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Foreword

The Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey (CFSNS) 2025 report provides the fimst up
date and nationally representative evidence on food security, nutrition, agriculture, livelihoods, and markets
across Liberia. It stands as a critical national resource to guide policy, planning, and dealdiugin

our continued pursuit of a foeskbcure and welhourished Liberia.

The findings presented in this report confirm that while progress has been made in sevesiaifezsnt
structural challenges remain. A considerable proportion of Liberian households continue to experience food
insecurity, limited dietary diversity, and vulnerability to shocks. Malnutrition among children and women
persists at concerning levetspecially intherural areas

The CFSNS 2025 provides clear and actionable evidence to inform the implementation of our national
development priorities, including the National Agriculture Development (&DP). It reinforces the

need for coordinated, mukiectoral actionlinking agricultural productivity, market access, nutriteomd
healthservices, WASH improvements, and livelihood resilienoesustainably address the root causes of
food insecurity and malnutrition.

This survey would not have been possible without collaboration between government institutions,
development partners, and technical experts. | wish to extend my sincere appreciation to our partners,
including the United Nations system, the Scaling Up NatriSecretariat, the Liberia International NGO
Forum, the World Bank, and Irish Aid, for their technical and financial support. | also commend the national
technical teams, enumerators, and communities acro$$ edlunties who contributed to the sucdeks
implementation of this survey.

As we move forward, the Ministry of Agriculturemains fully committed to translating these findings into
targeted actions that improve food availability, access, utilization, and stability for all Liberians. We will
continue to strengthen evideroased decisiomaking, invest in resilient agriculturaystems, and
promote nutritiorsensitive interventions that prioritize women, children, and vulnegablgsin Liberia

I encourage all stakeholdegovernment agencies, development partners, civil society, the private sector,
and local communitie$o use this report as a shared evidence base to deepen collaboration and accelerate
actionstoward achieving access to sufficient, safe, and nutritiousffoaelsery householéh Liberia

Hon. J. Alexander Nuetah, PhD

Minister of Agriculture
Republic of Liberia
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 2025 Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey (CFSNS) provides thaprmstate
nationaland county levehssessment of food security, livelihoods, markets, WASH, health, and natrition
statugn Liberia, based on 11,838 successfully interviewed households, yielding an exceptionally high 99.7
percent response rafEhe surveyprovides a nationally representative assessment of househcloeive|

across demographic, agricultural, economic, and nutrition domains, offering the most detaile gdi

food security conditions sinabe 2022Liberia Rapid Food SecurityLivelihoods, Nutrition and Market
Assessmen{RFSLNMA) and the 201820 LDHS. Resultsof the 2025 CFSNShow a complex and
multidimensional picture: while there has beemdesgainsnaccess t o i mproved water
health service utilization, and school attendarsignificant and persistent vulnerabilitiefood insecurity

and malnutritionremair® particularly amongthe rural populations, poorer households, and specific
livelihood groupsFood access continues to be constrained by high food expenditure lanéessincome
diversification, and poor market access, especially in rural coubietary diversity among households,
women, and young children remains low, with complementary feeding indicitiornselow global
standards. Low household dietary diversity, market distance, and maternal education strongly predict poor
child feeding practice§ hesestructuralconstraintsffect food availability, access, utilization, and stability,

with marked geographic and socioeconomeéxjualities restricting resilience and progress toward national
nutrition goals.

While the CFSNS 2025 provides nationally and couepresentative estimates, some codeatel
indicator® particularly for nutrition and copingelated subindicator® are based on small sample sizes

and should be interpreted with caution. Estimates fonties with fewer than 30 observations for a given
indicator are subject to higher uncertainty and are flagged accordingly in the report. Findings are therefore
triangulated with complementary indicators and interpreted within broader livelihood, weadth, a
geographic patterns.

The national demographic profile shows an average household size of 4.1 persons, consistent with the
LDHS 2019 20, and a sex distribution of household heads of 66.5 percent male and 33.5 percent female.
Li beriabds popul ati on rpercedt of susveybdihgubeholds rasidbiaurbiarzareasg : 5
with 35.5 percent concentrated in Urban Montserrado, while 42.2 percent live in rural areas where service
access and infrastructure remain significantly weaker. Disability and chronic illness affpetckft of
households, with prevalence slightly higher in rural areas (4.8 percent) than in urban areas (3.6 percent),
reinforcing structural health and care burdens. These demographic conditions frame the broader food
security and nutrition context byahing labor capacity, income generation, and household resilience.

Water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) conditions remain a foundational driver of health and food security
While access to improved water sources has improved, sanitation coverage and hygiene practices remain
inadequate, reinforcing the high prevalence of diarrhea and nutrdiated illnessedNationally, 83.6

percent of households use improved drinking water sources, though accessibility varies 2Ba&ply:
percent of urban househofdsccess water on premigesvelling or yard) compared with only 7.5 percent

of rural households, where 92.5 percent must collect water from outside the dwelling. Sanitation indicators
show that38.7 percent of households rely on unimproved sanitation facilities, inclu@ifng percent
practicing open defecation. These conditions produce high exposure to fecal contamination, consistent with
the 68.1 percent of young children whose stool is disposed of unsafely. Handwashing access is moderately



highd 67.2 percent have a designated fadlityut only 35.6 percent have both water and soap available
at the time of the survey. These WASH vulnerabilities underpin repeated illness episodes in children and
contribute directly to malnutrition risks.

Education indicators reveal ongoing challenges for human capital development. Adult literacy stands at
56.3 percent, with a pronounced gender gap: 63.8 percent among men versus 49.0 percent among women.
School attendance is relatively strong among child—

ages 611 at 73.1 percent, but attendance declines
older ages due to work responsibilities, financial barrie
and early pregnancy. Only 34.0 percent of childrigs06
months possess a birth certifte, creating longerm
administrative and serviegcess constraints. Thes
documentation gaps, combined with the high proport
of adults lacking formal education (41.9 percen
contribute to weaker household resilience, lower inco
diversification, and reduced capacity to adopt improveu
agricultural or nutritional practices.

Food insecurity in Liberia is widespread
and structurally driven.

While severe food insecurity affects a
relatively small share of households, a larg¢
proportion remaimoderately food insecure
reflecting chronic poverty, income instability
limited market access, and repeated expos|
to shock® particularly in rural areas.

Food security outcomes show that Liberia continues to face significant structural vulnerability, with
persistent food consumption deficits and rising acute malnutrition. According to the Consolidated Approach
for Reporting Indicators (CARI), 20.7 percert lmuseholds are food insecure, including 3.5 percent
severely food insecure and 17.2 percent moderately food insecure. Rural areas remain significantly more
food insecure (23.8 percent) compared with urban areas (17.0 percent), reflecting greateoreliaimce

fed agriculture, weaker market access, and higher transport costs. The Food Consumption Score (FCS)
indicates that 13.5 percent of households have poor food consumption and 25.2 percent have borderline
consumption, meaning nearly two in five hooglgls fail to meet minimally acceptable dietary patterns.

The Household Hunger Scale (HHS) reveals that 32.1 percent experience moderate to severe hunger, while

the Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) remains low at 4.1 food groups out of 12, igdicati
monotonous diets dominated by cereals, tubers, andAfsbss all food security and coping indicators,

vulnerability increases sharply with declining wealth,
driver of food insecurity.

The Food Expenditure Share (FES) further undersce
vulnerability: 43.6 percent of households spend more t
65 percent of total income on food alone, a ley
associated with high susceptibility to shocks and sustai
difficulty affording nonfood essetials. These food
security indicators collectively signal that the majority
Liberian households remain economically fragile a
unable to consistently access diverse and nuirieimt
diets.

underscoring poverty as the dominant structural

Household vulnerability increases sharply
with poverty and shock exposure.

Across all indicators, poorer households al
far more likely to experience food access
vulnerability, rely on negative coping
strategies, and be affected by shocks,
underscoring poverty as the dominant
underlying driver of food insecurity.

Child health and nutrition outcomes reveal significant burden of disease and malnutrition. Diarrhea affects
14.7 percent of childreni 69 months, with higher prevalence in urban than rural areas, and peaks among
children 1223 months at 20.1 percent. Acutespiratory infection (ARI) is even more widespread,



affecting 22.2 percent of children, with extremely high levels reported in Nimba (41.4 percent) and Margibi
(30.6 percent). Treatmeseeking is moderate to stran@0.4 percent for ARI and 45.3 percent receiving

ORS for diarrhed but quality of care remainsconsistent, with heavy reliance on pharmacies (47.0
percent) and high rates of inappropriate stool disposal. Bednet use is moderate at 59.0 percent nationally,
but ranges from 92.1 percent in Lofa to 39.6 percent in Grand Bassa, reflecting inconsaséeiat
prevention coverage.

Countylevel estimategarticularly for acute malnutritiqishould be interpreted with caution where sample
sizes are small; nevertheless, the consistency of elevated malnutrition across multiple indicators and wealth
groups confirms a genuine and concerning bur@éiid
nutritional status shows persistent chronic a
worsening acute malnutritipnwith diarrhea and
inadequate diets emerging as leading associated fag National stunting and acute malnutrition
Stunting also persists at high levels, driven by chro |€vels remain high, with several counties
poverty, inadequate dietadjversity, limited maternal| €xceeding internationally accepted threshols
education, and poor sanitatioBtunting affects 26.3 | Nese outcomes reflect cumulative dietary
percent of childreni®@9 months, including 10.3 percer madequamgs, lliness, poor WA,S_H condition

. . . and constrained access to nutrition aedlth
severely stunted, with far higher levels in rural are _
(32.3 percent) and among boys (30.0 percent). Sev services.
counties remain extremely higturden, including Grand Kru (50.9 percent), Grand Cape Mount (38.2
percent), and Gbarpolu (36.9 perce@tobal Acute Malnutritio(GAM) or wasting stands &.5 percent,
including 2.7 percent severe wasting, marking an increase éarlier assessments (5.4 percent in LDHS
2019 20 and 7.0 percent in REEMA 2022). Some counties face criggvel acute malnutrition, such as
Grand Cape Mount with 19.8 percent GAM and 9.4 percent SAM. Underweight affects 15.5 percent of
children, and overweight affects 4.7 percent, indicating a double burden of malnutrition.

Child malnutrition remains a critical
concern.

Complementary feeding practices remain extremely p( ot quality is poor for both children and
only 12.1 percent of childreri 83 months meet minimurr women.

dietary diversity, 25.9 percent meet minimum me
frequency, and only 2.4 percent achieve a minim
acceptable diet. These results show that igadie dietary
diversity, poor WASH conditions, repeated illness, a
limited access to nutriemich foods continue to hindel
child nutrition.

Dietary diversity remains low, particularly
among young children and women of
reproductive age, limiting progress on
reducing wasting, stunting, anemia, and
other forms of malnutrition.

The persistence of chronic malnutrition reflects cumulative constraints across food, health, and care
environments. Survey findings indicate low dietary diversity among women and young children, extremely
limited attainment of minimum acceptable diets, andtinued household food insecurity. These factors

are compounded by gaps in sanitation and hygiene, which increase exposure to infection and undermine
nutrient absorption, as well as by recurrent shocks that disrupt livelihoods and food access. Tlgsther,
interlinked factors contribute to sustained growth faltering among children.

A

Womenodés nutrition also reflects significant struc
minimum dietary diversity (MDBW), with extremely low intake of dairy (3.4 percent), eggs (6.4 percent),
and dark green vegetables (12.5 percent)rdviigtrient supplementation is mixed: 66.3 percent of children



received MNPs, and 20.7 percent received Vitamin A, but coverage varies dramatically by county. Among
women, 66.4 percent received ifdolic acid during their last pregnancy, though counseling on feeding
practices varies by location. Among npregnant, or-lactating women, 5.6 percent are thin, 25.8 percent
overweight, and 18.0 percent obese, suggesting an emerging nutrition transition characterized by coexisting
undernutrition and excess weight. MUAC data show that 0.8 percent of women experience acute
malnutrition, with higher risk among adolescents. Short stature affects 2.8 percent of women, reflecting
long-term intergenerational nutritional deficits.

Agriculture remains the backbone of rural livelihoods but is constrained by limited mechanization, low
input use, land tenure insecurity, and cliraaiated shocks. Only 19.5 percent of households own
farmland, although 56.9 percent access land throudbaumented family ownership, leaving most farmers
without formal tenure or collateral for credit. Average cultivated area is 6.1 acres, but high variation exists:
Bong reports 39.3 acres, while many counties cultivate less than 5 acres. Rice cultivalioesif4.6

percent of households, cassava 56.3 percent, and pepper, okra, and bitter ball remain important vegetables.
Adoption of improved inputs remains léwonly 6.5 percent use fertilizer, 4.8 percent use
pesticides/herbicides, and 4.8 percent usednga seeds while 66.3 percent use local seeds. Mechanized
equipment remains extremely limited, with less than 5 percent access for most tools. Cash crop cultivation
is modest but important in key regions, with cocoa (31.9 percent), sugarcane (20.9 jpemdeoit) palm

(15.5 percent) reflecting localized commercial potential. Barriers to production are dominated by lack of
cash (26.7 percent), lack of tools (17.6 percent), and limited household labor (12.8 percent), demonstrating
the continued dependenca manual farming systemblany households depend on kyield rainfed
agriculture with minimal access to extension services. Market access remains limited in remote districts,
with long travel times contributing to low diet diversity and reduced avatlabil nutritious foods.

Livelihoods and income patterns confirm that households rely on a fragile mix of agricultural, casual labor,
trading, fishing, and resourdmsed activities. Households engage in an average of 1.42 hysomating
activities, with the primary source contributing 86
percent of income. Food crops represent 9.4 percer
livelihood activities, cash crops 4.2 percent, livestock |
percent, fishing 3.6 percent, mining 1.4 percent, and p| High reliance on seasonal and logturn

trade 12.0 percent. Seasbrincome fluctuations affect livelihoods, limited access to savings or

21.4 perent of households, particularly those engagec credit, and frequent shocks result in

charcoal production, fishing, and mining. Wom¢ Wwidespread use of coping strategies that
contribute 35.6 percent of household income but ren; erode longterm resilience and heighten
overburdened by the dual responsibilities of lab| nutrition risks.

caregiving, and subsistence production. Savingscigpa

is lowd only 27.0 percent saved in the past 30 daged credit access remains limited at 22.9 percent,
with most relying on informal sources such as VSLAs. Expenditures are dominated by food purchases,
hygiene supplies, transportation, and health augation fees, which strain limited incomes.

Household resilience is weak, especially
in rural areas.

Market access remains a defining constraint for food security. Nationally, only 53.9 percent of households
live within 30 minutes of a daily market, but this figure falls to 35.9 percent in rural areas. Long travel



timesd 24.1 percent requiringi 2 hours and 17.9 percent needinid 2our$ restrict the availability of
perishable foods, reduce incomarning opportunities,

and increase transport costs. Rural households sper| Geographic disparities matter for action.
average of 1,697 LRD on travel in the dry season
2,182 LRD in the rainy season, compared with urban c vulnerability (combining poor food

of only 613 LRD and 732 LRD. Theswgobility barriers security, malnutrition, WASH deficits, and
intensify seasonal hunger, reduce dietary diversity, « arket access constraints) requiring

limit the adoption of improved agricultural practices. | (argeted, multisectoral responses rather tt

The 2025 CFSNS demonstrates that food security | Uniform national programming.

nutrition in Liberia are shaped by the intersection of hign

food expenditure burdens, low dietary diversity, poor sanitation, limited market access, fragile livelihoods,
low savings, and persistent shocks. Rural households are disproportionately affected, experiencing weaker
access to services, lower diet qualdpnd greater reliance on subsistence agriculture and informal labor
systems. Child malnutrition remains héhvith rising acute malnutritich andwane n 6 s di et s ar e
constrained, indicating a mubkiectoral need for targeted resilierimglding interventions. The findings

highlight the critical importance of strengthening agriculture and markets, expanding WASH and health
access, improving comgentary feeding, and reinforcing houseHelkl economic resilience to
sustainably reduce food insecurity and malnutrition in Liberia.

Countylevel patterns reveal clusters of hig

The findings point to a need for coordinated, multisectoral responses that address both immediate food and
nutrition needs and the underlying structural drivers of vulnerability. The priority actions outlined below
are designed to translate the survey enat into targeted, tirdgound interventions that strengthen
resilience, improve diet quality, and reduce malnutriigrarticularly in the most vulnerable counties and
populations

Overall, the CFSNS underscores the need for a +seitior response that integrates nutrispecific
interventions with longerm investments in WASH, health systems, agriculture, and market infrastructure.
The recommendations presented in this repansiate the data into concrete, actionable steps designed to
improve food security outcomes and reduce acute and chronic malnutrition across Liberia.



PRIORITY ACTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Prioritize counties with the highest combined burden of food insecurity and malnutrition.
Target integrated food security, nutrition, WASH, and livelihood interventions to counties
exhibiting high stunting or GAM, poor sanitation, long market distances, and weak service
access, while interpreting smathmple county estimates cautiously arahigulating across
indicators.

Reduce acute malnutrition through SMART, preventionfocused actions.

Strengthen CMAM coverage and quality in higlrden counties, integrate diarrhea preventior,
and management, and aim to reduce national GAM Byp2rcentage points by 2027, with
intensified support where GAM exceeds global thresholds.

Improve child diets during the critical 61 23 month window.

Scale up infant and young child feeding counseling, access to nuateiese local foods, and
social and behavior change interventions to increase Minimum Acceptable Diet (MAD) by &
least 10 percentage points by 2029 in counties where current levedawellf%.

Strengthen womenédés nutrition and reduce
Expand iroiifolic acid supplementation, MDIWV interventions, and adolescent nutrition
programs, while addressing womenbs ti me
barriers to highereturn livelihoods that constrain dietary quality and ciaieg.

Invest in nutrition -sensitive agriculture and market access.

Improve access to quality seeds, small livestock, climeg#ient crops, and basic mechanizatic
strengthen extension services; and reducelmrstest losses through improved storage,
processing, and millirdy particularly in fooddeficit and remote couies.

Stabilize household incomes and strengthen resilience to shocks.

Expand livelihood diversification, village savings and loan associations, and targeted suppc
highly vulnerable livelihood groups (petty traders, agricultural laborers, fishers, charcoal
producers), alongside shoolsponsive social protection andlgavarning systems.

Improve diet diversity through market and food system interventions.

Promote yearound availability of nutriertlense foods, address price volatility and market
functionality constraints, and reduce barriers faced by women traders and producers to img
household access to diverse diets.



2. INTRODUCTION

Liberiabts food security and nutrition context is
environmental, and institutional factors. Understanding this landscape requires both an examination of the
countryds struct anwelofthe progress smbde through natonalgalidies, surveys,

and multisectoral initiatives. This chapter provides an overview of the contextual factors influencing food
security and nutrition in Liberia, situating the 2025 Comprehensive Food Semuulitiutrition Survey

(CFSNS) within this evolving policy and development environment.

2.1BACKGROUND

Liberia, situated along the West African coast, has a complex food and nutrition landscape shaped by
decades of conflict, public health emergencies, and institutional fragility. Tyeak4civil war (1989

2003) decimated infrastructure, weakened govemaystems, disrupted agricultural production, and
displaced large segments of the population, leaving-lasting effects on social cohesion and human
development. Subsequent shatkmost notably the Ebola Virus Disease outbreak from 2014 to 2016 and

the QOVID-19 pandemic from 2020 to 20@2had significant and lasting impacts on food security and
nutrition in Liberia COVID-19 containment measures, including movement restrictimrger closures,

and limitations on communal labor, disrupted agricultural production and food supply chains, reduced
access to markets, and constrained incgaemeerating opportunities, particularly for informal and urban
households. These disruptions ednited to higher food prices, reduced dietary diversity, and interruptions

in access to essential health and nutrition services, including routine child health and maternal care.
Together, these effects further strained an already fragile health and food system, weakened household
resilience, and heightened vulnerability to foodeicurity and malnutritiomAlthough recovery has been
gradual, Liberia continues to rank among the worl
191 countries in the 20R3024 Human Development Index (UNDP, 2024).

Despite abundant natural resources, including fertile soils, a tropical climate, and substantial water
resources, Liberia remains heavily reliant on imported daipecially rice, the national stapBomestic

rice production is estimated to meet only abolits9% of national consumption needs, with the remaining

50i 60 percent supplied through imports, exposing households to global market volatility. Food price
inflation increased sharply following the COWI® pandemic and global supply disruptions, viibd

inflation reaching approximately 125% in 2022 and remaining elevated through 2023, reducing
household purchasing pew Structural challenges undermine domestic food production and agricultural
resilience. These challenges include limited rural transportation networks, insufficient irrigation
infrastructure, reliance on unimproved and {gielding seed varieties, weak engton systems, market
fragmentation, low productivity, and inadequate institutional capacity for agricultural planning and servic
delivery FAO, 2022,Government of Liberia, 2024a; NADP, 262030 World Bank 2023. Climate
change compounds these constraints through increasingly erratic rainfall, rising temperatures, prolonged
dry spells, and recurrent floodidgbserved across multiple agroecological zénkave disrupted
planting cycles, reduced yields, and affected market functioning, théredateing agricultural output,

food availability and household access to both local and imported food sources.

The Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Sur
for monitoring national trends in food security, dietary diversity, shocks, livelihoods, and nutritional



outcomes. The first CFSNS was implemented in 2006 and was followed by subsequent rounds in 2008,
2010, and 2018. Together, these surveys have generated critical evidence for policy development and
programmatic decisiema ki ng. Li ber i a éand NRtitionSStrafegyd FENS), aared its 2015 y
update, provided a framework for evidedmsed planning and established the CFSNS as a fundamental
monitoring tool within the national food and nutrition information system. After 2015, the survey cycle
shiftedfrom biennial to quadrennial to align with national budget processes and international reporting
obligations (Government of Liberia, 2024b). The 2025 CFSNS continues this sequence, building on the
baselines established by earlier rounds and incorporatiethpaaological improvements based on
contemporary global standards.

