenditure on Education % by Poverty Status

20Expenditure on Education % by Decile 9Estimated Non-Food Component of the Poverty Lines Based on Actual Expenditure of HH in the Lowest Three Deciles

21Expenditure on Education % of Non-Food Expenditure by Decile

22Expenditure on Health % by Poverty Status 10Comparison of Weekly per capita adult equivalent Food and Basic-Needs Poverty Lines 2006 & 2010

23Expenditure on Health % by Decile 11Estimated Food Poverty Lines 

24Expenditure on Health % of Non-Food Expenditure by Decile Weekly cost based on 2100 kcal per adult per day 

25Expenditure on Mobile Phones by poverty status 12The Basic-Needs Poverty Lines

26Income from Remittances, Cash Gifts & Other Misc Sourcesby poverty status Combined Food and Non-Food Components of the Poverty Lines: 

27Income from Remittances, Cash Gifts & Other Misc Sourcesby decile

28Male Headed Households: Income from Remittances, Cash Gifts & Other Misc Sourcesby poverty status

29Female Headed Households: Income from Remittances, Cash Gifts & Other Misc Sourcesby poverty status

30Income from Wages & Salaries by decile

31Income from Wages & Salaries by poverty status

32Male Headed Households: Income from Wages & Salariesby poverty status

33Female Headed Households: Income from Wages & Salariesby poverty status

FPL Calc

1Port Vila (urban)

Estimated Food Expenditure and Daily Calorie Intake

2Luganville (urban)

Estimated Food Expenditure and Daily Calorie Intake

3Rural Households

Estimated Food Expenditure and Daily Calorie Intake

4Top 25 Food Items for HH in Lowest Three Deciles by Region

Charts
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Gender & Age Housing Characteristics

1Proportion of Households Headed by Females By Decile 1Port Vila: Primary Source of Energy for Lighting and Appliances

2Proportion of Household Heads Aged 60+ Years By Decile Households (% by source)

3Proportion of Females By Decile summary 2Luganville (urban): Primary Source of Energy for Lighting and Appliances

4Proportion of Females by Ages across Deciles Households (% by source)

5Proportion of Females by Ages within Deciles 3Rural: Primary Source of Energy for Lighting and Appliances

Households (% by source)

6Children By Decile % 4Port Vila: Primary Source of Energy for Lighting and Appliances

7Proportion of Children Falling Below the Poverty Lines Households (% by Decile)

8Number of Households with Children by decile 5Luganville (urban): Primary Source of Energy for Lighting and Appliances

9Children Vulnerability Status: % of Children in Each Region by Age/Gender/Status of HH Head Households (% by Decile)

10Children by Decile and Region 6Rural: Primary Source of Energy for Lighting and Appliances

11Female Child Vulnerability Status Households (% by Decile)

12Elderly Person Vulnerability Status 7Port Vila: Source of Energy for Cooking

13Widow/ers Vulnerability Status Households (% by source)

8Luganville (urban): Source of Energy for Cooking

Households (% by source)

9Rural: Source of Energy for Cooking

Education & Economic Activity Status

Households (% by source)

1Vulnerability Status by Educational Attainment Level 10Port Vila: Source of Energy for Cooking

No Schooling Households (% by source)

2Vulnerability Status by Educational Attainment Level 11Luganvill: Source of Energy for Cooking

Primary Level Only Households (% by source)

12Rural: Source of Energy for Cooking

3Port Vila (urban): Economic Activity and Vulnerability Status  Households (% by source)

4Luganville (urban): Economic Activity and Vulnerability Status 

5Rural Areas: Economic Activity and Vulnerability Status  13Port Vila: Source of Drinking Water Supply

Households (% by decile)

6Port Vila (urban): Reason for NON-Economic Activity 14Luganville (urban): Source of Drinking Water Supply

7Luganville (urban): Reason for NON-Economic Activity Households (% by decile)

8Rural Areas: Reason for NON-Economic Activity 15Rural: Source of Drinking Water Supply

Households (% by decile)

9Port Vila: Primary Economic Activity Status of Household Heads

(% by Decile) 16Port Vila: Source of Drinking Water Supply

10Luganville (urban): Primary Economic Activity Status of Household Heads Households (% by source)

(% by Decile) 17Luganville (urban): Source of Drinking Water Supply

11Rural: Primary Economic Activity Status of Household Heads Households (% by source)

(% by Decile) 18Rural: Source of Drinking Water Supply

Households (% by source)

12Port Vila: Primary Economic Activity Status of Household Heads

(% by Economic Activity) 19Port Vila:Access to Sanitation System: % of HH by Type