Findings from prior CFSNS rounds highlight both progress and persistent challenges. Between 2008 and
2018, stunting declined from 42 percent to 30 percent, wasting fell from 8 percent to 5 percent, and
underweight dropped from 19 percent to 13 percentfotat insecurity remained consistently high, with

39 percent of households food insecure in 2008, 32 percent in 2010, and 36 percent in 2018. Household
dietary diversity improved only modestly, and by 2018 fewer than one in five households achieved
minimumdietary diversity, underscoring substantial constraints in food access and consumption patterns
(LISGIS & WFP, 2018and CFSNS 2018

These findings demonstrate that, despite progress, Liberia continues to face serious structural, market
related, and nutritional vulnerabilities.

Malnutrition persists as a significant public health concern. Liberia remains among the 36 countries with
the highest burden of child undernutrition worldwide (UNICEF, 2023). Undernutrition in early childhood
has longterm consequences for cognitive deyehent, school performance, and adult productivity,
contributing to the intergenerational transmission of poverty and vulnerability (LMNCSR,Z028). In
response, the Government of Liberia has advanced a series of strategic policies, including éhluitberi
Sectoral Nutrition Costed Strategic Plan (202328), the National Agriculture Development Plan (2024
2030), and the National Food Security and Nutrition Strategy (2015). These frameworks emphasize a
multisectoral, equitdriven, and communitgentred approach to addressing food and nutrition insecurity
(Government of Liberia, 2022; Government of Liberia, 2024a; Government of Liberia, 2024b; Government
of Liberia, 2024c).

Recent reductions in Official Devel opment Assi st e
space, with implications for the financing and delivery of health, nutrition, and social protection services
(OECD, 2023; World Bank, 2024). These fundimgssures come at a time when food insecurity and
malnutrition remain elevated, increasing the risk that service coverage gaps may widen, particularly in
vulnerable and remote area® Objectives of CFSNS 2025

The overarching objective of the CFSNS 2025 is to provide a comprehensive-tandiatg assessment of

the food security, nutrition, and livelihood conditions of households across Liberia. Specifically, the survey
aims to evaluate household food consumptigatterns, dietary diversity, hunger, food insecurity
experience, agricultural production, shocks and coping strategies, market access, and nutritional status
among children, adolescents, and women. The survey will generate nationally andrepteggrdtive
estimates that enable government agencies, humanitarian partners, and development organizations to
design, implement, and monitor eviderxased programs and policies.



The CFSNS 2025 also seeks to strengthen Liberi ads:s
aligning survey indicators with the Health Management Information System (HMIS), the National
Agriculture Statistics System (NASS), the Integrated FoodBgdhase Classification (IPC), and global

monitoring frameworks. The survey provides continuity for analyzing trends across previous CFSNS
rounds and related assessments, ensuring that national andlevehstakeholders have reliable data for

tracking progress toward SDG 2 (Zero Hunger), the WHA global nutrition targets,3hiNSMovement

Strategy 3.0 (2022025) and regional frameworks such as ECOWAP and CAADP.

This sectiorcritically analyss the national frameworks alongside relevant global commit@esush as

the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), World Health Assembly (WHA) global nutrition targets, the
Scaling Up Nutrition (SUN) Movement , a nicdlture he Afr
Development Programme (CAADP). The CFSNS 2025 is situated within this broader context, building on
national priorities and international obligations while providing the evidence required for targeted, data

driven irterventions.These priorities align with regional and continental commitments, including the

Mal abo Decl arati on, t he CAADP Resul t sLiPreameavdosr kf,o ¢
systems priorities also reflect commitments under the 2021 UN Food Systems Summit Global Compact.

2.3.1 Food security situation

Food insecurity in Liberia remains widespread and multidimensional, influenced by structural economic
vulnerabilities, low agricultural productivity, climate shocks, and heavy dependence on imported foods.
According to the 2018 Comprehensive Food Secuauity Nutrition Survey (CFSNS), approximately 18
percent of households were food insecure, with substantial variation across counties and livelihood zones
(LISGIS & WFP, 2018)

More recent findings from the 2022 Rapid Food Security, Livelihoods, Nutrition, and Markets Assessment
(RFSLMA) indicate a significant deterioration, with 39 percent of households classified as moderately food
insecure and an additional 8 percent as severely food inSetagether representing nearly 47 percent of

all households (WFP, 2022). This escalation reflélses combined effects of global price increases,
currency depreciation, the lingering socioeconomic impacts of C&ldlDand persistent strucalir
constraints within Liberiabs food systems.

Food insecurity in Liberia is strongly seasonal. Conditions worsen during the lean season, typically from
April to July, when household food stocks diminish, market reliance increases, and prices for key staples
escalate (Government of Liberia, 2024b). Tdeasonal decline is particularly severe in remote and
agriculturally dependent counties where poor road infrastructure and heavy rains limit market access.
During these months, households frequently reduce meal frequency or dietary diversity, borraw food,
rely on lowquality substitutes, exacerbating vulnerability to malnutrition.

Liberiads staple foods include rice, cassayva, pl al
more than 65 percent of its rice consumption, making households highly vulnerable to global price
volatility, supply chain disruptions, and foreigxchange fluctuations (Government of Liberia, 2024a).

Imported rice is a politically sensitive commodity, and price spikes disproportionately affect urban poor
households and rural communities that rely on purchased foods during the lean season.aliassaia,



widely available and an important food security crop, is low in protein and essential micronutrients, and
common processing meth@lsuch as drying or fermentiigcan further reduce nutritional quality. These
structural dietary limitations contribute to thensistently poor Food Consumption Score (FCS) patterns
observed in previous CFSNS rounds, where large proportions of households fell into poor or borderline
consumption categories, reflecting limited intake of nutraerise foods.

Livelihood systems in Liberia are fragile and dominated by subsistence agriculture, petty trade, artisanal
fishing, charcoal production, and daily wage labor. Despite nearly 80 percent of the population depending
on agriculture for their livelihoods, prochivity remains low due to limited access to improved seed
varieties, fertilizers, and mechanization; inadequate extension services; pest and disease outbreaks; and
increasing climatic variability (NADP, 2022030). Farmers often face constraints relabtedgecure land

tenure, high transportation costs, and lack of storage facilities, which increadeapest losses and

reduce marketable surplus.

In times of crisis, households frequently resort to negative coping strategies that can deepen vulnerability
and perpetuate poverty. These strategies include reducing the quantity or quality of meals, withdrawing
children from school to save money or irase household labor, selling productive assets such as livestock

or tools, and taking on unsustainable debt (Government of Liberia, 2024a). Such measures undermine long
term resilience and often lead to irreversible economic and nutritional consequentesideholds,
particularly affecting women and children.

Urban food insecurity has risen sharply in recent years, especially in informal settlements where households
face high unemployment, inflation, limited access to social protection, and unstable income sources. The
cost of imported foods is especially bundeme for these households, and price fluctuations can trigger
rapid deterioration in food access. Food safety also remains a concern in urban markets dominated by
informal vendors operating with limited regulation, inadequate hygiene standards, aridiémgisforage
conditions.

Climate change is an increasingly significant driver of food insecurity in both urban and rural settings.
Rising temperatures, unpredictable rainfall, recurrent flooding, and coastal erosion affect agricultural
production, fisheries, and market access. \&amwho are primarily responsible for food preparation,
caregiving, smaidkcale farming, and market activittesre disproportionately affected by climatdated
shocks. Their limited access to land, credit, and agricultural inputs further restrictsaffaaity to adapt

to climatic stressors. Climate variability also exacerbates the frequency and severity of crop failures,
livestock losses, and market disruptions, deepening household vulnerability.

Overall, the food security situation in Liberia is characterized by high dependence on food purchases, low
agricultural productivity, structural market weaknesses, and repeated exposure to covariate shocks. These
factors consistently undermine food availityo access, and utilization, and highlight the urgent need for
investments in climateesilient agriculture, strengthened market systems, and social protection programs
to safeguard vulnerable households.

2.3.2 Nutrition situation

A

Liberiads nutrition profil e r emai nsSalamoAfriga, with e mo st
several indicators exceeding regional averages and signaling a significant public health challenge. When
compared with regional estimates from UNICEBRd WHO, Liberia demonstrates some of the highest
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burdens of malnutrition in the region. The average prevalence of stunting among children under five is
approximately 29 percent in West Africa and 32 percent inSalaran Africa (UNICEF, 2023; WHO,

2024) . Li beriabés cur r e hdrefo placastthie mayntry a or @above fthe Wést 8 p ¢
African average, with some countiesuch as Rivercess, Bong, and Gbarpalecording levels above 35

percent, ranking them among the most severely affected subnational areas in the region. This patsern reflec
persistent structural determinants, including chronic food insecurity, limited dietary diversity, recurrent
illness, and inadequate maternal nutrition.

Similarly, anemia prevalence among Liberian children agé® énonthé estimated at 71 percénis
significantly higher than the West African average of roughly 60 percent and th®aBaban African
average of approximately 58 percent (UNICEF, 2023). Tttremely high rate, one of the highest globally,
highlights the extent of micronutrient deficiencies, poor dietary quality, and the high burden of infectious
diseases in childhood. Among women of reproductive age, and particularly among preghant women,
anemia prevalence remains alarmingly higher than regional averages, with more than half of pregnant
women in Liberia affected, compared with about 45 percent regionally. These deficiencies are exacerbated
by low coverage of essential micronutrient intervamgioVitamin A supplementation in Liberia remains
below the regional average of 72 percent, and iodine deficiency persists, especially in rural communities
where iodized salt consumption is inconsistent or unaffordable.

Although the national wasting prevalence of 3 percent appears lower than the West African-and Sub
Saharan African averages af® per cent , this figure masks the poy
seasonal fluctuations, localized food shocks, reatiitthesses, and natural hazards. Acute malnutrition

tends to spike during the lean season and in areas with limited market access, poor water and sanitation
conditions, and weak health service coverage. The relatively low national estimate shouldetherefo
interpreted cautiously given the countryds fragil

Dietary diversity among young children is also notably poorer than regional counterparts. Fewer than 15
percent of Liberian children aged Z8 months receive a minimum acceptable diet, compared with 21

percent in West Africa and 24 percent across-Saiaan Africa (UNICEF, 2023; WHO, 2024). Limited

access to nutriesrich foods, food insecurity, cultural feeding practices, and lack of awareness regarding
opti mal compl ementary feeding contribute ss@nific.
dietary diversity similarly remains low, contributing to intergenerational cycles of undernutrition.

Liberia is also beginning to experience a nutrition transition. The prevalence of overweight among children
under fivéd currently 4 perceidt already exceeds the estimated regional average of approximately 2.5
percent in West Africa and 3 percent across-Saftaran Africa (UNICEF, 2023; WHO, 2024). Although

still modest, this early rise in childhood overweight signals increasing consumption of -deasgy
nutrientpoor processed foods, particularly in urban and-pdran areas. The coexistence of high stgnt

and anemia with a growing prevalence of childhood overweight reflects a double burden of malnutrition,
indicating the need for integrated strategies that address both undernutrition and emerging non
communicable disease risks.

I nfant and young child feeding (1 YCF) practices r e
exclusive breastfeeding rate of 55.2 percent (LDHS ePQpfalls short of both the global target of 70
percent and the West African regional averagfe approximately 61 percent (UNICEF, 2023).
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Complementary feeding indicators remain even weaker: only 13 percent of childreni @§eahdhths
receive a minimum acceptable diet, reflecting particularly inadequate dietary diversity and low meal
frequency. These figures are substantially lower thamei@nal averages of 21 percent in West Africa
and 24 percent across S8bharan Africa, underscoring the compounded effects of poverty, food
insecurity, and limited caregiver education.

Collectively, these compari sons emphasize the se\
regional peers. They also highlight the urgent need for intensified, multisectoral interventions that
simultaneously address chronic undernutrition,rariatrient deficiencies, poor IYCF practices, and the
emerging risks associated with dHighlewelsdfstuntingamch t r an
anemia alongside rising overweighhecessitates a comprehensive -tifeirse approach integragin
nutrition-specific and nutritiorsensitive strategies across health, agriculture, education, social protection,

and water and sanitation systems.

2.3.3 Agriculture and livelihoods

Agriculture remains the primary livelihood for over 60% of Liberian households, yet productivity remains
low across subsectors. Crop production is dominated by upland rice, cassava, plantains, and palm oil.
However, limited access to improved seeds, feetis, mechanization, and pdsrvest technologies
constrains yields. Land tenure insecurity, particularly for women and youth, affects investment decisions
and limits the expansion of agricultural enterprises.

Livestock ownership is modest and concentrated in small ruminants and poultry. Disease outbreaks, lack
of veterinary services, and limited access to feed further constrain livestock productivity. Fisheries provide
a vital source of protein and income farastal and riparian communities, yet the sector faces challenges
from overfishing, limited colethain capacity, and poor infrastructure.

Postharvest losses remain higjtestimated at 3®0% for perishable foodsresulting in seasonal
shortages and reduced income for smallholder farmers. Climate variability poses additional threats, with
erratic rainfall patterns, frequent flooding, and prgled dry spells affecting crop performance and soil
guality. These challenges underscore the need for investments in gimeatieagriculture, irrigation, seed
systems, and extension services.

2.3.4 Markets and Food Access

Market functioning is a key determinant of household food access in Liberia. The 2022 Market
Functionality Index revealed wide disparities in market performance across counties, with rural counties
such as Rivercess, Sinoe, and Gbarpolu showing low scoagsilability, assortment, infrastructure, and
price stability(WFP, 2022).

Many markets are characterized by limited competition, poor physical infrastructure, and inadequate
storage capacity, which contribute to high food prices and inconsistent availability of Autheioiods.

Transport constraints further exacerbate food access challenges. Seasonal road flooding isolates remote
communities, disrupts supply chains, and increases market prices. Urban markets face issues of
overcrowding and inconsistent food safety standards,ewhital markets struggle with low trader
participation and limited financial services. Women, who dominate swvalk food trade, are
disproportionately affected by market inefficiencies and safety risks.
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2.3.5 Shocks, Vulnerability, and Coping Strategies

Liberian households experience frequent and overlapping shocks that undermine food security and nutrition
outcomes. According to the 2022 Rapid Assessment, 85% of households reported experiencing at least one
shock within the preceding six months, with eomic shock8 such as rising prices, loss of employment,

and reduced incondereported most frequentipVFP, 2022) Climatic shocks, including flooding, crop

pests, and drought spells, significantly affect agricultural production, particularly for subsfsieness.

Healthrelated shocks, such as malaria, diarrheal diseases, and acute respiratory infections, increase
caregiving burdens and household expenditures. Land disputes and localized conflict continue to affect
some areas, disrupting farming and limiting ac¢esnsarkets. As households confront these shocks, many
resort to negative coping strategies, including reducing meal frequency, skipping meals, borrowing food,
or selling assets. These behaviors disproportionately affect women and children and comtribute t
intergenerational cycles of poverty and malnutrition.
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3. METHODOLOGY

The methodology of the CFSNS 2025 was designed to generate reliable, nationally and county
representative estimates on food security, nutrition, and household livelihoods across Liberia. Following
international best practices for largeale household swys and national standards set by the Liberia
Institute of Statistics and Gdoformation Services (LISGIS), the survey employed a stratified, 1staitie

cluster sampling design to ensure comparability with previous rounds and with other nationalswieys

as the LDHS 201i20.

The analysis is guided by established conceptual frameworks linking food security, care practices, health,
and the environment to nutrition outcomes. Specifically, it draws on the UNICEF Conceptual Framework

for Maternal and Child Nutrition, which conceptizes child nutritional status as the result of immediate
causes (dietary intake and disease), underlying causes (household food security, care practices, and access
to health and WASH services), and basic causes related to livelihoods, socioeconoritieneprashd

exposure to shocks. In parallel, food security is interpreted using the FAO/WFP framework encompassing
food availability, access, utilization, and stability. Together, these frameworks inform the interpretation of
survey findings and the assesmnt of crossectoral determinants of malnutrition and food insecurity.

The survey is designed not only to generate evidence, but to directly inform national and subnational
planning, policy dialogue, and program targetifigis chapter describes the sampling approach, sample
selection procedures, weighting methodology, and adjustments applied to accountrfespumse and
incomplete listing. Together, these procedures ensure that the findings presented in subsequent chapte
accurately reflect the characteristics and conditions of the Liberian popBéatiGurvey design ad
sampling

3.1 SAMPLING AND WEIGHTING

The 2025 CFSNS was designed to produce reliable and representative estimates of food security, nutrition,
and livelihoods across Liberia at both the national and county levels. The survey used a stratified, multi
stage sampling approach that ensured haldshvere selected from all counties and from both urban and
rural areas. This approach allows findings to reflect the diversity of living conditions, livelihoods, and food
access patterns across the country.

In the first stage, enumeration areas were selected using probability methods proportional to population
size, ensuring that more densely populated areas had a higher chance of selection while still including
smaller and remote communities. In the secdades households were randomly selected within each
enumeration area. This process minimized selection bias and ensured that every household within the
sampling frame had a known and rzaro chance of being included in the survey.

To ensure that results accurately represent the national population, sampling weights were applied during
analysis to adjust for differences in selection probability and response rates. While the survey is designed
to be representative at national and ¢guevels, some indicatodsparticularly those related to nutrition

or coping behaviofs are based on smaller ssamples. Estimates for such indicators are therefore
interpreted with appropriate caution, and findings are triangulated with multiple indi¢atstrengthen
confidence in conclusions.

This sectiors belowoutline the steps undertaken to produce the sampling weights used during the data
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analysis for this survey. The sample design for the survey includes complex features such as stratification,
clustering, unequal probabilities of selection, and multiple stages of sampling. These features must be
properly accounted for when analyzing thevey data through the use of sampling weights. This ensures
the production of desighased survey point estimates and measures of precision, enabling accurate
statistical testing and inference for the populations of interest.

3.1.1 Geographical coverage anddrget population

The survey has been designed to provide statistically representative information across 16 geographic
divisions, consisting of the 14 counties plus Montserrado, which was divided into Greater Monrovia/urban
Montserrado and rural Montserrado.

Community Perspectives:Communities describe themselves as largely agricultural ecologies with mixed
terrain. About 63.6 percent of communities report flat plains and 69.8 percent report low hills, while 27.7
percent mention high hills and 3.5 percent mention mountainous teuggesting most sites are cultivable

but with meaningful local variation. Land cover and resource indicators show a strong presence of forest
and wetland systems: 85.4 percent of communities are near primary forest, 42.1 percent near secondary
forest, 671 percent near grassland, and 57.2 percent near swanfjlamek 3; Table Al).

The target population for this study primarily includes households in Liberia, focusing on food security,
consumptiorrelated objectives, and nutrition linkages. At the individual level, the survey also covers
nutrition-related objectives, including thegwalence of malnutrition and infant and young child feeding
(IYCF) among children (69 months), adolescents {1I® years), and women ({159 years).

3.1.2 Sampling weighting

After data collection, processing, and editing, the final dataset must be weighted to account for the sample
design and any adjustments due to-nesponse that may have occurred during data collection, before data
analysis can take place. The samplingghits are determined based on the analytical requirements of the
survey.

Householdsampling weights were constructed for the surteelge used for the househdblel analysis.
The sections below describe the steps undertaken in the construction of these sampling weights for the
survey.

3.1.3 Calculating Probabilities of Selection and Base Weights

The sample design of the survey provides the basis for constructing its sampling weights. Therefore, the
probabilities of selection at each sampling stage, based on the sample design, must be determined. The
inverse of these selection probabilities is theed to construct the base weights for the suiMag.section
describes how the base weights were derived according to the sample design.

First Stage Selection

The survey is based on a stratified, mstage cluster sample design. The fasstge sampling frame was
developed using the enumeration areas (EAs) created by the Liberia Institute of Statistics -and Geo
Information Services (LISGIS). At the first stagéselection, EAs were randomly sampled as primary
sampling units (PSUs), also referred to as clusters, across the 16 geographical divisions of Liberia (i.e., the
14 administrative counties plus Montserrado, which was divided into Greater Monrovia ahd rura
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Montserrado).

For the main sample, an equal number of 30 clusters were randomly selected across the 16 geographical
divisions, yielding a total main sample size of 480 clusters for the survey. In addition to the main sample
of 480 clusters, five additional clusters pgrographical division were randomly selected as a reserve
sample using a twphase sampling approach at the first stage, resulting in a total reserve sample of clusters.
These reserve clusters were only used as backup replacements in exceptional cabesseheids or
individuals in clusters from the main sample were found to be inaccessible for the duration of the survey
period and could not be enumerated.

During the first phase of the first stage of sampling, a total of 35 clusters were sampled from each design
stratum. This included both the reserve clusters (five) and the main clusters (30) required for the survey,
using probability proportional to siz€PS) sampling.

In the second phase of the first stage, a subset of five clusters for the reserve sample was selected from the
first-phase sample using fractional interval systematic sanipllinge measure of size (MOS) used was the
number of households per EA, based on the count from the EA frame provided by LT&&&ore, the
first-stage probability of selection is given by:

Therefore the first stage probability of selection is given by:

e o "

Where;

"Q = probability of selecting clusté&@rom stratuniQ

a = 35 =number of clusters selected at the first phase of the first stage from st@atum

& " = number of clusters released for interviewing from strafam

0 =total number of households in selected clu§imm stratumQ as per the LISGIS EA frame

0 =B 0 =total number of households across all cluggdérsm stratuniQ as per the LISGIS EA frame.

SecondStage Selection

Within the selected clusters, a household listing was conducted, and a sample of households was selected
from these listings using fractional interval systematic sampling. Between 21 and 27 households were
selected for the survey within each sampled ctuste

! Fractional interval sampling is a variation of systematic sampling used when the population size divided by the
desired sample size results in a fisteger. Instead of rounding to a whole number, the exact decimal inf€val

0 7%) is used to determine selection poinéiY Y ¢, which are then rounded to identify specific units.

This ensures every member of the population has an exactly equal probability of selection and maintains the precise
target sample size.
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Therefore, the probability of selection at the second stage of sampling for the survey is given by:

0 @

Where;
"Q = probability of selecting househdldn selected clustdrfrom stratumiQ

0" = total number of households listed in selectedisubk/segmen, in selected blockfrom stratumh,

as per the household listing operation.

¢ = number of households selected in clusfesm stratumh.

Third Stage Selection

Within the selected households, all eligible individuals were included in the survey (i.e-ad take
sampling approach). Therefore, the probability of selection for this stage of sampling is equal to one for
all eligible individuals in the sampled hous#thand is given by:

Q =p 3)
Where;
"Q = probability of selecting individud, in selected househojdin selected clustdrfrom stratumQ

Therefore, the overall probability of selecting a household for the survey is given by the product of (1)
and (2):

Q=0 @0 (4)

While the overall probability of selecting an eligible individual for the survey is given by the product of
(1), (2) and (3):

Q =FQ dQ JdQ =Q wp=Q (5)

Since no subsampling of eligible individuals was done within households, the overall probability of
selecting individuals for the survey is equivalent to the probability of selecting the household.

The base weights that account for the probabilities of selection through all stages of sampling are then
calculated as the inverse of the overall probability of selection.

For households (in stratun):
6 @ — — (6)

For eligibleindividuals (in stratuni);

17



0 = = =—=0 (7)

Note that the base weight at the individual level is the same as the base weight at the household level
since there was no subsampling of individuals within households.

3.1.4 Adjustment for the base weights

Adjustment for incomplete household listing information

During weight calculations, it was indicated thas@me clusters, not all households were listed before the
household sample was selected. It is unclear why this occurred, but it may have been due to limited
resources or insufficient time to complete the household listing operation in these clusters.

This incomplete listing could have resulted in a systematic exclusion of certain types of households. For
instance, households in remote or inaccessible areas of the cluster were likely to be omitted, while those
closer to the starting point of the houslkehigsting operation were more likely to be included. The missed
households may therefore differ systematically from those that were listed, particularly in characteristics
relevant to the survey indicators.

To address some of the potential romverage bias introduced by incomplete household listing in certain
clusters, a fAhousehold |listing adjust ment factor
adjustment factor was calculated as follows:

pmi s (8)
p hol<G”
Where;
0™ < sampling weight O6household listingdé adjust men

i from stratumh.
0 = as defined above. See equation (1)
0" = as defined above. See equation (2)

The household listing adjustment compares the number of households listed during the household listing
operation to the number of households in the cluster according to the LISGIS EA frame file. The rationale
is that, over time, cluster sizes generallyré@ase due to population growth, resulting in more households

per cluster compared to earlier counts. Therefore, it would be expected that the number of listed households
should be at least equal to or greater than the number on the EA frame.

If the number of listed households is less than that on the EA frame, the sampling weight is adjusted upward
based on the relative difference between the two counts. If the number of listed households exceeds the
number on the EA frame, no change is madéé sampling weight. This adjustment specifically addresses
noncoverage errors caused by missed households during listing operations.

However, this adjustment has limitations. Some clusters may not necessarily increase in size over time. For
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example, rural clusters may shrink due to population outmigration or other factors reducing the population
in those areas. Although this was considered, the adjustment factor was still applied because of the general
pattern of systematic nesoverage durig household listing and the absence of detailed information on
which clusters were affected and to what extent. It is expected that this adjustment will at least partially
correct for norcoverage errors resulting from incomplete listings.

Adjustment for household nomesponse

During survey implementation, it is common for some proportion of sampled households or individuals to
be unreachable, unavailable, or unwilling to participate in the survey, despite the best efforts of field staff.
When norresponse occurs, adjustmentshie base weights must be applied to compensate for this at both
the household and individual levels across the different sampling groups.

A weighted response rate was used to derive theesponse adjustment factor at the household level, as
this rate reflects the surveyods sample design.

Householdlevel nonresponse adjustment

To calculate the weight adjustments for householdresponse, the survey implementation team kept track

of both the selected households that responded and those that did not. Both respondingesmpbndimg
households have known probabilities of stitet However, since no interviews were conducted for non
responding households, the weights of responding households were adjusted to compensate for those that
did not respond.

The household neresponse adjustment factor for the survey is computed as the inverse of the weighted
household response rate:

B

N T ©
Where;
0, HONE household nomesponse weight adjustment for households in the survey, in stnatum
By 0 = weighted sum of all sampled households in the survey, in sthatum
B. 0 =weighted sum of responding households in the survey, in sttatum

No individuatlevel nonresponse adjustment was implemented, as response outcomes for eligible
individuals were not recorded during survey implementation. Therefore, no separate indixidual
sampling weight was derived for the survey.

3.1.5 Final sampling weights

The final sampling weight to be used during data analysis is the weight derived after applying the
adjustments described in Sectiot.d10 the base weights from Section 3.Therefore, the final
household sampling weights were calculated as the product of the base weight, the adjustment for
incomplete household listing, and the househelg| norresponse adjustment for each stratum

0 =0 W (10)

The same sampling weigivasused for individualevel analysis.
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3.2 DATA COLLECTION
3.2.1 Overview of data collection and data entry

Data collection for the 2025 Liberia CFSNS was carried out between May and the first week of July 2025,
spanning approximately six weeks of fieldwork. The survey followed standardized procedures for
household listing, sampling, interviewing, anthropomatreEasurement, and daily quahtpntrol checks

to ensure higlguality, nationally comparable data.

In each selected county, trained enumerators conducted household listing exercises within the designated
Primary Sampling Units (PSUs). Using a standardized housdiktitd) form, enumerators identified all
residential structures and recorded all eligibtmuseholds. Each dwelling was marked with a unique
identification number using chalk or marker. Following listing, household selection was conducted using a
pre-programmed randorgelection algorithm embedded in Comptaassisted Personal Interview (CAPI)
devices, ensuring strict adherence to probaHildged sampling.

During listing, heads of households provided the names and ages of all members Hysetals.
Households reporting eligible individuals were grouped into three stiiadayé@rs, 59 years, and 109
years). One eligible participant was randomly selefrtath each age stratum, with a maximum of three
selected individuals per household.

Supervision was maintained throughout the field period. Field teams received close daily oversight from
countybased supervisors who ensured compliance with protocols, reviewed completed interviews for
internal consistency, and verified sampled househd@gionatlevel survey coordinators conducted
periodic monitoring visits, provided technical support, and oversaw adherence to sampling protocols and
guality-assurance procedures.

Digital datacollection tools accelerated processing and reduced transcription errors. Supervisors
synchronized completed interviews daily to secure servers, enablinginteamonitoring and rapid
feedback to teams. A subomreespdndheodswho!| desvicsiased f
for non-participation and to minimize nemsponse bias.

Quality assurance remained a central feature of the 2025 CFSNS. Enumerators participated in regular
performance reviews, and team leaders were trained inbdakaip procedures and ficlgvel error
correction. The integration of CAPI systems, GPS vetifica and centralized monitoring strengthened
overall data accuracy and integrity.

3.2.2 Household questionnaires and modules

The quantitative component of the survey was designed to generate statistically representative estimates
across core thematic domains related to food security, nutrition, livelihoods, and househb&ngellhe
household questionnaire captured detditddormation on demographic characteristics, education, housing
conditions, access to water and sanitation facilities, household assets, agricultural inputs, and livelihood
strategies. Additional modules collected data on migration, household expendituregs of food, and

the value and frequency of food and ffond purchases.

Anthropometric measurements were collected in accordance with global standards. Weight was measured
using SECA electronic scales, allowing for double measurements and nightly calibration wightesi
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weight. Height and length were measured with UNIGBBroved measuring boardgth separate
equipment for adults and children. Mighper Arm Circumference (MUAC) for children and women was
measured using UNICEF colopded MUAC tapes, replaced every three days or earlier if signs of
stretching or wear were observed.

Food security modules foll owed WFPO6s Vulnerabild.i
(2020) and included standardized indicators such as Food Consumption Score (FCS), Household Dietary
Diversity Score (HDDS), Hunger Scale (HHS), Food InséguBExperience Scale (FIES), Food
Expenditure Share (FES), and Coping Strategy Index (CSI). Additional modules collected data on income,
access to credit, household debt, agricultural production, markets, and shocks.

The questionnaire also examined maternal, infant, and young child feeding practices, caregiving behaviors,
adolescent nutrition, participation in development programs, market access, and exposure to shocks.
Together, these modules provide a comprehensivedation for analyzing food security and nutrition in
Liberia..

3.2.3 Community questionnaire

A qualitative community assessment was conducted in a purposive subsample of communities selected
from within the quantitative clusters. The community questionnaire was designed to contextualize
householdevel findings and to explore local dynamics inflaang food security and nutrition outcomes.

Focus group discussions and keformant interviews examined economic activities, gender roles,
seasonal and temporary migration patterns, livelihood vulnerabilities, and comibeusitycoping
strategies. Communities described local infrastructure, dimduaccess to schools, health facilities, water
sources, and markets, and provided perspectives on agricultural production systems, food availability, and
market constraints.

Discussions also assessed community priorities, social cohesion, and preparedness for shocks, with
particular attention to climatelated risks. Unique challenges facing pregnant and lactating women,
adolescents, and young children were explored to cangriematernal and child nutrition modules in the
guantitative survey. The combination of commuéyel insights and household data strengthened
interpretation and contextualized regional disparities.

Survey instruments were jointly developed by the Ministry of Agriculture (MOA), Ministry of Health
(MOH), Liberia Institute of Statistics and Géaformation Services (LISGIS), World Food Programme
(WFP), Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), World He&rganization (WHO), Welthungerhilfe

(WHH), and UNICEF Liberia. All fieldwork was conducted using Open Data Kit (GD&3ed CAPI

systems deployed on smartphones and tablets supplied by WFP and MOA. Data were securely stored on
WFP servers, monitored ieal time, and shared with national partners in accordance witipsestion
protocols.

3.2.4 Training, fieldwork and supervision

Field teams were recruited and trained under the coordination of the Technical Working Group (TWG), led
by LISGIS, MOA, and MOH with support from key development partners. Based on the sampling frame,
480 clusters were allocated across the 16 geographiea.s8ixteen field teariseach consisting of six

memberd were deployed. Teams included household interviewers, anthropometry specialists, qualitative
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interviewers, and technical supervisors.

A rigorous fiveday training program was conducted prior to deployment. Training covered survey
objectives, sampling procedures, household selection, interviewing techniques, informed consent
procedures, and the use of CAPI devices. Extensive practiderseasd standardization exercises were
conducted for anthropometry to ensure measurement reliability across teams. Questionnaire content was
reviewed in detail, and trainees practiced navigation, skip patterns, ardrexciing functions within the

digital survey tools.

A pilot test was conducted one week before field deployment in selected communities to evaluate question
clarity, translation accuracy, operative procedures, and data flow through the ODK system. Feedback from
the pilot informed revisions to the instrumgngkip logic, and field protocols.

Enumerators were evaluated through written tests, observation, and anthropometric standardization
assessments. Approximately 20 percent more personnel than required were trained to facilitate
replacements when needed. During fieldwork, supervisors conddeiéy reviews of questionnaires,
performed random spot checks, monitored GPS coordinates, and providée snpport. National
coordinators conducted monitoring visits and daily debriefings to ensure procedural consistency across all
counties.

3.2.5 Ethical considerations

The 2025 CFSNS adhered to national and international ethical standards governing household survey
research. All participants provided informed con8ewverbal or written depending on literacy and cultural
preferenced prior to interviews and anthropometriceasurement. For children and adolescents, consent
was obtained from a parent or guardian, and assent was sought when appropriate.

Enumerators were trained in safeguarding principles, confidentiality protocols, and respectful engagement
with vulnerable groups. Data collection procedures aligned with ethical guidelines of the Ministry of Health

( MOH) , WF P 06 sprotgctiombralpi datw st andar ds, UNI CEF6s chil
and WHO guidelines for ethical anthropometric measurement. Personal identifiers were removed from
analytic datasets, and all digital data were encrypted and stored on WFP secure servers.

3.2.6 Challenges and mitigation strategies

The datacollection process encountered several logistical and operational challenges that affected the pace
and efficiency of fieldwork. In some instances, inaccurate enumeiat@anlistings caused teams to spend
extended periods traveling to locatiaihst did not correspond to mapped areas, leading to delays and
additional coordination efforts to verify and locate the correct sites.

In many rural communities, ongoing farming activities limited respondent availability during peak survey
hours, as household members were often working in the fields. Enumerators made repeated visits or
adjusted their schedules to conduct interviews darlihe morning or late in the eveninBoor road
conditions and heavy rainfall further hampered field movement, making access to some assigned clusters
difficult. In addition, weak mobilmetwork coverage in several areas disrupted-tiea data
synchronzation and limited the ability to troubleshoot technical issues remotely.

Despite these challenges, figlthm morale remained high. Enumerators demonstrated strong commitment,
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adaptability, and resilience, ensuring the successful completion of data collection within the planned
timeframe Further, tanitigate these challenges, enumerators adjusted their schedules by starting fieldwork
earlier, prioritizing households with children under five, and rescheduling interviews when necessary.
Supervisors conducted manual verifications of cluster coordinatéadditional dataonsistency checks.
Realtime supervision and quality monitoring enabled the prompt identification and conre€errors.

The 2025 Liberia CFSNS employed a rigorous mirezthods approach, combining quantitative and
gualitative techniques under robust supervision and qeadiyrance mechanisms. Through strong-inter
agency collaboration, comprehensive training, and adafigice management, the survey successfully
generated higlguality, reliable data to inform national foseécurity and nutrition policies and
programming.

3.3DATA MANAGEMENT AND TREATMENT

Effective data management was critical to ensuring the quality and reliability of all indicators presented in
this report. The CFSNS 2025 data underwent a structured series of checks, validations, and harmonization
steps to guarantee completeness, comsigieand alignment with international survey standards. These
procedures were guided by the Technical Working Group (TWG) and applied systematically across all
datasets and modules prior to analysis. The following subsections describe the specificpuzeeste

clean, validate, and prepare the data for statistical analysis.

3.3.1 Data cleaning harmonization, and validation

Data management for the CFSNS 2025 followed a ratdtie process designed to ensure accuracy, internal
consistency, and comparability across all datasets and survey modules. Five primary datasets were produced
and analyzed: (1) the household file (n =8BR), (2) the household members file (n = 45,511), (3) the child

file (n = 6,311), (4) the anthropometry file (n = 13,437), and (5) the disability file (n = 425). Each dataset
underwent systematic cleaning and validation according to international bettgsaand national
standards established by the Technical Working Group (TWG).

Immediately after data collection, all raw datasets were reviewed against the final codebook, metadata, and
survey questionnaires to verify that variable labels, formats, and response categories aligned with the
approved tools. Unique identifiers were exa@d to ensure correct linkage between households,
individuals, and anthropometry records. Duplicate entries and empty forms were removed after cross
checking with field logs.

A set of automated quality checks was then applied to confirm adherence to skip patterns, logical sequences,
and allowable ranges. These checks identified inconsistencies such as mismatches in sex and age reporting,
contradictory householkvel responsesnd misordered chronological events (e.g., age at school entry,
birth histories). Variables derived from WFPO6s st
to ensure compatibility with both national indicators and global food security metrics.

The TWG held multiple meetings during the del@aning process to review flagged issues, evaluate
patterns of inconsistency, and determine appropriate correction protocols. These consultations were
essential in resolving mismatches between questionnaisons, metadata structures, and actual field
entries. For example, several variables lacked consistent naming conventions across modules, and the
household identifier (HH_ID) did not appear under a uniform variable name across the household,

23



womenos, and child dat aset s. These di screpanci es

harmonization.

Final validation procedures included generating frequency distributions;taimgations, and descriptive
statistics across all key variables to ensure internal consistency, correct denominators, and stable patterns
across regions and demographic growMylsere required, corrections were made in consultation with TWG
partners from LISGIS, MOA, MOH, WFP, FAO, and UNICEF.

Together, these processes produced a clean, anadgsip dataset consistent with national and
international standards for food security and nutrition surveys.

3.3.2 Handling of missing values and outliers

Patterns of nosresponse were crostiecked against household characteristics, interviewer identifiers, and
geographic clusters to identify potential systematic biaBggeme values were detected using range
checks, logical limits, and standardizedcore thresholds. For socioeconomic variables, impossible or
improbable values (e.g., negative expenditures, implausible household size) were flagged and either
corrected ging field notes or coded as missiAgross variables, outlier handling adhered togheciple

of preserving valid extreme values while removing clearly erroneous entries.

3.3.3 Anthropometry data cleaning

Anthropometric data were cleaned following the WHO Child Growth Standards using the WHO Stata
igrowup package. All children aged® months were included in the screening for biologically
implausible zscores (BAZ), following the recommended exclusioesholds:

1 Length/heightfor-age (stunting): €6 or > +6 Z

1 Weightfor-length/height (wasting): ¥5 or > +5 Z

1 Weightfor-age (underweight): ¥6 or > +5 Z

1 MUAC-for-age: <i5or>+57

A total of 5,815 children had complete length/height deadle 1 showsthe flagged outliers.

Table 1. Table 1. Outliers Flagged for Anthropometry Analysis, CFSNS 2025

Anthropometry Data \ Valid Flagged
Length/heightfor-age (HAZ) 5,539 (95.3%) 276 (4.7%)
Weightfor-length/height (WHZ) 5,449 (97.8%) 122 (2.2%)
Weightfor-age (WAZ) 5,651 (98.8%) 71 (1.2%)
MUAC-for-age (MUACZ) 5,618 (97.7%) 131 (2.3%)

Countylevel distributions of outliers were also reviewed to ensure that exclusions did not cluster
disproportionately by geography. Outliers were spread across counties, with some variation, but no county
showed systematic measurement error requiringiaddl exclusion beyond WHO recommendations.

3.3.4 Expenditure data standardization and treatment of extreme values

Household expenditure data were subjected to a structured process of verification, standardization, and
correction to ensure comparability across respondents and to support accurate estimation of consumption
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aggregates. All reported expenditures were reviewed for completeness, consistency, and plausibility,
following national guidelines and international best practices for food security and household economic
surveys.

To enable comparability across households, all food andfoumh expenditures were converted to a
common reference period. Item quantities were standardized using natioradnuatsion tables, and
expenditure values were harmonized across modules fotldoWFP Vulnerability Analysis and Mapping
(VAM) guidelines. Variables were recoded and aligned with VAM standard naming conventions, which
facilitated the use of established syntax for food security indicators.

During the cleaning process, the data were carefully examined for extreme or implausible values. These
included negative expenditures, values that were inconsistent with item quantities or unit costs, and entries
likely affected by decimal misplacement misreporting. In such cases, values were corrected when
supported by other itefhevel information or recoded as missing when verification was not possible. Special
attention was given to extremely large expenditures that had the potential to distorbmsiainption
aggregates. These cases were systematically reviewed using frequency distributions and percentile
diagnostics. Extreme values determined to be erroneous were addressed through recoding or adjustment
based on TW&pproved procedures.

The cleaned and standardized expenditure variables were then aggregated to produce ‘eesehold
consumption totals for food and néwod items. These totals underpin several key indicators presented in
subsequent chapters, including food expenditureesf@od sources, livelihood vulnerability, and poverty
related analyses. All steps were undertaken in consultation with the Technical Working Group (TWG),
ensuring that methods were transparent, consistent, and aligned with national analytical standards.

3.3.5 Key data issues and TWG resolution

Several structural data issues emerged during the cleaning and harmonization process, necessitating close
coordination with the Technical Working Group (TWG). One of the most significant challenges involved
inconsistencies in household identifiers acradaskts. The household ID variable appeared under different
names in the household, member, child, and anthropometry files, which initially prevented accurate
merging of the moduleased datasets. Through TWG consultations, a unified identifier system was
adopted, and all relevant variables were recoded to ensure consistent linkage across files.

Additional discrepancies were identified between the questionnaires, metadata, and the raw datasets. In
several cases, variables listed in the metadata or questionnaire templates did not appear in the collected
data, suggesting changes in field implemémtabr automated form logic. Other variables displayed
different response categories or value labels than originally specified. The TWG conducted a detailed
review of questionnaire versions, field supervisor logs, and ODK form structures to reconcile these
discrepancies. Harmonized coding schemes were subsequently approved to align all modules with the final
metadata framework.

Inconsistencies in value labeling were also detected. Binary variables used multiple coding codventions
some applied 1/2 = Yes/No, whereas others used 0/1 = No/Yes. To achieve uniformity across files and
ensure compatibility wilsirvewWgiaumlards siwhasDHSytme{TWa ageeedd g |
to standardize all binary variables to 0 = No and 1 = Yes. This adjustment significantly improved
comparability across modules and facilitated automated indicator generation.
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Further, polio immunization data were recorded in the houséé&odd dataset rather than the child dataset,
hence was analyzed with househtddel indicators

All data issues were resolved through iterative technical discussions-chemdsng with field
documentation, and verification of original instruments. These steps ensured that the final dataset was
internally consistent, analytically sound, and alignéth national and international quality standards.