13Luganville (urban): Primary Economic Activity Status of Household Heads 20Luganville (urban): Access to Sanitation System: % of HH by Type

(% by Economic Activity) 21Rural: Access to Sanitation System: % of HH by Type

14Rural: Primary Economic Activity Status of Household Heads

(% by Economic Activity) 22Port Vila: Access to Sanitation System: % of HH by Decile

23Luganville (urban): Access to Sanitation System: % of HH by Decile

15Port Vila: Educational Attainment of Household Heads 24Rural: Access to Sanitation System: % of HH by Decile

(% by Decile)

16Luganville (urban): Educational Attainment of Household Heads 25Port Vila: Type of House % of HH by Decile

(% by Decile) 26Luganville (urban): Type of House % of HH by Decile

17Rural: Educational Attainment of Household Heads 27Rural: Type of House % of HH by Decile

(% by Decile)

28Port Vila: Type of House % of HH by Type

18Port Vila (urban): Educational Attainment of Household Heads 29Luganville (urban): Type of House % of HH by Type

(% by Level of Attainment) 30Rural: Type of House % of HH by Type

19Luganville (urban): Educational Attainment of Household Heads

(% by Level of Attainment) 31Port Vila: Household Communications

20Rural: Educational Attainment of Household Heads % of users by decile

(% by Level of Attainment) 32Luganville (urban): Household Communications

% of users by decile

21Port Vila (urban) Female HHH: Educational Attainment of Household Heads 33Rural: Household Communications

(% by Decile) % of users by decile

22Luganville (urban) Female HHH: Educational Attainment of Household Heads

(% by Decile) 34Port Vila: Household Communications

23Rural Female HHH: Educational Attainment of Household Heads % of users by type

(% by Decile) 35Luganville (urban): Household Communications

% of users by type

24Port Vila (urban)Female HHH: Educational Attainment of Household Heads 36Rural: Household Communications

(% by Level of Attainment) % of users by type

25Luganville (urban) Female HHH: Educational Attainment of Household Heads

(% by Level of Attainment)

26Rural Female HHH: Educational Attainment of Household Heads

(% by Level of Attainment)

27Port Vila (urban) Female HHH: Primary Economic Activity Status

(% by Decile)

28Luganville (urban) Female HHH: Primary Economic Activity Status

(% by Decile)

29Rural Female HHH: Primary Economic Activity Status

(% by Decile)

30Port Vila (urban) Female HHH: Primary Economic Activity Status

(% by Economic Activity)

31Luganville (urban) Female HHH: Primary Economic Activity Status

(% by Economic Activity)

32Rural Female HHH: Primary Economic Activity Status

(% by Economic Activity)
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Monthly 
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Purchases
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Price: Home 
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Estimated 
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Home 

Produced Units 
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Total Unit 

Consumption

Kcal value per 

100g Total Kcal Value

Kcal PAE per 

month

 Daily Kcal p 

AE 

Cost Per Day 

Per Kcal Cost per day

A A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C2 D E F G H I J

=B1*HPPF =A1/B1 =A2/B2 =C1+C2 =E*D*(100g unit equiv) =F/AE pop =G/30 =A/F =H*I

Bananas (Cooking) 38985583 324552 38661031 125 100 kg 2596 386610 389207 111 432019462 9065 302 0.090 27.3
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Item

Imputed Total 

Monthly 

Expenditure on 

item by L3D

Monthly 

Purchases VT

Monthly Value 

Home 

Production VT

Unit Price: 

Purchases

Imputed Unit 

Price: Home 

Production Unit Weight

Estimated 

Purchased 

Units 

Consumed

Estimated 

Home 

Produced Units 

Consumed

Total Unit 

Consumption

Kcal value per 

100g Total Kcal Value

Kcal PCAE per 

month

 Daily Kcal 

PCAE  Cost Per Kcal

Cost per day 

of Kcal 

consumed

A A1 A2 B1 B2 B3 C1 C2 D E F G H I J

=B1*HPPF =A1/B1 =A2/B2 =C1+C2 =E*D*(100g unit equiv)=F/L3D AE pop =G/30 =A/F =H*I

Bananas (Cooking) 38985583 324552 38661031 125 100 kg 2596 386610 389207 111 432019462 9065 302 0.090 27.3

Rice  29640401 29640401 0 179 179 kg 165589 0 165589 123 203674262 4274 142 0.146 20.7

Island Taro/ Taro Fiji   28339220 373729 27965491 59 47 kg 6334 592489 598824 99 592835364 12439 415 0.048 19.8

Manioc  20898299 184328 20713971 44 35 kg 4189 588465 592654 117 693405589 14549 485 0.030 14.6