3.4SURVEY INDICATORS

The 2025 CFSNS collected a wide range of indicators spanning household characteristics, WASH, health

and nutrition, food security, agriculture, and livelihoods. These indicators were selected to align with global
monitoring frameworkd including DHS, MICS,WHO/UNICEF Joint Monitoring Programme (JMP),

WFP6s VAM system, FAO food security Osahdacmehsunred s , ar
comparability with previous CFSNS rounds and other national sure@yex 1 summarizes the official
indicatorsand deihition measured in the survey ®ach domain, including household characteristics,

WASH, disability, food securitygccess to health services, child health, child nutriica,ma n 6 s heal t h
nutrition, and agriculture and livelihoods.

3.5DATA ANALYSIS APPROACH

Data analysis for the CFSNS 2025 followed a structured, 1stejti approach designed to ensure analytical
rigor, consistency with international methodologies, and comparability with previous CFSNS rounds and
other national surveys such as the LDHS and MIBE statistical analyses were performed using
appropriate survey commands to account for the complex sampling design, including stratification,
clustering, and sampling weights. Results were generated using weighted estimates unless otherwise
specifiedensuring that all findings are representative at national, Unbaa, and county levels.

The analysis began with univariate (descriptive) statistics to summarize the distribution of key variables
across households, individuals, and communities. These included measures of central, idisgensipn,

and proportion estimates for categorical variables. Such descriptive analyses provided an overview of
demographic, food security, nutrition, WASH, and livelihood characterisficgsstabulations were

combined with chiquare tests to assess statistical significance. For continuous outcomes, mean
comparisons were conducted where relevant. All analyses were performed using Stata survey (svy)
commands to correct !l y -sagecamplingstructare and ehsere accurate gandasl mu |
errors and confidence intervaldouseholdevel sampling weights were applied to all analyses, with
individuaklevel indicators linked to the household weight unless otherwise specifiedieSloonse was

minimal and is not expected to materially affect national or celenigl estimates

To ensure that findings reflect the diversity of conditions across Liberia, all core indicators were
disaggregated across standard geographic and demographic domains. The primary dscggregaes
includedthe following

1 Urban and rural areas
1 Sex of household head and sex of child or adult respondent, depending on the indicator

1 Age groups, including standard categories for childréb (@onthsgi 11 months,12i 23 months,
24i 35 months 36/ 47 months 48 59 months) adolescents (1Q9 years), and women (140
years)
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1 Countylevel estimates for all6lcountiesincluding urban and rural Montserrado

1 Wealth quintiles, constructed using a principal components analysis fCApusehold assets,
housing materials, and utilities

Where sample sizes permitted, additional disaggregation was performed (e.g.; femaleheaded
households, livelihood groupB&)r select indicatorsAll disaggregated results presented in this report meet
minimum precision thresholds, following DHS and WFP guidelines for representative survey tabulations.

Spatial analysis and thematic mapping were incorporated to visualize geographic patterns in food security,
nutrition, WASH, and livelihood outcomes. Geographic Information System (GIS) techniques were used
to generate courtevel maps displaying prevalemcestimates, severity classifications, and spatial
disparities. Mapping followed WFP visualization standards, using classified color gradients for variables
such as food insecuritfpod consumptionstunting, wastingand underweight.

Visualizations also included bar charts, line graphs, boxplotsheadmapsdeveloped using weighted
data to ensure accurate interpretation. These graphics were used throughout the report to highlight trends,
inequalities, and critical geographic hotspots.

2 Principal Component Analysis (PCAs) a statistical dimensionalieduction technique used to simplify large
datasets by transforming correlated variables into a smaller set of uncorrelated variables, known as principal
components, while retaining as muafithe original variance (information) as possible
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4. HOUSEHOLD DEMOGRAPHICS

4.1 HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION

The 2025 CFSNS successfully interviewed 11,838 of the 11,879 selected households, achieving a response
rate of 99.7 percent. This exceptionally high level of participation reflects strong field management, well
organized community engagement, and broagheion from respondent&stimates derived from fewer

than 30 observations are flagged in tables and figures and are not used for policy prioritization or
comparative interpretatiometailed indicator definitions, recall periodad extended tables gveovided

in the annexes to support transparency while maintaining readability in the main text.

Table 2. Household composition and response rate, CFSNS 2025

Unweighted Weighted

Characteristics Mean or % N N
Household Interviews and Response Rate

Household selected 11,879

Households interviewed 11,838

Household response rate 99.70

Household Composition by age categories

Number of children €3 months, female 0.13 1,116 166,860
Number of children €3 months, male 0.15 1,181 197,505
Number of children 2469 months, female 0.20 1,968 261,133
Number of children 2469 months, male 0.20 1,962 259,961
Number of children €9 months, female 0.33 2,884 427,992
Number of children &9 months, male 0.35 2,957 457,466
Number of children 8.1 years, female 0.38 3,312 496,006
Number of children 8.1 years, male 0.37 3,395 478,828
Number of adolescents and youth 12 years, female 0.28 2,248 358,090
Number of adolescents and youth 2 years, male 0.26 2,500 337,813
Number of adults 189 years, female 1.03 9,864 1,336,286
Number of adults 189 years, male 0.90 8,775 1,160,101
Number of adults 60 years and above, female 0.11 1,230 147,386
Number of adults 60 years and above, male 0.09 1,113 113,955
Household Composition

Mean household size 4.1 11,815 5,324,683
Percent and number of médieaded households 66.5 7,620 863,026
Percent and number of femdieaded households 335 4,195 435,231
Residence

Rural 42.2 7,478 545,193
Urban 57.8 4,343 753,486

Household composition in 2025 shows a typical demographic structure across age groups, including young
children under five, scho@lged children, adolescents, adults, and older per$aire 2shows hat the
average household size is 4.1 persons, which is consistent with previous national(dugyeipHS 2019
2020) Male-headed households account for 66.5 percent of the sample, while 33.5 percent are headed by
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women. Urban Montserrado accounts for the largest proportion of surveyed households at 35.5 percent,
reaffirming the concentration of population in and around Monrovia, driven by employment opportunities,
access to services, and continued urbanizatiorerGiignificantly represented counties include Nimba,
Bong, and Lofa, which together make up nearly-quarter of all surveyed households. Smaller proportions
appear in sparsely populated and more remote areas such as River Cess, Gbarpolu, Grand iden, and R
Gee. The rurélurban distribution further highlights these disparities: 57.8 percent of surveyed households
reside in urban areas compared to 42.2 percent in rural areas.

Household demographic characteristics are closely linked to food security and nutrition outcomes. Larger
households tend to face greater pressure on food resources, particularly where income sources are limited,
which can result in lower food consumptiaoses and higher vulnerability to food insecurity. Similarly,
households with members living with disabilities often experience additional constraints related to reduced
earning capacity, increased care responsibilities, and higher -helalibd expendines, which may
negatively affect both food access and diet quality. These patterns are consistent with findings from
previous CFSNS rounds, which have shown that household size and dependency ratios are important
determinants of food security status. Theplications are particularly pronounced for child nutrition, as
resource constraints within larger or more vulnerable households can limit dietary diversity and adequate
feeding practices.

4.1.1 Migration

Migration plays a modest but meaningful role in household dynamics and vulnerability in Liberia. The vast
majority of households (98.6 percent) are native and not hosting migrants, while only 1 percent host
migrants and less than 1 percent have membaearsrisaghboring countries, indicating limited crdssrder
movement.Future migration intentions are low overall, with only small proportions planning to return
within the next 812 months or within a year, and 74.8 percent reporting no intention to retuitretia.

Labor migration is limited but present: 6 percent of households have a member who worked outside their
community in the past year, primarily within the same county (34.5 percent) or in another é@.idty (
percent). Migrants most commonly engage in salaried dvgticularly teaching, nursing, and drivihg
followed by mining, skilled trades such as carpentry and tailoring, domestic work, and petty trade.
Remittances, though not widespread, are an importgpiost mechanism for the households tieaeive

them; 70.4 percent of migratihked households report receiving money, along with smaller shares
receiving food, medicine, clothing, or school supp{#snex 3; Table A2.

4.2EDUCATION OF CHILDREN AND YOU TH

The 2025 CFSNS collected detailed information on the early childhood development (ECD) participation
of young children and the schooling patterns of children and youth &3&dyéars. The results highlight
important differences across age, sex, residarma)ty, and wealth quintile, revealing both progress and
persistent gaps in educational access and engagement.

Community Perspectives Access to basic social infrastructure is uneven. Only 73.0 percent of
communities report having a functioning school, while 9.4 percent report none at all. Education availability
is skewed toward lower levels: 94.0 percent have an elementary schookti®4.fupercent have a high
school and 4.4 percent have any community college presence. Early childhood facilities are rare, with only
9.4 percent reporting a kindergari@nnex 3; Table Al).
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Among children agedi3 years, participation in early childhood development programs remains limited,
with only 28.3 percent enrolled. Participation varies substantially across counties and wealth groups.
Children in wealthier households are significamtlgre likely to attend ECD programs; for example, 46.4
percent of children in the highest wealth quintile participate, compared with only 12.4 percent in the poorest
quintile. This wide disparity reflects financial barriers, uneven distribution of preséhablies, and
differences in parental ability to pay fees or transport young children. Clawatygaps are equally stark.

While Urban Montserrad(35.9percent) andlofa (30.1percent) show moderately high ECD patrticipation,
counties such as Bomi (11.3 percent) and Sinoe (11.8 percent) show notably low uptake, suggesting limited
availability of services and potential demaside constraintAnnex 3; Table A3.

School participation among older children is considerably higher. Among children atfegdars, 83.4

percent have ever attended school, and 90.0 percent were attending school during e 206! year.

Urbari rural disparities remain, although botteas show strong attendance. Current attendance reaches
90.3 percent in urban areas compared with 89.5 percent in rural areas, suggesting that once children are
enrolled, retention is relatively stable across both settings. However, rural children éikeless have

ever attended school (76.6 percent) compared with their urban counterparts (87.6 percent), indicating that
school entry remains a challenge in more remote areas.

Access to school meaksn important safety net for child nutritioraches 20.9 percent nationally. Access

is significantly higher in rural counties (33.7 percent) compared with urban areas (13.9 percent). Counties
such as Gran@ape Moun{(75.5percent) andomi (74.3percent) demonstrate the strongest schoedl

access, whil&inoe and Grand Kreounties report much lower levels.

Absenteeism and dropout provide additional i nsigh
National absenteeism among schgoing children stands at 11.7 percent, with variation across counties.

Some counties such Réver Geg5.3 percent) an&inoe(5.7 percent) report low absenteeism, while others

such as Nimba2(l.2percent) show significantly higher rates. These dispalikiely reflect differences in

school accessibility, seasonal agricultural labor demands, and household economiiegrébe national

dropout rate is 18.6 percent, withbanchildren @1.7 percent) more likely to drop out than thoseural

areas 11.3 percent). Counties such &ver Gee (40.2 percent) and Nimi#28(1 percentexhibit high

dropout rate$Annex 3; Table A3.

Wealth disparities again show strong influence. Children from wealthier households have higher school
attendance, lower dropout rates, and greater participation in ECD. For example, 93.2 percent of children in
the wealthiest quintile currently attend schommpared with66.7 percenin the poorestjuintile.

4.3 DISABILITY AND FUNCTIONAL LIMITATIONS

The findings from the 2025 CFSNS indicate that disability and chronic illness affect a meaningful share of
Liberian households and play an important role in shaping household vulnerability, economic capacity, and
food security. Nationally, 4.1 percent afuseholds report at least one member who is chronically ill or
living with a disability. Although the overall prevalence appears modest, the distribution across sex,
residence, counties, and wealth groups reveals patterns that highlight important stnecjuedities.

Women are slightly more likely than men to live in households with a chronically ill or disabled member.
Among femaleheaded households, 4.7 percent report a disabled member compared with 3.8 percent of
maleheaded households. This difference may reflaceégiving burdens that fall disproportionately on
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women, higher health needs among female household members, or increased likelihood of reporting
disabilities in femaléheaded households.

Rural households show a higher prevalence of disability compared with urban households. Approximately
4.8 percent of rural households report a disabled member, compared with 3.6 percent in urban areas. This
ruraliurban gap underscores disparities in accesshealthcare, early diagnosis, chronic disease
management, and rehabilitation services. Rural households often face long distances to health facilities,
weaker transportation networks, and limited access to specialized care, all of which contribgiterto hi
burdens of unmanaged disabilit@ountylevel variation is substantial. Some counties report notably
elevated disability prevalence, including Bomi (7.7 percent), Margibi (4.7 percent), and Nimba (10.3
percent), suggesting potential clustering of chronic illness or injuries linked tooemantal,
socioeconomic, or occupational factors. In contrast, counties such as Gbarpolu (1.0 percent), Grand Kru
(1.7 percent), and Sinoe (1.5 percent) report very low l€dgisex 3; TableAl).

The survey also collected information on functional limitations among heads of household, providing
insight into the disabilities that may constrain household leadership and economic participation. Functional
difficulties vary across domains. Nationally, G8&rcent of household heads have difficulty seeing, 1.9
percent have hearing difficulties, 5.9 percent have limitations walking or climbing steps, 2.2 percent have
challenges remembering or concentrating, 1.1 percent have difficulty communicating1 gmelcant
require support with selfare activities.

Functional limitations also show clear geographic and socioeconomic disparities. Counties such as
Marylandand Lofa report particularly high rates of seeing difficulty among household Hea8pdércent

and 16.7 percent, respectively), whMargibi and Rural Montserradshow higher rates of difficulty

walking or climbing. Urban Montserrado reports relatively lower rates across most functional domains,
consistent with better access to healthcare and rehabilitative services in urban @etiireys3; Table

Ad).

The poorest households consistently show higher rates of disability among both household members and
heads. For example, 5.0 percent of the poorest households include a chronically ill or disabled member
compared with 2.5 percent among the wealthiest. tiamad difficulties especially those related to mobility

and vision arelowerin wealther groups.

The presence of disability within a household has important implications for food security and resilience.
Households with disabled members may face reduced labor capacity, lower income generation potential,
and increased caregiving burdens. Mobility onssey limitations among household heads may hinder
agricultural productivity, market access, or the ability to engage in diverse livelihood activities.
Additionally, disability often increases healthcare expenditures, reducing resources available flor food.

rural areas, where households depend heavily on physical labor and have limited access to assistive services,
disability can significantly heighten vulnerability and deepen poverty.

44 DWELLING CHARACTERISTIC AND LIVING CONDITIONS

The 2025 CFSNS shows that households in Liberia continue to make progress in improving their living
environments, although notable disparities persist between urban and rural areas and across wealth groups.
Nationally, housing conditions have improved nmmsgistantially in roofing, with 92 percent of households
reporting finished roof materials. However, only 43 percent of households report finished walkénd 6
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percent report finished floors, indicating that improvements are uneven and that many households remain
structurally vulnerabléAnnex 3; TablesA5, A6, and A7). More than half of household54.3 percent)
continue to live in dwellings with natural wall materials, and overthird (38.4 percent)ise natural floors.

These conditions expose households to environmental hazards, moisture, pests, and temperature
fluctuations, which in turn can affect food storage, safety, and overall health.

Urban households demonstrate much stronger housing quality than rural households. Nearly all urban
homes have finished roofs, and a large majority have finished walls and floors, reflecting better access to
markets and building materials and higher ovenallsehold income. In contrast, rural households rely
heavily on natural construction materials, especially for walls and floors. Differences across counties reveal
similar inequalities. Urban Montserrado stands out as the county with the strongestgdeailiitions,

with universal finished roofing and very high use of finished walls and floors. Meanwhile, counties such as
River Cess rely heavily on natural building materials, reflecting structural barriers that households face in
improving their dwelling.

Housing quality is strongly correlated with wealth status. The wealthiest households consistently live in
dwellings constructed with finished roofing, finished walls, and finished floors, whereas the poorest
households overwhelmingly rely on natural matistiNearly alhouseholdén the highest wealth quintile

live in structurally durable homes, while most poorer households remain in fragile structures. This divide
underscores the influence of economic status on vulnerability and living standards

4.1.2 Cooking practices and lighting conditions

Cooking practices also reflect household living conditions and economic status. Most households rely on
traditional cooking methods, with more than 90 percent usimge device for cookinfAnnex 3; Table

A8). Threestone fires, movable firepans, and sdliél stoves remain common, and wood and charcoal
dominate as the primary cooking fudiggure 1 shows the percentage distribution of households by the
primary cooking device used, including thh&ene stove/open fire, moveable firepan, other devices, and
traditional solid fuel stoves

Rural households overwhelmingly rely on wood and open @28 percent)which increases exposure to
smoke and respiratory illness, while urban households more frequently use charcoal and movable firepans
(84.0 percent)Wealth plays a decisive role, as poorer households depend almost entirely on open fires and
wood, while wealthier households more frequently use charcoal and cleaner stoves. These differences
influence food preparation patterns, dietary diversity, apd®xre to household air pollution.

Community Perspectives:Unsafe energy sources worsen respiratory illness and reduce dietary diversity
through limited cooking option€ommunitiesalsoreported that there is firewood scarcity in some areas
and unreliable lighting restricts food preparatiéurther theyreported that smoke from firewood also
adverselyympactsc hi | dr ends heal t h.

Lighting conditions further illustrate inequalities in living standards. Although [®&rcent of households
report access to some form of lighting, the type varies widely. Electricity is used.byp&8ent of
households nationally, but its distribution is highly uneveni grcent of urban households have
electricity compared with only.7 percent of rural households. Battgrgwered lights are the most
common lighting source in rural areas, while sglawered lights are becoming increasingly impdrian
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counties with limited grid access. Wealthier households rely heavily on electricity, while pooseholds

Figure 1. Distribution of Most Commonly Used Cooking Devices Among Households (%), CFSNS 2025
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4.1.3 Mosquito net ownership
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The 2025 CFSNS findings show that mosquito net ownedship essential component of malaria

preventio® remains uneven across Liberia, with marked disparities by residence, county, and household
wealth. Nationally, 67.2 percent of households report ownitepat one mosquito net. While this reflects
moderate coverage, the distribution is far from uniform and highlights important gaps that may undermine

national malaria control efforts.

Table 3. Household Ownership of Mosquito Nets, by Selected Household Characteristi€&FSNS 2025

Household ownership of

Characteristics mosquito nets (%) Total

All households 67.2 11,821
Residence

Rural 70.1 7,478
Urban 56.8 4,343
County

Bomi 67.0 778
Bong 62.4 804
Gbarpolu 67.5 782
Grand Bassa 48.9 773
Grand Cape Mount 71.3 717
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Household ownership of

Characteristics mosquito nets (%) Total

Grand Gedeh 80.8 746
Grand Kru 66.9 745
Lofa 88.4 743
Margibi 69.9 733
Maryland 53.9 808
Rural Montserrado 64.3 628
Urban Montserrado 49.6 628
Nimba 80.0 718
River Cess 75.9 748
River Gee 84.4 747
Sinoe 48.4 723
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 58.1 667
Fourth 56.9 1,377
Middle 61.7 2,503
Second 72.3 3,449
Lowest (poorest) 62.6 3,820

Rural households report substantially higher levels of mosquito net ownership tharbérecaunterparts.
Approximately 70.1 percent of rural households own at least one net, compared with 56.8 percent of urban
householdsTable 3shows thathere is substantial variation across countm/erage is strongestliofa

(86.4 percent)River Gee (84.4 percentbrand Gedeh (80.8 percent), Nimba (80.0 percant),River

Cess (75.9 percent)n contrast, several counties fall well below the national average, including Grand
Bassa48.9 percent Maryland £3.9 percent Urban MontserradalQ.6 percent and Sinoe48.4 percent

4. 5WATER, SANITATION, AND HYGIENE
4.2.1 Drinking water

Access to improved water sources remains one of the strongest protective factors for nutrition and health.
In Liberia, 8.6 percent of households use improved drinking water sources, but this conceals strong
geographic and socioeconomic disparities. Urban households hawsheasal access to improved water

(94.0 percent)whereas only 62 percent of rural households do. Coutayel differences are substantial:
counties such as Urban Montserrado, Lofa, Nimba, Maryland, and Grand Cape Mount hawgnerels

of improved water access, while Grand Gedeh, Grand Bassa, River Cess, Bomi, and Bong lag behind.
Wealth disparities are similarly sharp: nearly all wealthy households use improved drinking water, while
only about half of the poorest households do

The 2025 CFSNS findingsilso provide an indept h picture of Liberiads
accessibility, and hygiene conditions, revealing strong geographic, socioeconomic, and infrastructural
disparities that directly influence health and nutrition outcomes. Nationally, thetynajdrouseholds rely

on off-premise water sources, with 83.2 percent obtaining their drinking water from locations outside their
own dwelling or plot. Only 3.7 percent of households have water available within their dwetich@3.1

percent access water within their own plot or y@mnex 3; Table A10).

Community PerspectivesMany communities depend on unsafe soyncetudingflooding contaminais
water, andlimited sanitation infrastructur®oor WASH conditions drive child illness, influencing wasting
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trends.

Urban households have significantly better access-fr@mise drinking water than rural households, with

24.2 percent obtaining water from their own plot or yard adpércent from within the dwelling,
compared with rural households, where 92.5 percent rely on external s@ouasy disparities reinforce

this divide: Grand Bassa shows notably better access, with 21.6 percent of households accessing water
within the dwelling and 6.2 percent within the yard, while counties such as Grand Kru, Gbarpold, G

Cape Mount, and Grand Gedeh rely almost entirely on water fetched from outside the compound, indicating
limited infrastructure and weak water systems in remote areas. Wealth differences further shape access, as
the wealthiest households are far mdkely to obtain water within the dwelling (8.7 percent) or yard (39.8
percent), whereas the poorest households overwhelmingly depend on external collection (92.4 percent)

Water treatment practices also contribute to household vulnerability. Whilgpé&ent of households

report treating their drinking water, urban households are far more likely than rural households to do so
(80.1 percent vs. 37.8 percent, respectiveBgasonal treatment is common; many households treat water
only during the rainy season, leaving long periods of potential exposure to contaminated sources. Some
counties, including Urban Montserrado and Bomi, have strong water treatment coveragehetsisuch

as Grand Cape Mount, River Cess, Grand Bassa, and Grand Kru show very weak treatment practices
(Figure 2).

Figure 2. Percentage of Households Treating Drinking Water, by County, CFSNS 2025
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Wealthier households treat water more consistently throughout the year, while poorer households often lack
the means to purchase treatment prodMtser treatment practices show a clear gradient across wealth
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groups, with a substantially higher proportion of households in the highest wealth quintile (90.6 percent)
reporting treatment of drinking water compared to those in lower quintiles. Coverage declines steadily with
decreasing wealth, reaching just 27.6cpet among the poorest households, highlighting pronounced
socioeconomic disparities in access to safe water praclibesteliance on chlorination as the primary
treatment metho(bP6.8 percentjeflects national public health campaigns but highlightséezl for more
consistent yearound uptake.

4.2.2 Sanitation and hygiene

Table A1l (Annex 3) presents household access to essential hygiene products, the type of sanitation
facilities used (improved versus unimproved), and the prevalence of open defecation, disaggregated by
place of residence, county, and household wealth quintile. Percentagadcatated among households

with valid responses for each indicator; totals may vary slightly across components due to missing data.

Sanitation conditions remain a major challer@ely 61.5 percent of households nationwide use improved
sanitation facilities, and there is a pronounced furalan divide: 851 percent of urban households have
improved sanitation compared with only8.2 percent of rural households. Open defecation remains
widespread27.4 percent)especially in rural areas, where more than half of households pra¢B@edit
percent) compared @3 percent in urban areas

Figure 3. Improved Sanitation Coverage and Open Defecation by CountyCFSNS 2025
100 91.9

Percent

Counties such as River Cess, Gbharpd@omi, and Grand Kru show particularly high levels of open
defecation. Wealth disparities armark nearly all wealthy households have improved sanitat@ah8
percent) whereas the poorest households overwhelmingly rely on unimproved fa¢8Bi€spercentpr
open defecatiofi77.4 percent)
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Figure 3 demonstrates that inadequate sanitation infrastructure is directly associated with open defecation
practices. Counties such as River Cess, Gbarpolu, and Bomi represent priority areas for sanitation
investment and behavior change programming. Expandingsateénproved sanitation facilities in rural

and underserved counties is essential to reducing fecal contamination, preventing diarrheal disease, and
improving nutrition outcomes.

Access to hygiene productsn important determinant of disease prevention and food s&fatyixed.
Nationally, only 22.3 percent of households have acaesdl essential hygiene products such as soap,
toothpaste, menstrual hygiene items, and washing detergents. A much larger proportion, 72.7 percent, have
somebut not all of these products, while 5.0 percent lack access entirely. Urban households report better
access, with 29.4 percent able to obtain all hygiene products, whereas only 12.5 peucehthofiseholds

can do the same. Counties liReial andUrban Montserradand Grand Gedeshow the strongest access

to allhygiene productgeflecting urban markets and higher purchasing power, while counties such as Lofa,
River Gee, and Grand Krexhibit high proportions of households lacking complete hygiene supplies.
Wealthbased disparities are stark. Access to all hygiene produdigher in thehouseholds in the
wealthiest quitile (45.4 percentcompared with only 7.1 percent among the poof&esnex 3; Table

All).

4.6 ACCESS TO HEALTH FACILITIES AND ROADS

Accessibility to health services and transportation plays a critical role in shaping household resilience and
food security.

Community Perspectives:About 92 percent report a functioning clinic, implying that primary health
access is relatively widespred&bad connectivity is moderate but suggests persistent isolation risks: 98.8
percent report a motorable road, 73.0 percent a drivable road, and 33.7 percent a feeder road, meaning that
while most communities have some road access, fewer have reliabk;duglity connections.

Transportation access remains a critical constraint for many households, with implications for market
access, service delivery, and food security. Although most communities (85.9 percent) have motorable
roads accessible throughout the year, 11.6 percgndmaloads usable only during the dry season, and 2.5
percent lack any motorable acsé&nnex 3; Table A2.

Travel time to the nearest motorable road further highlights these challenges: while 12.1 percent of
households live within 30 minutes of a road, nearly-thicds (63.3 percent) must travel one hour or more,

and 16 percent are located more than five hawayd conditions that limit mobility, increase transport
expenses, and reduce access to markets and health services. Motorbikes dominate as the most common
mode of transport (70 percent), reflecting their affordability and ability to navigate poor raditore,

while public vehicles (15.7 percent) and kekehs (12.1 percent) serve a smaller share of households; private
vehicle ownership is extremely rare (0.5 percent). Transportation costs rise substantially during the rainy
season, increasing from 966.RD in the dry season to 1,206.2 LRD during the rainy season, underscoring
how deteriorating road quality and longer travel times elevate household expenditure and further constrain
economic participation, food access, and service utilizgfonex 3; Table A2).
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5. HOUSEHOLD FOOD SECURITY

The 2025 CFSNS assessed household food security and consumption outcomes across multiple dimensions,
foll owing internationally recognized standards es
This chapter presents indicators derived from experibased, accedsased, and consumptitrased

measures of food security, providing a comprehensive understanding of household vulnerability and dietary
adequacy.

The analysis included the following indicators: the Household Hunger Scale (HHS), Household Food
Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS), Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS), Food Consumption Score
(FCS),and theFood Expenditure Share (FES). Together, these measures capture both the experiential and
behavioral dimensions of food insecurity, as well as housdbeéd consumption patterns and economic
capacity to meet food and némod needs. Each indicator provida complementary perspective: the HHS
measurs the severity of hunger experiences, HFIAS captures anxiety and insufficiency related to food
access, HDDS and FCS reflect dietary quality and frequency, while FES quantify economic vulnerability
and purchasing power.

Beyond descriptive patterns, the findings point to several structural drivers of household food insecurity.
Limited income opportunities, high dependence on markets for staple foods, and exposure to recurrent
shock® including price volatility and climateelated disruptior continue to constrain household food
access. Households with lower socioeconomic status, larger household sizes, and weaker livelihood
diversification are disproportionately affected, as reflected in poorer food consumption and higliser le

of hunger. Comparisons with earlier survey results, including the 2018 CFSNS and the Liberia
Demographic and Health Survey, suggest that while some indicators of food consumption have shown
modest improvement over time, overall vulnerability remaigh,tparticularly in the context of rising food

prices and climatic variability. These findings underscore the persistence of structural food insecurity and
highlight the need for integrated interventions that strengthen livelihoods, improve market acdess,
enhance resilience to shocks.

The results presented in this chapter form the foundation for understanding the prevalence and severity of
food insecurity in Liberia, establishing critical linkages between food access, consumption, and socio
economic resilience.

51 FOOD CONSUMPTION AND DIETARY DIVERSITY
5.1.1 Food Consumption Score

The Food Consumption Score (FCS) is a composite indicator used by WFP to assess dietary quality based
on the frequency and nutritional value of foods consumed in the previous seven days. Households are
categorized into poor, borderline, and acceptable doodumption groups, reflecting the adequacy of their

diets.

Nationally, the 2025 CFSNS shows that most Liberian households have acceptable food consumption,
although important gaps remain. OveraB,7 percent of households have poor and borderline 5CS (
percent of householdsave poor FC&nd 13.0 percertaveborderlineFCS), while 81.2 percent report
acceptable consumption, with a mean FCS of 50.4. These results represent an improvement from the 2018
CFSNS, which showed significantly higher levels of inadequate consumptioR0 percent of households
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hadpoor and borderline FC$HoweverLi beri a6s mean FCS remains bel ow
WFP West Africa assessments, suggesting persistent challenges in achievingnichriiats.

Figure 4 compares the percentage of households with inadequate food consumption (Food Consumption
Score O 42) across the 2018 Comprehensive Food Se:«
Security Assessment, and the 2025 CFSNS, illustrating changesditdnsumption adequacy over time.
Inadequate consumption increased slightly from 20.0 percent in the 2018 CFSNS to 21.0 percent during

the Rapid Food Security Assessment, before declining to 18.7 percent in the 2025 CFSNS. The pattern
suggests a modest improvement in food consumption adgdqo the most recent survey, following a

period of deterioration likely associated with shocks captured in the rapid assessment.

Figure4.Tr ends in Inadequate Food Consump, CFkSHa20(8FRES
2022, and CFSNS 2025
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Ruralurbandifferences are pronounced. Rural households have higher levels of poor (7.4 percent) and
borderline (18.6 percent) food consumption compared with urban households (4.4 percent and 8.9 percent,
respectively). Urban households are more likely to mainie@able consumption levels (86.7 percent)

than rural households (74.0 percerfountylevel results reveal substantial geographic disparities.
Gbarpolu has the weakest dietary outcomes, with 23.2 percent of households classified as [®6r and 3
percent as borderli&igure 5). Elevated levels of poor and borderline consumption are also seen in Grand
Kru, Maryland,and Grand Bassa, reflecting limited market integration and livelihood vulnerabilities. In
contrast,urbanMontserrado, Sinoe, ariRiver Geeshow strong dietary performance, with more than 93
percent of households achieving acceptable consum@tiorex 3, Table A12).

Food consumption outcomes also vary actiosg/ealth quintiles in ways that diverge from global patterns.
While the wealthiest quintile records the highest mean FCS (61.7), poor food consumption is present across
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all socioeconomic groups. The poorest quintile shows 8.3 percent poor consumptidordartine

Figure 5. Food Consumption Score categories by county, CFSNS 2025
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consumption remains elevated in both lower and middle quintiles.

Inadequate food consumption, as reflected by poor and borderline Food Consumption Scores, is driven by
a combination of limited household purchasing power, high dependence on markets for staple foods, and
exposure to recurrent shocks, including food pvickatility and climaterelated disruptions. Households

with lower socioeconomic status, limited livelihood diversification, and larger household sizes are
particularly vulnerable to constrained dietary quality and frequency. Poor food consumption hénimpor
implications for nutrition outcomes, as diets characterized by low diversity and insufficient intake of
nutrientrich foods increase the risk of acute malnutrition, micronutrient deficiencies, and growth faltering
among children, as well as inadequdiggary intake among women. Seasonal factors further influence food
consumption patterns in Liberia, with food availability and access typically deteriorating during the lean
season, when household stocks are depleted and reliance on markets incréasgsopaimg during the
postharvest period. These seasonal dynamics contribute to fluctuations in food consumption and nutrition
risk over the year.

Annex 3; Table A12 shows that inadequate food consumption is more prevalent among poorer households,
rural households, and those exposed to shocks, highlighting the role of socioeconomic vulnerability and
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instability in shaping dietary quality. These patterns underscore the importance of strengthening household
resilience, income opportunities, and shoegponsive interventions to improve food consumption.

5.1.2 Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS)

The Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) measures the number of food groups consumed by a
household in the previous 24 hours and serves as a proxy for dietary quality and economic access to food.
Based on 12 standard food groups, households are idddsio three categories: severely food insecure
(HDDS (' 3), moderately food insecure (HDD$6}, and food secure or mildly food insecure (HDDS 7

12). Higher dietary diversity is generally associated with better nutrient intake and higher food security.

Nationally, the 2025 CFSNS results indicate that 4.0 percent of households fall into the severely food
insecure category, 44.0 percent into the moderately food insecure category, and 52.0 percent into the food
secure or mildly food insecure categoilhe national mean HDDS is 6.8, suggesting modest dietary
diversity overall. Differences by residencen HDDS mirror patterns seen in the FCS results. Rural
households exhibit higher levels of moderate food insecurity (54.0 percent) and lower dietary dizarsity t
urban households. Only 41.9 percent of rural housetaoskfe®od secure/mildly food insecure, compared

with 59.4 percent in urban areas. Urban households also have a slightly lower severe food insecurity (3.8
percent) compared with rural households (4.1 percent). These findings align with structural challenges in
rural areas, including seasonal food availability, limited access to diverse markets, and heavier reliance on
staple cropgAnnex 3; Table A13).

The high proportion of households classified as moderately food insecure has important policy and
programmatic implications. While these households may not yet experience severe hunger, they remain
highly vulnerable to shocks, seasonal stress, and puict@ditions, which can rapidly push them into severe

food insecurity. The concentration of moderate food insecurity in rural areas suggests the need for
preventive and resiliendecused interventions, including support to agricultural production, improved
market access, livelihood diversification, and seasonal safety nets. Targeting moderately food insecure
households is particularly critical to prevent deterioration in food consumption and dietary diversity, with
downstream implications for child and matak nutrition. Strengthening resilience among this group can
reduce the future burden of severe food insecurity and protect development gains.

Countylevel variation in HDDS is substantial and underscores significant geographic disparities in dietary
diversity across LiberidAnnex 3; Table Al13 and Figure 6). Maryland County exhibits the highest
prevalence of severe food insecurity, with 22.6 percent of households falling into the lowest HDDS
category. Other counties with elevated levels of severe dietary insecurity include River Cess (7.3 percent),
Nimba (68 percent), Bong (5.1 percent), and Margibi (5.1 percent), reflecting persistent challenges in
accessing diverse and nutrieith foods. Conversely, counties such as Sinoe (0.8 percent), Grand Gedeh
(1.5 percent), and Urban Montserrado (1.8 percent) repoy low levels of severe dietary insecurity

However, the number of households classified in the severe category in these counties is below 30, making
these estimates statistically unreliable and not suitable for robust interprefatiarresult, these figures

should not be oveinterpreted or used in isolation to draw firm conclusions about relative performance or

to prioritize geographic interventions. Instead, codatel patterns should be considered alongside
broader food secuyiiindicators, trends across categories, and contextual infomtatsupport responsible
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Figure 6. Distribution of Household Dietary Diversity Status by County (HDDS) CFSNS 2025
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and transparent use of the ddthese limitations should be considered when comp&DDS outcomes
across counties or identifying geographic priorities for intervention

The share of households classified as food secure/mildly food insecure also varies widely, with Grand Bassa
(77.3 percent), Sinoe (67.7 percent), and Urban Montserrado (68.1 percent) demonstrating fatgtively
dietary diversity. Conversely, dietary diversity is weakest in counties such as Maryland (11.2 percent) and
Bong (27.7 percent)

Dietary diversity also increases consistently with wealth, as expected. The highest wealth quintile shows
that76.8 percent of householdsefood secure/mildly food insecure and only 1.3 perbantsevere food
insecurity. The lowest wealth quintile exhibits a markedly different profile: 5.4 percent of households are
severely food insecure and only 38.1 percent achieve adequate dietary diversity.

5.1.3 Household Hunger Scale

The Household Hunger Scale (HHS) is a standardized measure of food deprivation that captures whether
households experienced a complete lack of food, went to bed hungry, or spent an entire day and night
without eating during the 30 days preceding the sureyelies on three occurrenemdfrequency
questions and results in a score from 0 to 6, allowing households to be classified as having little to no hunger
(HHS Q' 1), moderate hunger (HH$ ), or severe hunger (HH$ &). Unlike indicators of dietary @lity,

HHS reflects the intensity of acute food deprivation, making it particularly relevant for identifying
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households facing shei@rm hunger or shocks.

At the national level, Liberia continues to show low prevalence of acute hunger. Urban households exhibit
better outcomes overall, with 88.3 percent experiencing little to no hunger, compared with 83.7 percent of
rural householdsModerate hunger affects 15.9 percent of rural households and 11.4 percent of urban
householdsSevere hunger neains very rare in both settings, recorded among only 0.4 percent of rural
households and 0.3 percent of urban housel{dlasex 3; Table A14. However, because the numloé
households reporting severe hunger in both strata is fewer than 30, these estimates are not statistically
reliable They should therefore be interpreted with caution and treated as indicative signals rather than
precise measurements.

Across counties, hunger outcomes vary sharply. Somedasegh as River Gee (70.4 percent), River Cess
(62 percent), and Margibi (43.8 percén§how markedly higher proportions of households experiencing
moderate hunger, reflecting underlying vulneralgisitlinked to livelihoods, market access, and seasonal
shortagegFigure 7). In contrast, counties including Grand Bassa, Lofa, and Grand @sjutath very low
levels of both moderate and severe hunger. Celenst variation in hunger outcomes reflects underlying
differences in livelihoods, market access, and exposure to seasonal and economic shocks.

Figure 7. Prevalence of Household Hunger Scale (HHS) by CountZFSNS 2025
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Counties such as River Gee, River Cess, and Margibi, which exhibit higher levels of moderate hunger, are
characterized by limited livelihood diversification, greater dependence on markets for food access, and
heightened vulnerability to seasonal shortaged price fluctuations. In these contexts, even dieont

disruptions can translate into increased hunger experiences. These findings highlight the need for
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geographically targeted interventions that strengthen livelihoods, improve market connectivity, and
enhance shoetesponsive safety nets in hi@lunger counties, rather than relying solely on national
averages.

Hunger outcomes also follow a strong economic gradient. Among the wealthiest households, nearly all
(97.7 percent) report little to no hunger, with severe hunger essentially absent. In contrast, households in
the lowest wealth quintile experience substdlyti higher levels of moderate hunger (19.8 percent
compared t@.3 percent for wealthiest househg|diemonstrating how economic status continues to shape
vulnerability to acute food shortag@snnex 3; Table A14.

The Household Hunger Scale (HHS) shows a sustained downward trend, declining from 20 percent in 2018
to 13.2 percent in 2028-igure 8). While this reflects measurable progress in reducing the severity of

Figure 8. Trend in Household Hunger Scale (HHS), 201182025.
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household hunger, more than one in eight households continue to experience hunger, underscoring the need
for sustained and geographically targeted interventions.

5.1.4 Household Food Insecurity Access Scale

The Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) measures the degree to which households
experience problems related to food access during the previous four weeks. It captures increasing severity,
from anxiety about food availability to reductions indoguality and, in more severe cases, reductions in

food quantity. Based on the standardized +ii@m questionnaire, households are classified as food secure,
mildly food insecure, moderately food insecure, or severely food insecure. The indicator liefelcts
experiences of food access constréintsich as worry, dietary monotony, and reduced mealdsizesking

it central for understanding naraloric dimensions of food insecurity.

At the national level, food access challenges remain widespread. Only 39.2 percent of households are food
secure, while 31.8 percent are mildly food insecure and 24.1 percent are moderately food insecure. Severe
food insecurity affects 4.9 percent of houskels, indicating that while extreme deprivation is relatively
limited, a substantial majority of households continue to face significant disruptions in food access. The
national mean HFIAS score is 5.0, reflecting moderate levels ofdoogss vulneraliy (Annex 3; Table

A15).
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Food insecurity differs sharply by residence. Rural households are considerably more affected: only 23.8
percent are food secure compared with 50.3 percent of urban households. Rural areas also carry a much
higher burden of mild (38.6 percent) and mode(agl percent) food insecurity than urban households
(26.9 percent and 18.3 percent, respectively). Severe food insecurity affects 5.4 percent of rural households
and 4.5 percent of urban households

Countylevel patterns reveal substantial geographic disparities in food atkbas Montserrado stands

out as the least food insecure, with 67.2 percent of households food secure and very low severe food
insecurity (0.8 percent), though again with an insufficient sample size for the severe category. Other
counties with relatively smire access include Grand Bassa (51.1 percent food secure) and Gbarpolu (48.0
percent). In contrast, several counties face markedly high food inseéloitgeholds in River Gee (18.2
percent) Margibi (14.7 percent), Rural Montserradiod Bomi(11.6 percat and 11 percent, respectively)

have severely high food insecurity.

Food insecurity is also strongly patterned by socioeconomic status. Households in the highest wealth
quintile exhibit overwhelmingly better food access: 81.3 percent are food secure, with less than 1 percent
severely food insecure (though again with a dangize under 30). In contrast, only 18.1 percent of
households in the poorest quintile are food secure. More thathiodef the lowestvealth households

(36.3 percent) are moderately food insecure, and 6.7 percent are severely food insecurehehiayhiest

rate across all socioeconomic groupgggre 9).

Figure 9. Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) Classification by Wealth Quintjl€FSNS 2025

B Food secure [l Mildly food insecure Moderately food insecure [l Severely food insecure

Highest (wealthiest) 81.3 13.3 4.4]I

Fourth 48.7 31.8 15.

Middle 28.6 38.8 26 E
Second 22.8 37.5 33.4 H

Lowest (poorest) 18.1 36.3 38.9
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HFI AS provides insight into househol dsé experienc
food supply and compromises in food quality and quantity. At the national level, the HFIAS results indicate

that a substantial share of households egpee acceseelated food insecurity, reflecting persistent
economic and structural barriers to adequate food access. Qeweityariation in HFIAS outcomes

mirrors patterns observed in other food security indicators, with higher access constraints iavide
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counties characterized by limited livelihood opportunities, greater market dependence, and exposure to
seasonal shortages and shocks. These acglagsd challenges are closely linked to lodietary diversity,

as captured by HDDS, and to poorer food consumption outcomes reflected in FCS, while HFIAS
complements HHS by capturing less extreme but more widespread forms of food insecurity. Together, these
indicators highlight that food insecurity Liberia is driven not only by severe hunger, but also bgrdh
constraints on food access and diet quality. The findings underscore the importance of interventions that
improve household purchasing power, market access, and livelihood resilience, particularly in counties with
elevated HFIAS levels.