Yam  17220200 359185 16861014 138 110 kg 2603 152727 155329 101 156882665 3292 110 0.110 12.0

Island Cabbage 17132466 435859 16696608 62 50 kg 7030 336625 343655 29 99659989 2091 70 0.172 12.0

Kumala  16030796 640040 15390756 62 50 kg 10323 310297 320621 129 413600724 8678 289 0.039 11.2

dry Coconut / Copra   12815105 180912 12634194 23 18 nut/150g 7866 686641 694507 283 294818091 6186 206 0.043 9.0

Water Taro 11332367 198533 11133834 59 47 kg 3365 235886 239251 99 236858759 4970 166 0.048 7.9

Mangoes  7560074 154835 7405239 43 34 kg 3601 215269 218869 40 87547761 1837 61 0.086 5.3

Bread (sliced, loaf, square, rolls, French) 6985818 6633058 352759 193 154 loaf/kg 34368 2285 36653 242 88699989 1861 62 0.079 4.9

Other fish 6577726 502690 6075036 652 522 kg 771 11647 12418 200 24835844 521 17 0.265 4.6

Chicken/ Local chicken    5838555 313797 5524758 550 440 kg 571 12556 13127 231 30322927 636 21 0.193 4.1

Tinned Tuna 5483056 5483056 0 211 211 350g 25986 0 25986 290 26375839 553 18 0.208 3.8

Laplap (Yam, banana, manioc, etc..)  5265617 1127308 4138309 268 214 kg 4206 19302 23508 151 35497365 745 25 0.148 3.7

Sugar  5185866 5185866 0 171 171 kg 30327 0 30327 394 119487201 2507 84 0.043 3.6

Watermelon & Rock melon   5049057 284609 4764449 137 110 kg 2077 43471 45549 24 10931684 229 8 0.462 3.5

Bread fruit 4683108 67812 4615295 45 36 kg 1507 128203 129710 75 97282194 2041 68 0.048 3.3

Cabin Biscuits 4347192 4347192 0 140 140 350g 31051 0 31051 414 44993433 944 31 0.097 3.0

Other Tinned Fish    4145649 4145649 0 147 147 455g 28202 0 28202 182 23353821 490 16 0.178 2.9

Crabs  4042594 148646 3893948 400 320 kg 372 12169 12540 109 13668822 287 10 0.296 2.8

Pineapples  3657366 182637 3474730 123 98 kg 1485 35312 36797 41 15086829 317 11 0.242 2.6

Corn  3417774 121724 3296050 52 42 kg 2341 79232 81573 107 87282917 1831 61 0.039 2.4

Beef fresh 3263446 1427948 1835498 769 615 kg 1857 2984 4840 198 9584129 201 7 0.341 2.3

Paw paws 3232567 21646 3210921 48 38 kg 451 83618 84069 34 28583356 600 20 0.113 2.3

Noodles  3092951 3092951 0 37 37 90g 83593 0 83593 99 7448161 156 5 0.415 2.2

Reef Fish 3061193 249942 2811251 825 660 kg 303 4259 4562 200 9124863 191 6 0.335 2.1

Green Coconut 3051689 108026 2943663 33 26 nut/200g 3274 111502 114776 16 3672829 77 3 0.831 2.1

3887534870 2719 196.1

Total L3D food expenditure per month 280335735 65936930 214398805 81571 2100 151

2719 1.2948 4543

Home produce price factor (HPPF) 0.8Estimated L3D population AE 47658 30 1060

K1 Kcal PCAE per day from diary 2719

K2 Daily Kcal minimum energy need 2100

L K1 % of K2 (minimum daily energy need) 129.5% $

M Cost per day from diary 196

N Cost per day to meet minimum daily energy need 151

O Weekly cost of minimum daily energy need = Food Poverty Line 1060

Rural Households

Estimated Food Expenditure and Daily Calorie Intake
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Sample size: 

Number of HH

% change from 

2006 HIES

Estimated to 

Totasl Number 

of HH

% change 

from 2006 

HIES

Estimated Total 

Population

% change 

from 2006 

HIES

Estimated Adult 

Equivalent 

Population

% change from 

2006 HIES

National 4377 12.7 50735 17.1 249853 22.9 200182 21.3

Port Vila 578 42.7 9765 35.1 49447 49.1 41229 45.4

Luganville 485 17.1 2701 14.5 15114 38.7 12409 36.6

Other isalands/rural 3314 8.1 38269 13.5 185292 16.4 146544 14.8

SurveySize & Population Estimates for 2010 Household Income and Expenditure Survey