5.1.5 Food Expenditure Share

The Food Expenditure Share (FES) measures the proportion of total household expenditure allocated to
food. Households are classified as having low FES (<50%), medium FESSD high FES (65/5%),

or very high FES (>75%). A higher food share generatipals greater economic vulnerability, as poor
households must devote a larger portion of limited resources to food, leaving little for health, education, or
other essentials. The FES indicator is widely used by WFP and partners to assess householhdelfare
economic reifience.

At the national level, households allocate an avera@® glercenof total expenditure to food, indicating

that consumption patterns across much of Liberia remain heavily constrained by limited irféigomes.

10 shows the percentage of households classified into low, medium, high, and very high food expenditure
categories based on FES.

Figure 10. Distribution of Households by Food Expenditure Score (FES) Categoryy Region CFSNS 2025
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The distribution highlights that a substantial share of household#nfallthe very high expenditure
category, while smaller proportions are observed in the low and medium catelyeddg 41 percenbf
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households fall into theery highexpenditure category (FES >75%), while an additi@@eé percentall

into thehigh category (6575%). Only15.2 percenbf households maintain a low food expenditure share

of less than half of total spending. These patterns suggest that most households continue to operate near
subsistence levels, with limited financial flexibility to absorb price shocks or invest ifondmeeds.

Marked differences emerge between rural and udoeas Rural households spend a significantly higher
proportion of their budgets on food, with 65.2 percent falling into the very high expenditure group,
compared with only 23.1 percent of urban households. Conversely, low food expenditure is far more
common inurban areas: 21.6 percent of urban households report low FES compared with only 6.3 percent
of rural households.

Food expenditure patterns vary substantially across counties, highlighting wide inequities in purchasing
power and household resilience. Urban Montserrado has one of the lowest shares of very high FES at 14.8
percent, while counties such as River Gee (B@&rbent)Gbarpolu (72.4 percentgrand Cape Mount (71.3
percent)andGrand Bassa (70.7 percgshow higher rates of very high expenditure, indicating more acute
economic vulnerabilityBomi and Grand Kralso record elevated share$6t5percent ané4.1percent,
respectivelylLow food expenditure is most common in the wealthier and more economically diversified
counties. For example, the low FE&S0%)are found inGrand Kru(4.2 percent) andomi (4.7 percent).

However, careful interpretation is needed for counties where the number of households in a given FES
category falls below 30pr example cases such as Ri WéperceBtmedor | ow FI
Grand Cape Mount (3.3 percent; n=3#puld not be used for statistical infere(anex 3; Table A16).

Food expenditure is strongly correlated with household wealth. Among the wealthiest quintile, only 8.4
percent spend more than 75 percent of their budget on food, while 32.3 percent maintain low FES. In
contrast, the poorest quintile shows the reverserpaff@.7 percent of the poorest households fall into the
very high food share category, and only 4.7 percent report low FES. Mjduitle households fall
between these extremes but remain heavily burdened, with 25.4 percent recording high BER and
percent recording very high expenditure.

Figure 11 shows a steady increase in the share of households allocating at least 65 percent of their income
to food, rising from 40 percent in the 2018 CFSNS to 49 percent during the 2022 Rapid Food Security
Assessment, and further to 61.4 percent in the 2025 CFB¥MSupward trend indicates growing economic
pressure on households, with food expenditures absorbing an increasingly large share of total income. Such
high food expenditure shares are commonly associated with heightened vulnerability todoodtinsas
households have limited capacity to absorb price shocks or income losses. The findings suggest a
deterioration in household economic resilience over time, despite changes in food consumption outcomes.

FES provides an important measure of household economic vulnerability, as higher shares of total
expenditure devoted to food indicate reduced flexibility to absorb shocks or investfimodlomeeds such

as health, education, and productive assets. Holadselgoth high FES are more likely to experience
constraints on diet quality and diversity, as limited resources are prioritized toward staple foods rather than
nutrientrich items, a pattern reflected in lower HDDS and poorer food consumption outcomes
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Elevated FES is also closely linked to aceedated food insecurity captured by HFIAS, as households
spending a large proportion of their income on food remain highly sensitive to price increases and market
disruptions. Countyevel disparities in FES flect differences in livelihood opportunities, income sources,
market access, and exposure to shocks, with higher FES observed in counties characterized by limited
economic diversification and greater reliance on purchased food. These findings undbesoeedtfor

Figure1.LTrend in the Proportion of Househol,CESN®A2& n ¢
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policy and programmatic interventions that strengthen livelihoods, increase household incomes, improve
market efficiency, and reduce exposure to price volatility, particularly infigh counties.

5.2SHOCKS AND COPING STRATEGIES

Households in Liberia face a range of shocks that affect their livelihoods, food security, and overall
resilience. These shocks include the loss of household members, illness, employment disruptions, crop
losses, and price fluctuations, among others. Witdeding the types and frequency of shocks experienced

is essential for designing policies and programs that strengthen household coping capacity and prevent
long-term food insecurity. This section examines both general and economic shocks reporte@ over th
previous 12 months, their distribution across demographic and geographic groups, and their immediate
impact on household welleing.

5.2.1 Experience of any shocks

Nationally, 26.3 percent of households reported experiencing at least one shock in the past 12 months
underscoring the widespread exposure to adverse efRumed households reported shocks more frequently
(30.0 percent) than urban households (23.5 peraefigcting greater vulnerability among rural households

to climatic, economic, and livelihoetlated disturbance§ here is notable variation across counties.
Counties with higher reported exposure include Margibi (53.7 percent), River Gee (448t)p8inoe

(43.6 percentand Grand Cape Mount (42.8 percent). In contrast, counties such as Grand Kru (5.9 percent)
and Rural Montserradd8.8 percent) reported lower levels of shock exposure. These differences likely
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reflect variations in livelihood structures, reliance on agriculture, and exposure to environmental or
economic instabilitf{Annex 3; Table A17).

Shock exposure also varies across wealth quintiles. Thetfpaeresiguintile reports a shock rate of 30.8
percent, compared with 17.0 percent among the wealthiest households, suggesting that poorer households
face higher vulnerability to disruptions that threaten their livelihoods and consumption.

5.2.2 Types of shocks experienced by households

Households in Liberia experience a range of shocks that vary in both frequency and impact on livelihoods
and food security. Economic shodkparticularly food price increases and employment disrugdions
emerge as the most widespread and impactful, diremtistaining household purchasing power and access

to food. Livelihoodrelated shocks, including crop losses and reduced agricultural production, are especially
pronounced in rural areas and contribute to seasonal food shortages and income instakitityelbiteal

shocks, such as illness or the loss of a household member, impose additional financial burdens through
increased medical expenses and reduced labor availability, further weakening household resilience.

Specifically, he most commonly reported shock nationally was the death of a working household member,
affecting 23.0 percent of all househo(8gyure 12). Floods were also widely experienced, reported by 14.8
percent of households. Other frequently cited shocks included chronic iliness of a household member (8.3
percent) Jack or loss of employment (8.1 percemtice fluctuations (7.7 percengndtheft of money or
valuables (7.6 percent)

Patterns differed substantially by residence. Rural households more commonly experienced agriculturally
related shocks, including crop damage by insects or disease (10.5 percent), whereas urban households

Figure 12. Most Common Types of Shocks Experienced by Households in the Past 12 Months
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reported higher exposure to theft (8.9 percent) and floods (24.6 percent).
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Community Perspectives:Further, environmental instability increases food insecurity and undermines
coping capacity, especially for poor households. Communities reported face flooding, storms, pest attacks,
and erosion. These shocks and rainy season severely disrupt livelihoods.

Countylevel variation in shock exposure reflects differences in livelihood systems, market integration, and
vulnerability to climatic and economic stressors, with higher shock prevalence observed in counties that
rely heavily on rainfed agriculture and rkat-dependent food accedfa, for example, showed higher
levels of crop damage (21.3 percent), while flooding was most common in Urban Montserrado (42.7
percent) and Maryland (30.4 percent). Chronic illness was notably prevaiintba and River Ceg21.0
percent). These variations reflect differences in livelihood patterns, environmental exposure, and
infrastructure across counties

5.2.3 Economic shocks

Economic shocks directly affecting household financial stability were also asdeigged.13 shows he
most common economic shocks includkxdth of a working household member (9.1 percent), laldser
of employment (8.1 percent), price fluctuations (7.7 percent), and theft of money or valuables (7.6 percent).

Figure 13. Economic Shocks Experienced by Households in the Past 12 Montl@&FSNS 2025

Death of a working 91
household member ;
Lack or loss of 8.1
employment :
Theft of money or 76
valuables :
High costs of Ag
inputs I 03
0 2 4 6 8 10

Percent

Rural and urban areas experienced similar levels of-peie¢ed shocks, though loss of employment was
slightly more common in urban househol@ountylevel patterns again varied. Gbarpolu exhibited
exceptionally high reporting ¢éick or loss oEmployment (75.2 percent), whiBong Countyhad elevated
levels of households affected by the death of a working mer@bekfercent). Theft was most prevalent
in Nimba (21.2 percent).Shocks related to price fluctuations was reporteGiand Cape Mount (32.3
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percent) and Sinoe (31.8 perceMealth differences were visible, with poorer households showing higher
exposure taeath of a working household member and lack/loss of employroemgared with households
in the wealthiest quintile.

5.2.4 Number of shocksexperienced

Households often faced more than one shock during the recall period. Nationally, 18.8 percent of
households experienced one shock, 6.0 percent experienced two shocks, and 1.4 percent experienced three
shockg(Annex 3; Table A17).

Clear geographic and socioeconomic patterns also emerge, with higher incidences of multiple shocks
observed in several counties and among poorer wealth quintiles, indicating that households already facing
economic constraints are more likely to experiemgeated shocks that can compound vulnerability and
undermine food security and resilience.

Rural households showed slightly higher exposure to multiple shocks, with 21.7 percent reporting one
shock and 6.5 percent reporting two shocks, compared with 16.8 percent and 5.7 percent in urban areas,
respectively. The distribution of multiple shocksrigd across counties. In Sinoe, 37.5 percent of
households reported experiencing one shock, iiiler Geeshowed a high concentration of households
experiencing two shocks4H4 percent). In contraghouseholds reporting three shocks is rati¢h Margbi

and Sinod4.7 percent and 4.5 percent, respectivedpprting three shocks

The number of households reportiygpe ofshocks in many counties is fewer than 30. As a result, several
countylevel estimates do not meet statistical reliability thresholds and should be interpreted with caution.
These patterns underscore the importance of stesgonsive social protection, livelihood diversification,

and early warning systems to mitigate the immediate and ktagarimpacts of shocks on food security

5.2.5 Impact of shocks on household

Shocks had broad i mpacts on households6é ability
households indicated that the shock they experienced affected their ability to purchase foetbod non

items. This impact was markedly higher in ruradas, where 86.4 percent of households reported reduced
purchasing power, compared with 64.2 percent in urban areas. @eugltpatterns show that some areas

faced particularly severe consequences. River Gee and Sinoe reported especially high |levats, afiim

97.9 percent and 98.7 percent of affected households, respectively, indicating reduced ability to purchase
essential goodsRural Montserrado (97.1 percenGrand Gedeh (95.9 percengnd Gbarpolu(92.5

percent) also showed high levels of shoelated hardship. Even among wealthier households, 46.9 percent
reported that the shock they experienced affected their essential purchases, while 86.9 percent of the poorest
households indicated a similar impé&&hnex 3; Table A18).

5.3 COPING STRATEGIES
5.3.1 Reduced coping strategyndex

The Consumptioitbased Coping Strategy Index (rCSI) measures how frequently households rely on short
term foodrelated coping behaviors when they face food shortages. These behaviors include eating less
preferred foods, borrowing food or money, limiting foam sizes, reducing adult consumption so children

can eat, and reducing the number of meals consumed per day. Households are classified into three levels of
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coping: |l ow coping (rcCSiL8P, 3andmbhkdgbmcoppnogg((E€SE
scores reflect greater stress on household food access and reduced resilience to shocks.

At the national level, households have an average rCSl score of 5.1, indicating a moderate relianee on food
related coping strategies. Nearly 59 percent of households are using low coping, while 34.6 percent employ
medium coping strategies. High copingeflecting severe and more frequent reliance on distress
strategied affects 6.6 percent of householdsinex 3; Table A19.

Coping behavior varies notably by residence. Urban households show stronger food access resilience, with
69.1 percent reporting low coping compared with 44.5 percent in rural areas. Medium coping affects nearly
half of rural households (48.1 percent), wde only 24.9 percent of urban households rapedium

coping High coping remains relatively uncommon across both settings, recorded among 7.4 percent of
rural and 6.0 percent of urban households.

Countylevel variation is considerable. Several rural coudtiparticularly Bomi (30.9 percent), Gbarpolu
(16.5 percent)Maryland (21.5 percengndMargibi (14.1 percend have elevated levels of high coping,
reflecting heightened stress on food access. In contrast, counties ®mhgd5.1 percent), andNimba
(3.9 percent) show very low proportions of high coping

Households in the lowest wealth quintile demonstrate the highest burde@,2pighcent using high coping
strategies. Low coping is most common among the wealthiest households (92.6 percent), while 37.7 percent
of the poorest households fall into this group, underscoring the economic gradient in food access pressures.

Overall,Coping strategies provide critical insight into household vulnerability and behavioral responses to
food insecurity and economic stre$&ie rCSl results show that while most Liberian households rely on
low or moderate levels of foeelated coping, a meaningful sharparticularly in poorer and rural aréas

resort to high coping strategies that may erode-teng resilience and deepen vulalgitity to future
shocks.

When interpreted alongside other food security indicators, such as FCS, HHS, HFIAS, and Food
Expenditure Share, coping behaviors highlight stress and erosion of resilience that may not yet be reflected
in severe hunger outcomes. Households reporting higli@nce on stress and crisis coping strategies often
exhibit constrained food access, reduced dietary diversity, and elevated food expenditure shares,
underscoring the close linkage between coping behavior and structural drivers of food insecudipginclu
limited income, market dependence, and exposure to shocks.

The observed coping patterns suggest that for many households, particularly those facing repeated shocks
or livelihood instability, coping strategies remain persistent rather than transient, indicating ongoing
vulnerability rather than shetérm distressWhile direct comparability with earlier surveys is limited, the
continued reliance on coping strategies observed in the 2025 CFSNS is broadly consistent with findings
from the 2018 CFSNS and related indicators from the 220 QDHS, suggesting that strucal drivers of

food insecurity have not substantially abated. Vulnerability is more pronounced among larger households,
households with higher dependency ratios, ferhalded households, households with members living
with disabilities, and those reliaom agriculture or informal livelihoods, where coping often reflects limited
alternatives rather than choice. Coufdyel variation in coping strategies mirrors patterns observed in
other food security indicators, reinforcing the need for geographiaadlysacially targeted interventions

that address underlying drivers rather than symptoms alone.
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5.3.2 Livelihood coping strategy index

The Livelihood Coping Strategy Index (LCSI) assesses the extent to which households resort to stress,
crisis, or emergency strategies to manage food shortages or other livelihood pressures. The indicator reflects
the severity of noftonsumptiorbased copig and is widely used to identify households under economic
strain. Households are grouped into four coping levels: none, stress, crisis, and emergency, with higher
levels reflecting more disruptive livelihood decisions such as selling productive assetsgenealth or
education expenditures, or engaging in higk economic activities.

Nationally, the LCSI results show that 61.5 percent of households did not employ any livelihood coping
strategies in the 30 days preceding the survey. Meanwhile, 22.4 percent relied on stress coping strategies,
11.5 percent adopted crisis strategies, atdpgrcent engaged in emergency coimdicating that

roughly one in six households are experiencing livelihood pressures that threat@riongsilience.

Annex 3; Table A20 shows that LCSI @tterns vary by residence, though the majority of households in
both settings reported no coping. In rural areas, 57.4 percent of households reported no coping strategies,
compared with 64.5 percent in urban areas. Crisis and emergency coping are alsornmoo& in rural

settings (13.5 percent and 5.7 percent, respectively) than urban ones (10.0 percent and 3.8 percent),
reflecting greater vulnerability among rural populations whose livelihoods are more sensitivekigy shoc
price fluctuations, and seasonal income variability.

Across counties, the proportion of households adopting no coping strategies ranged friohel®0.6

percent in Grand Cape Moui®6.2 percent in Gbarpoto only 19.9 percent in Nimba and 35.0 percent in
Sinoe. Crisis and emergency coping are substantially more prevalent in a few areas. Nimba stands out
sharply: 49.7 percent of households are using crisis strategies and 13.0 percent are using emergency
straegie® double or triple the levels observed in most counties. River Gee also shows elevated emergency
coping (13.3 percent), suggesting deep livelihood constraBmmll numbers of households using
emergency coping (<30 casafpuld be interpreted cautiously due to limited statistical reliability.

LCSI results also vary by wealth quintile, reflecting the strong association between economic capability
and household resilience. Among the wealthiest households, 80.4 percent used no coping strategies, and
only six households usefinergency measures. In stark contrast, households in the poorest quintile show
considerably greater strain: only 55.3 percent engaged in no coping, while 24.9 percent used stress
strategies, 11.8 percent used crisis strategies, and 8.0 percent employgheyneoping. Thse rsults

indicate that poorer households face more severe constraints and fewer buffers when exposed to shocks.

5.3.3 Livelihood-basedcoping strategiesi Food security

The Livelihood Coping Strate@frood Security (LCS-S) indicator assesses the severity of livelihood

stress households face as a result of food insecurity. Unlike rCSI, which measurésshooinsumption
adjustments, the LGES captures longdgerm and &ien more damaging coping mechanisms that
households use to manage inadequate food access. These behaviors are grouped into four progressive levels
minimal, stressed, crisis, and emergehaged on whether households reduce essential expenditures, sell
productive assets, or engage in irreversible strategies that jeopardize futdveingll

Nationally, a large share of households (73.8 percent) rely on minimal or no liveldélatetl coping to
manage food insecurity, indicating that most households have not yet resdr@dita down oressential
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livelihood assets. However, 14.8 percent face stredesetl coping, meaning they have started reducing
savings or delaying essential expenditures to meet food needs. A further 7.6 percent empleyddrisis
coping, such as selling productive assets, igan undermine lontgrm resilience. The remaining 3.8
percent rely on emergency strategigerhaps,including selling land or last remaining livestock
representing the most severe form of livelihood eroffomex 3; Table A2]).

Rural urban patterns show modest differences. Rural households experience higher levels- @instress
crisislevel coping (16.0 percent and 8.8 percent respectively) compared with urban households (14.0
percent and 6.7 percent). Emergeteyel coping islightly more common in rural areas (4.6 percent) than

in urban settings (3.2 percent), reflecting the greater sensitivity of rural livelihoods to shocks such as crop
failure, market access disruptions, and seasonal food shortages.

Countylevel results reveal wide variation in the intensity of livelihood coping behaviors. Counties such as
Grand Bassa&.9percent)Gbarpolu (92.7 percentgrand Cape Mount (93.3 percent), Grand Gedeh (91.7
percent), andRiver Cesg$94.5percent) show high levels of households engaging in no or minimal coping.
In contrast, Nimba stands out with the highest proportion of households adoptintgeasping at 33.5
percent and emergentgvel coping at 9.6 percent, suggesting sevesditigod stres. River Gee30.9
percent), Sinoe (14.9 percent), avidrgibi (114 percent) also show elevated criksel coping, reflecting
deeper vulnerability to lonterm food insecurity(Annex 3; Table A2]). However, emergendgvel
estimates in several countiase based on fewer than 30 observations and should therefore be interpreted
cautiously.

Wealthier households face lower livelihood stress, while poorer households are disproportionately affected.
Among the wealthiest quintile, 90.9 percent report minimal coping and only 1.5 percenteggsis
strategies, with emergendgvel coping almost rigigible. In contrast, the poorest quintile shows greater
strain, with 17.7 percent adopting stressed coping, 7.5 percent crisis strategies, and 6.6 percent emergency
level measure These patterns reflect the unequal ability of households to absorts stittobut resorting

to damaging coping mechanisms.
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Figure 14 compares the distribution of households across coping severity levels using three complementary
indicators. The consumptidmased Coping Strategy Index (rCSl) shows that the majority of households
rely on low coping strategies (58.8%), with smaller sharegmging in medium (34.7%) and high (6.6%)
coping. Livelihoodbased measures indicate that 22.4% of households are adopting stress strategies, while
11.3% and 4.6% have moved into crisis and emergency coping, respectively (LCSI). Under the food
security aligned livelihood coping classification (LESS), 14.8% of households are classified as stressed,
7.6% in crisis, and 3.7% in emergency, highlighting a smaller but significant share facing severe livelihood
stress.

Figure 14. Coping strategies used by households, by severity category (rCSl, LCSI, and LES).

B Low/Stress [} Medium/Crisis [} High/Emergency
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5.4CONSUMPTION OF FORTIFIED FOODS

Consumption of commonly fortified staple foods in Liberfiacluding fortified rice, fortified flour,
vegetable oil, iodized salt, and fortified bouillon cupesvides important insight into household access to
micronutrientrich foods. The CFSNS 2025 assessed both the prevalence of consumption and the average
guantities consumed per day for major fortified food groups, allowing for a comprehensive picture of
dietary fortification patterns across the country.

At the national level, consumption of fortified rice varieties is widespread, though types vary considerably.
Approximately 30 percent of households consume-ignagn rice, 52 percent consume parboiled rice, and

13.6 percent consume country rice, while smaller proportions report using broken rice or other varieties.
Households consume an average of 3.5 culpbgriamof r i ce
diet(Annex 3; TableA22). Urban households report higher consumption of-gragn rice (41.4 percent)

compared with rural households (14.1 percent), whereas rural households rely moreoheanihtry rice
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(27.1 percenttompared to urban areas (3.8 percemflecting differences in access, affordability, and
market integrationDisaggregation by socioeconomic status and residence suggests important differences
in exposure to fortified foods. Poorer households and rural households are more likely to rely on country
rice and locally produced staples, which are typically unfodijfieeflecting constraints related to
affordability, availability, and market access. As a result, these households may havexjpwasgure to
commercially milled fortified rice and other fortified products. In contrast, wealthier and urban households
report higher consumption of lofggain and parboiled rice, which are more commonly commercially
milled and therefore more likely to fertified.

Urban households also demonstrate greater reliance on imported and commercially processed foods,
including edible oils, which may increase their exposure to fortified products. These patterns indicate that
fortification strategies may disproportionatelynbét urban and bettesff households, while poorer and

rural households who face higher nutrition vulnerabilidymay be less reached. This underscores the
importance of complementing food fortification with targeted nutrition interventions, improved &ccess
fortified staples in rural markets, and broader dietary diversification strategies to reduce inequities in
micronutrient intake.

With respect to fortified salt, threguarters (74.8 percent) of all households report using table salt, while
only 9 percent indicate fAidondt know, 0 and 16 per ce
of their s al t 6 shousebottis demonsiratea dlightyy .high& wincartainty. Average salt
consumption is 1.1 teaspoons per agnex 3; Table AZ3).

Fortified wheat flour is also commonly consumed across Liberia. Nationally 10 percent of households
report consuming fAspecificd branded fortified flo
fortified. This uncertainty suggests that fortification awareness remains limited. Average flour intake is 2.7
loaves of bread (aequivalent flowbased products) per day, with slightly higher use reported in urban areas
(Annex 3; Table A23.

Use of fortified cooking oil is very widespread. The majority of houseBo8#s5 percend consume red
palm oil, which is naturally rich in provitamin A. Use of refined vegetable oil or fortified Argo oil is less
common (6 percent) but more prevalent in urban areas, where market availability i¢Angieer3; Table
A24). About 1.5 liters obil is consumed per daZounties such @ong, River Gee, and Lofaport near
universal access to red palm oil, while refined oil use is more comnfinae (18.4 percent) and Grand
Gedeh (17.9 percent).

Fortified bouillon cube consumptiénprimarily Crown and Vitacube$® is widespread across Liberia.
Nationally,78.7percent of households consu@ewncubesand12.4 percent consume VitAn average
of 3.6 cubeds consumed per day. Urban households report somewhat higher consumpGoowof
fortified cubes compared with rural ard@snex 3; Table AZ).

Overall, these findingshighlight that Liberia maintains broad access to fortified foods, particularly red palm

oil, iodized salt, and fortified bouillon cubes. However, limited awareness of fortifiGatgpecially for

flour and ricé indicates the need for stronger communicatan the importance of fortified foods.
Differences across residence, county, and wealth groups also underscore the importance of market access
and affordability in shaping fortified food consumption pattefhgthermore, patternd dortified food
consumption have important implications for micronutrient nutrition. The widespread consumption of red
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palm oil across households suggests a potential contribution to dietary vitamin A intake, as red palm oil is
a wellrecognized source of provitamin A carotenoids in the Liberian diet. However, the nutritional impact
depends on quantity consumed, prepanapia@ctices, and bioavailability, and therefore high consumption
alone does not guarantee adequate vitamin A status. In contrast, consumption of other fortified foods,
including wheat flour and iodized salt, appears more variable and less consistemtdrgyaoticularly in

rural areas. This uncertainty may limit the effectiveness of fortification programs aimed at addressing iron
and iodine deficiencies, especially among vulnerable populations. These findings highlight the continued
importance of strertgening fortification quality assurance, improving consumer access and awareness, and
complementing fortification strategies witietary diversification and targeted nutrition interventions.

5.4 FOOD INSECURITY, SHOCKS, COPING STRATEGIES AND
VULNERABILITY

ANALYTICAL LINKAGES BETWEEN HHS, FCS, HDDS, AND CSI

i Differences between hunger outcomes measured by HHS and other food security indicator
as the FCSIDDS and CSteflect the distinct dimensions captured by each measure. HHS
focuses on the most severe experiences of food deprivation and hunger, whereas FCS anc
capture dietary quality and diversity, and CSI reflects behavioral responses to stress.

1 As aresult, households may exhibit acceptable food consumption or dietary diversity while
engaging in stress or crisis coping strategies or conversely report low levels of hunger desj
constrained diet quality.

1 These patterns highlight that low HHS values do not necessarily imply the absence of food
insecurity, but rather indicate lower prevalence of extreme hunger, underscoring the import
of interpreting HHS alongside complementary indicators to fully uteleisood security
conditions.

This section integrates the various dimensions of household food insecurity, shocks, and coping strategies
assessed in the CFSNS 2025. Taken together, these indicators provide a comprehensive picture of
household resilience, the pressures affecting foodsa¢c@and the extent to whiblouseholdsre able to
withstand or adapt to adverse events. The following subsections present a consolidated analysis of these
measures, beginning with overall food security status as measured by CARI, followed by an assessment of
household vulnerability across rntiple deprivation domains.

5.5.1 Consolidated approach to reporting indicators of food security

The Consolidated Approach for Reporting Indicators of Food Security (CARI) provides an integrated
measure of household food security by combining food consumption, livelihood coping, and economic
vulnerability into a single, interpretable profile. Ratheart classifying households into rigid categories,
CARI reflects the degree to which households are managing to meet food needs, maintain livelihoods, and
avoid asset depletion. The four outcome le¥df®od Secure, Marginally Food Secure, Moderately Food
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Insecure, and Severely Food Inseéurepresent progressively worsening conditions across these
dimensions.

ForCFSNS 20250nly 21.5 percent of households are food secure, demonstraltatigely lowstable food
consumption. The majority of househdds6.2 percerd are marginally food secure, indicating that while
basic food needs are generally met, many households remain vulnerable to shockgelateddtress.
Moderate food insecurity affects 2Jércent of households, showing constrained access to food or reliance
on more detrimental livelihood strategiégout 1.2 percent of households are classified as severely food
insecure, indicating very limited food access and substantial livelihood @trgsee 15).

Figure 15. Comparison of household food security status, CFSNS 201RFSLNMA 2022,and CFSNS 2025.
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Figure 15 presents trends in household food security status across three survey rounds (CFSNS 2018,
RFSLNMA 2022, and CFSNS 2025) using the CARI food security classification. The proportion of food
secure households declined from 36 percent in 2018 to 16 per@df22nbefore partially recovering to

21.5 percent in 2025. Marginally food secure households increased substantially from 46 percent in 2018
to 56.2 percent in 2025, indicating a shift toward greater vulnerability despite some recovery from 2022
levels. Malerate food insecurity rose sharply to 39 percent in 2022 before declining to 21 percent in 2025,
although it remains higher than the 2018 level (16 percent). Severe food insecurity increased from 2 percent
in 2018 to 8 percent in 2022 but declined marked| 1.2 percent in 2025. Overall, while severe food
insecurity has reduced and moderate food insecurity has improved compared to 2022, the expansion of
marginal food security suggests that many households remain vulnerable and at risk of deterioeation und
future shocks.

These trends point to a brehdsed deterioration in food security driven less by a surge in extreme hunger
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and more by widespread vulnerability. The expansion of marginal and moderate food insecurity signals
heightened sensitivity to shocks such as price increases, income loss, ormdlatatedisruptions. Policy
responses should therefore prioritize preientand resiliencéuilding interventiond such as social
protection, livelihood support, and market stabilizadido prevent further downward shifts into severe
food insecurity, while also targeting moderately faoskecure households before conditionsseor.

Food security outcomes vary modestly by the sex of the household head.-Reatdd households show
slightly lower food security at 15.6 percent, compared with 24.5 percent amontyeadied households.
Femaleheaded households also have higher modecate insecurity (25.7 percent) than makeaded
households (18.6 percent). Severe food insecurity remains low in both groups, with-lHeadse
households at 1.6 percent and magaded households at 1.1 percent, though the number of severe cases is
small.

The countylevel results show considerable geographic variatigure 16 map illustrates substantial
geographic variation in food insecurity across counties.

Figure 16. County-level prevalence of food insecurity in Liberia according to the Consolidated Approach for
Reporting Indicators of Food Security (CARI), CFSNS 2025
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Very high prevalence (>45%) is concentrated in Gbarpolu, Maryland, and Bomi, while elevated lévels (30
45%) are observed in parts of Grand Cape Mount, Grand Kru, River Cess, River Gee, Margibi, and Bomi.
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In contrast, lower prevalence (<15%)dbserved in Grand Gedeh and Greater Monrddierall, the
spatial pattern highlights pronounced regional disparities, with rural and border counties experiencing
markedly higher food insecurity than the capital area and selected central counties.

The contrast between residence is pronounced. In rural areas, only 5.2 percent of households are food
secure, while nearly twthirds (62.2 percent) are marginally food secure. Moderate food insecurity is
relatively high in rural settings (30.5 percentjdaevere food insecurity, while low (2.1 percent). In urban
areas, food security is substantially higher at 33.3 percent, and moderate food insecurity is lower (14.1
percent), suggesting comparatively better access to food and livelihood stability.

Table A26 (Annex 3)shows thatUrban Montserrado stands out with the highest share ofdeodre
households (47.7 percent) and the lowest moderate food inseéufipe(cent). In contrast, counties such

as Maryland (6.4 percent) andllargibi (7.5 percentare least food secur&loderate food insecurity is

notably pronounced in counties such&sarpolu (58.4 percent), Bomi (51.6 percent) Batyland (51.6

percent) While some counties show extremely high percentafegverely foodnsecure households,
several of these cell counts are below 30 and should therefore be interpreted cautimosly.the
wealthiest households, 63.4 percent are food secure, compared with only 2.5 percent in the poorest wealth
quintile. Severe food insecurity is low across all wealth groupsilgher amonghe poorest households

(2.9 percent).

5.5.2 Vulnerability profile of the households

The vulnerability profile provides a muliimensional picture of households facing heightened risks in
food access, coping capacity, exposure to shocks,
it meets at least two of the following condits: poor or borderline food access (defined as-FCS
poor/ borderline or HFI AS 09), use of crisis or
crisis/lemergency), experience of one or more economic or natural shocks in the previous 12 months, or low
deary diversity (HDDS 03). This composite approa
indicators may overlookNationally, 23.1 percent of households face faodesérelated vulnerability,

10.1 percent rely on crisis or emergency coping strategies, 26.3 percent experienced at least one shock, and
4.0 percent have very low dietary diversity. When these conditimgambined, 15.0 percent of all
households qualify as fAvulnerabled under the comp

Femaleheaded households experience higher levels of vulnerability across multiple dimensions. Nearly
28.6 percent face foedccess challenges compared with 20.4 percent amonghesdied households.
Crisis/emergency coping is also more common among feheglded households (12.8 percent versus 8.8
percent). Exposure to shocks is slightly higher as well (28.4 percent versus 25.2 percent). Overall, 18.7
percent of femaldneaded households meet the composite vulnerability criteria, compared with 13.2 percent
of maleheaded households, suggesting a persistent gendered burden in household rsilienceé;

Table A27).

Vulnerability is more pronounced in rural areas, where 29.5 percent of households fagecieskielated
challenges, compared with 18.6 percent in urban settings. Crisis or emergency coping is employed by 11.8
percent of rural households versus 8.9 paroeurban areas. Rural households also show higher exposure

to shocks (30.0 percent compared with 23.5 percent). Composite vulnerability reaches 18.0 percent in rural
areas, considerably higher than the 12.9 percent observed in urban areas.
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Countylevel vulnerability varies considerably. Some counties exhibit particularly high levels of food
access deprivation, including Bomi (49.9 perceRtyer Gee (49.3 percentylargibi (46.7 percentyand
Maryland (41.7 percent). Crisis or emergency coping is also elevated in several counties, with notable levels
in Maryland (25.6 percentRiver Gee (17 percent) andMargibi (16.7 percent)Exposure to shocks
exceeds 50 percent in some areas, including Margibi (53.7 percent) and River Gee (44tP percen

Figure 17 andTable A27 (Annex 3)show thaeight counties record vulnerability levels above the national
average of 15 percent, underscoring substantial geographic dispariiesoverall proportion of
households meeting the composite vulnerability threshold is high&ivén Gee (40.8 percentBomi

(39.7 percent)Margibi (37.6 percent) and Gbarpolu (31.1 percestiggesting concentrated pockets of
vulnerability that warrant targeted and prioritized interventidiese counties demonstrate overlapping
vulnerabilities across food access, copimgd shock exposure. However, in counties where the number of
observations for certain stibdicators is below 3 such as someopingrelatedor nutritionrelated
measured the estimates should be interpreted cautiously due to limited statistical reliability.

Figure 17. Percentage of vulnerable households by county and area of residenc@FSNS 2025
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Vulnerabilityis strongly associated with economic status. Gnlypercent of households in the wealthiest
quintile are vulnerable, compared wRB.0percent among the poordgigure 18). Similarly, individual
components also show wealth gradient, vulnerability related to food acdespercent among wealthiest
households compared to 35.5 percent in poorest househoisis/gnergency coping increases from 2.0
percent among the wealthiest to 14.9 percent among the poorest. Exposure to shocks also rises steadily
across wealth quintiles, reaching 30.8 percent among the poorest housEfetisnposite vulnerability

measure shows that the poorest quintile experiences 22.0 percent vulnerabilitthanaeven times the
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rate observed among the wealthiest households (3.1 percent)

In caunties or subgroups where the number of observations for specific indicators falls bélow 30
particularly for copingrelated or nutritiorrelated measurésresults are subject to higher uncertainty and
reduced statistical reliability. Such estimates shoatde interpreted in isolation or used as the sole basis
for geographic prioritization. Throughout this report, findings from small samples are interpreted cautiously
and triangulated with complementary indicators, including food security outcomdsl,(EES, HHS),

shock exposure, and broader vulnerability patterns, to shemgtonfidence in conclusions. Where
relevant, limitations related to sample size are ekflinoted to guide transparent and responsible use of
the data in policy and programmatic decisioaking.Importantly, core findings related to wealthsed

Figure 18. Percentage of vulnerable households by wealth quintileCFSNS 2025
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vulnerability gradients and shock exposure are consistent across multiple indicators andhsdniey,
lending robustness to the overall vulnerability profile despite localized sample size limitations

5.5.3 Food Insecurity, Shocks, Coping Strategies and Vulnerability

Taken together, CARI, the rCSnd shock exposure indicators provide a coherent picture of household
vulnerability and resilience in Liberia. While over half of households are classified as food secure or mildly
food insecure, a substantial proportion fall into the moderate food umiisecategory, indicating
widespread stress that may not yet manifest as severe hunger but reflects constrained access, limited
resilience, and heightened sensitivity to shocks. Rural households are disproportionately represented in the
moderate CARI cagory, consistent with higher exposure to seasonal food shortages, limited market
access, and reliance on agricultbesed livelihoods.

The rCSI results complement the CARI findings by highlighting behavioral responses to food access
constraints. Households with elevated rCSI scores are more likely to be classified as moderately or severely
food insecure, underscoring coping strategiearagarly warning signal of deteriorating food security.
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Clear interpretation of rCSI thresholds indicates that increased reliance on stress and crisis coping reflects
erosion of household resilience rather than stesrh adaptation. These patterns are more pronounced
among households affected by recent shdokfyding price increases, illness, and livelihood disruptions,
demonstrating how shocks translate into food insecurity through reduced purchasing power and constrained
consumption.

Equity analysis beyond sex and wealth further reveals vulnerability among larger households, households
with higher dependency ratios, those reliant on informal or agricultural livelihoods, and households with
limited access to WASH, health, and socialtpction services. These multisectoral constraints interact to
reinforce food insecurity, particularly during lean seasons and periods of economic stress. From a nutrition
perspective, households classified as moderately or severely food insecure amhglagseg in higher

levels of coping are also more likely to experience poor or borderline food consumption, with implications
for dietary quality and child nutrition outcomes.

Overall, the combined evidence from CARI, rCSl, and shock indicators highlights the need for targeted,
geographically differentiated responses that prioritize households in the moderate food insecurity category,
strengthen resilience before crisis thrediahre reached, and integrate food security interventions with
agriculture, market support, social protection, WASH, and nutrition programming. These findings also
support the use of coping and shock indicators as part of early warning systems to itifcipatary

action.
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6. PROGRAM COVERAGE, SUPPORT AND ACCESS TO
HEALTH SERVICES

6.1 ASSISTANCE RECEIVED BY HOUSEHOLDS

The survey collected data on proportion of households that received assistance in the past 1Zhmaonths.
indicator measured the percentage of households that reported receiving any form of asdistahce
cash, or ifkkindd from government, nogovernmental organizations (NGOs), or United Nations agencies
in the 12 months preceding the survey. This indic&tllowed theWFP VAM (2020) and FAO (2031
standards for assessing external support to vulnerable populations.

The proportion of households reporting assistance from formal organizations in the past 12 months is
relatively low. Nationally, 8.7 percent of households reported receiving some form of assistance. Rural and
urban households reported similar levels ofpsupat 9.1 percent and 8.3 percent, respectively. Among
households that received assistance, the largest share reported governmentiscuciag ministries,

national foodassistance programs, and county authoritidsle others cited support from N@& or UN
agencies. At the county level, reported receipt of assistance varies, with some areasssaod &ape

Mount and Nimbashowing higher proportions of households receiving sug@omex 3; Table A28).

However, in most counties, the number of households reporting assistance is fewer than 30, making these
estimates statistically unreliable. As such, cotatsel differences should be interpreted with caution and
should not be generalized beyond the dathpespondents.

6.2 ACCESS TO HEALTH SERVICES

Access to health services is a critical determinant of child and household health outcomes, shaping timely
careseeking, disease management, and overall resilience. The 2025 GESMNS show that Liberia has
relatively high levels of selfeported access to health services, but with substantial disparities across
residence, county, and wealth groups. The kligfalightsstructural, geographic, and financial barriers that
continue to inhibit equitable health service utilization, particularly in rural@amdncome settings.

Nationally, 83.1 percent of households report having access to health services, reflecting generally
widespread primary care availability. However, effective utilization is more uneven: only 50.8 percent of
households accessed health services in the pakdy, and 10.7 percent reported needing health services
but being unable to obtain thginnex 3; Table A2). These gaps underscore that while physical facilities
may exist, economic and logistical barriers still limit actual use.

Urban households demonstrate higher access and utilization than rural households. About 91.8 percent of
urbanhouseholdseport having access to health services, compared with 71.1 percent of rural households.
Urban residents also seek care more frequérilfy.2 percent visited a health provider in the past month,
compared with 47.6 percent of rural househdlitemet need for health services is similar across residence
types, with 10.7 percent of rural households and 10.8 percent of urban householdgriyaitiey needed

care in the past 30 days but were unable to obtémitex 3; Table AX).

Countylevel patterns reveal even sharper disparities. Counties su@orab (96.1 percentlUrban
Montserrado (5.0 percent)Nimba (90.2 perceptand Lofa(88.6 percentyeport high access to health
facilities, consistent with their stronger health infrastructure networks. In contrast, Rural Montsedrddo (4
percent)Grand Basa (51.3 percent) and Grand Cape Mount (56.8 pene@stimuch lower access, often

64



reflecting geographic isolation, difficult terrain, and limited facility density. Actualsaeking in the past
30 days tends to follow similar patterns. For examyimba (69.6 percent) aridrban Montserrado ¢b6
percent) have high recent use, while counties su@rasd Basa (25.5 percetdy behind.

Wealthrelated differences are substantial and reinforce persistent inequalities in the health system. Among
the wealthiest households, 93.8 percent report access to health services, compared with 68.3 percent of the
poorest. Utilization also follows a @esocioeconomic gradient: 57.4 percent of the wealthiest households
sought care in the past 30 days, whereas only 42.8 percent of households in the lowest wealth quintile did
so0. Unmet need is also higher among poorer families{ @tpkrcent, comparedithh 2.3 percent among

the wealthiests (Annex 3; Table A2). These disparities point to financial vulnerabilitycluding
transportation costs, user fees, and opportunity cost of disreesignificant barrier to accessing healthcare.

6.2.1 Barriers to accessing health services

Barriers to accessing health services vary widely across counties but consistently illustrate financial,
geographic, and systelavel constraints. Nationally, the most commonly reported barriers include facilities
being too far (44.6 percent of those witlimet need), services being too expensive (38.6 percent), and lack
of medical supplies3(.3percent). Long waiting times affect 83ercent of households facing barriers,

and a smaller share report challenges such as lack of time, distrust of medfeakipnals, or
administrative issues. Several counties show extremely high levels of specific constraints. For example,
River Gee reports 48.8 percent citing long waiting times, whitend Gedeheportss5.6 percentreports

that medicine or health facility being too expensive.

Figure 19 illustrates the primary reasons households reported for not accessing health services, expressed
as percentages. Distance to health facilities, high costs of medicines or services, and lack of medical

Figure 19. Main barriers to accessing health services among households who needed c@&€SNS 2025
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supplies emerge as the most frequently cited barriers, followed by long waiting times. Other cahstraints
such as lack of information, absence of available treatment, administrative issues, or distrust of modern
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medicin® were reported far less frequently.

Community Perspectives:Only 18% of communities have a functional health facility; most require long,
difficult travel. Poor access to health facilities is a key structural driver of low treatment rates and delayed
care for children and pregnant women

Poorer households consistently experience higher structural barriers. Among the poorest 6@uintile,
percent reports health facility being too far and 30.9 percent mentioned that medicine or health facility too
expensiveDistance to facilities remains a major obstacle for rural and poor households, reflecting ongoing
limitations in road quality, distribution of facilities, and transportation options.
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/. CHILD HEALTH AND NUTRITION

Child health and nutrition are central determinants of householdbeiely and londerm human
development. The CFSNS 2025 provides a comprehensive picture of child morbidity, preventive health
practices, and treatmeséeking patterns among children agigs9 months across Liberia. These indicators
reflect both immediate household conditi®@nsuch as sanitation, water quality, caregiving capacity, and
access to serviceas well as deeper structural factors including poverty, geographic isolation, atid heal
system reach.

7.1 MORBIDITY AND HEALTH SEEKING BEHAVIOR

Child morbidity remains a major public health concern in Liberia, with common ilinesses such as diarrhea,
fever, and acute respiratory infections driving much of the disease burden among young children.
Understanding the prevalence of these conditionshamdcaregivers respond when children become ill
provides critical insight into the functioning of the health system and the barriers households face in
accessing care. The CFSNS 2025 ddtaws for a detailed examination of both illness patterns and
treamentseeking behavior, offering an opportunity to identify gaps in preventive coverage, timeliness of
care, and equity across geographic and socioeconomic groups.

7.1.1 Birth registration

Table A30 (Annex 3) presents the proportion of children agé®®% months who have a birth certificate

and the proportion whose birth certificate was physically seen by enumerators, disaggregated by child
characteristics, place of residence, county, and household wealtteqBinth registration remains limited

for children 6 59 monthsOverall, about on¢hird of children have a birth certificate, while only a small
share(10 percenthad documentation verified at the time of survey, indicating subsitaatps between
reported and confirmed registration.

Birth registration coverage is generally higher among older children, urban residents, and children from
wealthier households, with pronounced geographic disparities across coReijgstration is slightly

higher among girls (35.4 percent) than boys (32.6 percent). Covisrdmgher in older children24.3

percent among childreri 61 months, rising to 32.1 percent ai 22 months and peaking at 37.9 percent

at 24 35 months, before stabilizing around 36 percent for older preschool children. Clear rsog gaps
persist, with 29.9 percent of rural children registered compared to 36.1 percent in urban areas. County
patterns are highly uneven: Gbarpolu reports very high registration (81.8 percent, with 46.5 percent of
certificates seen), while several ctiea show low levels, including Grand Bassa (13.4 percent), Rural
Montserrado (13.2 percent), Maryland (16.5 percent), and River Gee (16.2 percent). By wealth, birth
certificationis low (25.9 percentin the poorest quintiland higher 8.0 percentin the wealthiest,
indicating persistent socioeconomic barriers to civil documentation.

7.1.2 Prevalence of diarrheaand ARI

Recent child iliness remains common. Diarrhea in the two weeks before the survey affected 14.7 percent
of children 659 months, with slightly higher prevalence among boys (15.9 percent) than girls (13.4
percent). lliness concentrates in the second yeéfeofdiarrhea affects 20.1 percent of childreri 22

months and 16.8 percent of thosé 28 months, compared with 6.1 percent among childréaStghonths.

By residence, diarrhea is reported more often in urban settings (15.6 percent) than rural opescgr2)3

67



County variation is wide, with notably higher diarrhea in Nimba (31.9 percent), Sinoe (22.2 percent), and
Margibi (20.8 percent). Very low figures ather countiesire based on smabmple sizeand should not
be interpreted as true differendésinex 3; Table A3l).

Table A33 (Annex 3) presents the percentage of children who experienced symptoms of acute respiratory
infection (ARI) in the two weeks preceding the sun@ymptoms of acute respiratory infection (ARI) are

also substantial, affecting 22.2 percent of children nationally. ARI prevalence is similar by sex (22.5 percent
among boys; 21.9 percent among girls) but higher in urban areas (23.8 percent) than r@9abea
percent). Nimbdnasthe highest ARI burden (41.4 percent), followed by Margibi (30.6 percent) and Grand
Gedeh(30.4 percent), while Gbarpolu reports a low ARI estim@t2 percent). Across wealth quintiles,

ARI ranges from 17.7 percent in the wealthiest to 27.4 percent in the middle qaintdil&wer again in

the poorest wealth quintilsuggesting that exposure risks and care environments are not strictly linear by
wealth.

7.1.3 Treatment and source of treatment

Treatment practices for diarrhea indicate improvements but continued gaps in recommended case
management. Among children with diarrhea, 45.3 percent received oral rehydration salts (ORS). Use is
higher in rural households (53.2 percent) than among urhaseholds (41.7 percent), while reliance on
homemade sugaalt solution is more common in rural settings (13.1 percent) than urban ones (3.5
percent) . Over hal f of children with diarrhea
caregivers fequently attemptther forms ohydration(Annex 3; Table A3J).

Stool disposal practices indicate substantial sanitaitated risk for young children. Nationally, 68.1
percent of stools were disposed of inappropriately, exgoshildren to a heightened risk of fecal
contamination and enteric infections. Urban households show poor disposal practices, with 57.0 percent
managing stoolgappropriatelymeaningonly 43.0 percent arpropety disposedwhile rural households
demonstrate far worse outcomes: 89.4 percent of stoolsahareas are disposed of inappragtiaand

only 106 percent are disposing the stool approprigtéhnex 3; Table A32). These patterns underscore

the strong link between inadequate household sanitation and childhood illness, especially diarrhea, and
highlight the urgent need for improvements in housel®id| waste management, hygiene practices, and
sanitation access.

For ARI, care seeking is relatively strong: advice or treatment was sought for 70.4 percent of symptomatic
children, and 88.2 percent received some form of med{gineex 3; Table A33). Rural careseeking for

ARl is slightly higher (73.8 percent) than urban (69.1 perc&wjable variations by residence, county,

and wealth quintile indicate persistent inequities in timely-sagking and access to appropriate treatment

for childhood respiratory illness.

Table A35 (Annex 3) and Figure 20 summarizethe types of treatment sources used for sick children,
including health facilities, drug stores or pharmacies, and alternative sources such as traditional healers,
herbal medicine, shops, and family or relatiW@sen care is sought, formal services are the dominant entry
point. Nationally, 67.2 percent of sick children were taken to a health facility, and 47.0 percent received
care or medicines from a drug store or pharmacy, reflecting the strong role of angatemiormal retail
providers. Use of traditional healers (2.5 percent), herbal remedies (1.3 percent), shops (2.3 percent), or
family/relatives (1.6 percent) is limited. Rural residents rely more on health facilities (70.4 percent) than
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urban residents (65.7 percent), while urban households use pharmacies slightly more often (48.5 percent
versus 43.5 percent). Courgyel patterns vary, but several estimates are based on very small samdples
comparisons for those counties should be treated cautiously. Overall, the distribution suggests that
strengthening quality of care in both facilities and pharmacies will have the greatest anpease
management outcomes.

Figure 20. Primary Sources of Health Care by Residence (National, Rural, Urban]CFSNS 2025
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7.1.4 Bednet ownership and usage

Malaria prevention through bed net use is moderate and unevenly distributed. Nationally, 59.0 percent of
children @59 months slept under a mosquito net the night before the survey. Coverage is higher in rural
areas (68.7 percent) than urban areas (54c&pb, consistent with stronger net distribution and perceived
risk in rural communities. County differences are stark: Lofa (92.1 percent), Grand Gedeh (88.5 percent),
and Nimba (78.2 percent) report high child net use, while Grand Bassa (39.6 p&inestj42.3 percent),

and Urban Montserrado (48.4 percent) lag behind. By wealth, net use does not fald@liregradien,

that is,children in the second quintile report the highest coverage (71.8 percent), while the wealthiest
quintile is lower (55.2 percenBuggesting that distribution campaigns may be effectively reaching poorer
household¢Annex 3; Table A%).

7.1.5 Vaccination and program coverage

Childhood immunization

Table A36 (Annex 3) shows the proportion of children aged6 months who have ever received a measles
vaccination and, among children agé&9 months, the distribution of measles vaccination status (no doses,
incomplete vaccination, or full vaccinatiolghildhood immunization coverage is high overall but shows
clear residence and county gaps. Nationally, 87.4 percent of chilt&nngonths have ever received a
measles vaccine. Rural coverage is higher (88.1 percent) than urban coverage (77.4 parcaiitrdro
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9 59 months, 57.1 percent reportedly received all recommended measles doses, while 33.9 percent received
some but not all doses and 7.4 percent received none. Full measles coverage is higher in urban settings
(59.7 percent) than rural settings (52.5 pet)cgrinting to completion challenges in remote areas

Overall coverage is high nationally, but completion rates vary substantially by county and socioeconomic
status, with lower full vaccination coverage observed in urban areas and among poorer households,
indicating persistent geographic and equity gapsutime immunization services.

Table A37 (Annex 3 presents the distribution of polio vaccination status among children ag&d 6
months, showing the proportions who received no doses, an incomplete course, or all three recommended
dosesPolio vaccination also remains strong nationally: 60.0 percent of chil@ifghrGonths received all

three doses, 31.2 percent received some doses, and 7.3 percent received none; full polio coverage is higher
in urban areas (62.3 percent) than rural arbas(percent). Counties with stronger complefianboth

measles and polio include Lofa, Grand Gedeh, and Nimba, while dose completion is notably lower in
Maryland, Sinoe, Margibi, and Bong, indicating localized service delivery or access constraints

While a majority of children have completed the full polio vaccination schedule nationally, substantial sub
national and socioeconomic disparities persist, with lower full coverage and higher incomplete vaccination
observed in several counties and amongr@ohouseholds, highlighting gaps in routine immunization
completion

Deworming

Deworming coverage among children aged 52 months ismoderate nationally, with 60.2 percent
receiving deworming medication in the past six morifhienex 3; Table A®). Coverage is similar for

boys (60.9 percent) and girls (59.5 percent), indicating no gender disparities. Rural children are more likely
to be dewormed (66.8 percent) than urban children (56.7 percent), reflecting the stronger reach of
community health wdeers and schodbased campaigns in rural areas.

County variation is substantial. Several counties report high covdradyeding Lofa (93.5 percent),
Maryland ©3.0 percent)showing strong program performance. In contrast, coverage is notabiyn low
Sinoe (30.0 percent) and Grhsedeh (36.7 percergliggesting gaps in outreach, supply, or campaign
participation.Wealth differentials are present but not extreme. The wealthiest households report 68.3
percent coverage and the poorest 62.1 percent, indicating broadly equitable accessinttinaie
households show lower uptake, suggesting irregular program reach ttaheaffordability barriers.
Because worm infections impair nutrient absorption and contribute to anemia and growth faltering,
strengthening deworming in leaoverage counties is essential to improving overall child nutrition and
reducing preventable miidity.

Vitamin A and micronutrient supplementation

Micronutrient interventions remain a key component of child nutrition in Liberia, and the 2025 CFSNS
results show substantial but uneven progress across regions and socioeconomicVdgndapsINP
coverage is relatively high nationally, vitamin A supplementation remains substantially lower, with marked
variation by county, residence, and wealth status, indicating uneven reach of child nutrition interventions
and the need for more targew@elivery in lagging areas.

Nationally, 66.3 percent of children ageid® months received Micronutrient Powders (MNPS), warilky
20.7 percent received Vitamin A supplementation in the previous six m{fftngre 21). Coverage
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patterns differ moderately by sex, with boys showing slightly higher MNP uptake (66.8 percent) compared
with girls (65.6 percent), and similarly small differences in Vitamin A supplementation (21.3 percent for
boys, 20.0 percent for girlsRural urban differences are more pronounced. Rural areas exhibit higher
coverage for both interventiods67.3 percent for MNPs and 24.3 percent for Vitamé dompared with

65.7 percent and 18.8 percent in urban settings, respectively. This suggests stamigand utization

of communitybased nutrition programs in rural counties, though lower Vitamin A coverage in urban areas
may reflect access barriers or gaps in service delfergex 3; Table A38).

Countylevel disparities are substanti@ifigure 21). Some counties display exceptionally high MNP
coverage rated ofa (95.9 percent), Grand Cape MouB6(1 percent)Bomi (93.4 percent)River Cess

(93.4 percent)indicating strong supplementation efforts. Vitamin A coverage is similarly variable.
Counties such as Bomi (68.4 percent), River Cess (55.3 percent), River Gee (37.4 percent), and Margibi
(32.2 percent) report relatively high uptake, while others includafg (5.9 percent), Bong (7.9 percent),
Maryland (18.8 percentgndUrban Montserrado (13 percent) fall well below national averages. These
variations point to geographic gaps in supplementation campaigns, stock availability, andvodadth
outreach.

Figure 21. Coverage of Micronutrient Powder (MNP) and Vitamin A Supplementation by County,CFSNS
2025
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Wealth gradients also shape micronutrient access. While MNP coverage ranges from 60.5 percent among
the poorest to 67.7 percent among the wealthiest, Vitamin A supplemetsborevealsimilar pattern:

21.9 percent of the poorest compared with 21.2 percent of the wealthiest. Middle anejdintité
households show the lowest levels of Vitamin A uptake, suggesting that program reach does not strictly
follow economic status but may be influedd®y countylevel health system performan@nnex 3; Table
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A38).
7.1.6 Knowledge of caregiver prompting medical attention

Table A39 (Annex 3 presents the percentage of children exhibiting key danger signs and syfptoms
including fever, worsening illness, fast or difficult breathing, inability to drink or breastfeed, blood in stool,
and poor drinking disaggregated by residence, county, and weplihtile. Nationally, caregivers most

often identify fever as a reason to seek care (62.5 percent), followed by a child becoming sicker (32.1
percent). Respiratory signs are less commonly recognized: 14.6 percent mention fast taadtiih@
percent mention difficulty breathing. Severe gastrointestinal signs are mentioned by fewer caregivers,
including blood in stool (8.4 percent), inability to drink or breastfeed (9.6 percent), and drinking poorly
(5.0 percent).

Caregivers in rural householdsport higher recognition of multiple danger signs than urban caregivers,
including fast breathing (20.8 percent rural versus 10.1 percent urban), difficulty breathing (16.7 percent
versus 8.2 percent), blood in stool (11.7 percent versus 6.1 percehy,dnild becoming sicker (45.7
percent versus 22.2 percent), whil e -speriftaomcerasar egi v
(42.2 percent).

Knowledge also varies by wealth: poorer households are more likely to cite serious signs such as fast
breathing, difficulty breathing, and a child becoming sicker, which may reflect greater exposure to
community health worker messaging or higher cumulaliivess experience.

7.2NUTRITIONAL STATUS

Nutritional status among young children reflects both immediate and structural determinants of health,
including food security, care practices, disease burden, and access to health services. Using WHO Child
Growth Standards, the assessment of stuntingtingasunderweight, overweight, and pitting oedema
provides a comprehensive overview of chronic and acute malnutrition in Liberia. The 2025 CFSNS results
reveal persistent nutritional vulnerabilities in early childhood, with marked variation by geogragatijyy w
status, sex, and age.

Countylevel malnutrition estimates should be interpreted alongside sample size considerations,
particularly where values appear unusually high or low, and should be triangulated with morbidity, WASH,
and food security indicators.

7.2.1Prevalence of stunting

Stuntingreflects chronic undernutrition and is defined as helightige zscore (HAZ) below2 SD from

the WHO reference median; severe stunting corresponds to HAZ 8. Nationally, 26.3 percent of
children are stunted and 10.3 percent are severely stuntkdating that roughly one in four children
experiences longerm growth faltering Annex 3; Table A4Q. Boys show a noticeably higher stunting
burden than girls: 30.0 percent of boys are stunted compared with 22.2 percent of girls, arslsdirege

is also higher among boys (12.0 percent) than girls (8.5 percent). The age pattern is consistent with
cumulative nutritional deprivation: stunting is lower in infancy but rises rapidly in the second year of life,
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peaking among children 123 months at 29.1 percent total stunting and 10.4 percent severe stamting,
remains elevated through older ages (e.g., 31.1 percent amidig r2énths).

Figure 22. Prevalence of stunting among children agedi®9 months, by county CFSNS 2025

Prevalence of stunting
[ ]20-30% (alert)
I :0- 40% (serious)
I > 20% (Critical)

Credit: WFP, Liberia

By residence, rural disadvantage is pronounced. Rural areas record 32.3 percent stunting and 13.2 percent
severe stunting, compared with 23.0 percent and 8.8 percent respectively in urban settings. County
differences are wide and suggest persistent gebigragequities in chronic nutrition.

Figure 22 shows countyevel stunting prevalence classified by severity thresholds: Aleit3(2),
Serious (3040%), and Critical (>40%). Several coun@iesmcluding Gbarpolu, Bong, Grand Bassa, Grand
Gedeh,Grand Cape MountRiver Gee, and Grand Kdufall within the serious to critical categories,
indicating a high burden of chronic malnutrition. Loyt still concerninglevels are observed in counties
such as Nimba, LofaRiver Cess,and Sinoe. The spatial pattehighlights pronounced geographic
dispaities and underscores the need for targeted, ceapdgific nutrition and multisectoral interventions,
particularly in criticalburden areasSpecifically,countieswith particularly high total stuntingre: Grand
Kru (50.9 percent)Grand Cape Mount (38.2 percerdjd Gbarpolu (36.9 percent), while others such as
Maryland (22.0 percent) and Urban Montserrado (21.1 percent) appear lower.

Wealth gradients reinforce this inequity: stunting is lowest in the wealthiest households (16.0 percent) and
highest in the poorest (34.5 percent), showing that poverty remains a major structural driveite&itong
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child growth failure{Annex 3; Table A4Q.

Benchmarking stunting shows gradual improvement over tingeire 23 compares levels of stunting and
severe stunting among children across two survey rounds. Overall stunting declin&® fsgpercent in
CFSNS 2018 t®&0.0percentin the LDHS 20192020 to 26.3ercentin the CFSNS 2025, while severe
stuntingdecreased from CFSNS 2018 (13.5 perceritpidS 20192020 (10.6 percent), but theemained

Figure 23. Prevalence of stunting and severe stunting among childre@FSNS 2018/ DHS 2019 2020 and
CFSNS 2025
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relatively stable, decreasing slightly from 1@ércentto 10.3percent These results suggest slow but
meaningful gains in chronic nutrition; however, persistently high severe stunting underscores the need for
sustained interventions targeting maternal nutrition, early childhood feeding, and infection prevention.

7.2.2Prevalence ofwasting

Wasting captures acute malnutrition and is defined as wkagthieight zscore (WHZ) below2 SD;
moderate acute malnutrition (MAM) corresponds to WHZ betwéemnd -3 SD, and severe acute
malnutrition (SAM) to WHZ below3 SD. Nationally 8.5 percent of children are acutely malnourished
(GAM), including 4.7 percent with MAM and 2.7 percent with SAM. These levels indicate a substantial
acute nutrition burden, even while most children remain within normal weight rafigase 24 shows

acute malnutritions higher among boys (10.1 percent GAM) than girls (7.0 percent GAM), driven by
higher MAM (6.4 percent) and SAM (3.7 percent) in males, indicating a greater vulnerability of male
children to acute malnutritio.hese patterns underscore the needdmsensitive screening, prevention,
and treatment strategijealongside strengthened commudigsed management of acute malnutrition
(CMAM) services. The age profile shows the highest acute malnutrition during the transition to
complementary feeding: childrel® 23 months record 14.1 percent GAM, with 10.0 percent MAM and
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Figure 24. Prevalence of wasting among children aged 69 months, overall and by sexand age CFSNS 202!
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4.1 percent SAM, far above levels in older age groApséx 3; Table A40.

Residence patterns show slightly higher GAMiihan areathan rural areas (9.2 percent vs. 7.4 percent),
largely because MAM is higher in urban settings (6.0 percent) than rural (4.7 percent). SAM is also
somewhat higher in urban areas (3.2 percent) compared with rural (2.7 percent), suggesting more frequent
aaute shocks or unstable food access in denseino@me urban environments.

Countylevel acute malnutrition varies sharply. Grand Cape Mount shows the highest GAM at 19.8 percent,
including 10.4 percent MAM and a very high 9.4 percent SAM, pointing to severe acute nutrition stress
(Annex 3; Table A4Q. Other counties with elevated GAM inclu@arpolu (13 percent)River Gee

(12.7 percent) and Margibi (11.8 percent). Several counties display low, GkMxampleNimba (3.2
percent)Grand Gedeh (3.6 percent) and Grand Kru (2.8 perd&elth patterns are less linear for wasting

than for stunting: GAM is highest in the middle quintile (9.9 percent) and lowest in the poorest quintile (6.5
percent), which may reflect complex links between acute shocks, disease exposure, and seasonality across
livelihood groups rather than wealttoak.

Figure 25 illustrates that GAM prevalence has increased steadily, rising frdméscent in the 2018

CFSNS and 5.4 percent in the 20290 L DHS, to 7.0 percent in WFPO&s
Assessment (RFSA), before reaching 8.5 percent in 2025. This trajectory suggests a worsening trend in
acute nutritional vulnerability, likely ridven by climatic shocks, persistent food insecurity, economic
pressures, and recurrent disease outbreaks documented during this period. The sharper rise between 2022
and 2025 aligns with househdkvel indicators of declining dietary diversi(€hapter 7), rising food

expenditure burdens, and greater reliance on des& coping mechanisms.

MAM has followed a similar pattern. MAM rose only modestly between CFSNS 2018 (3.9 percent) and
LDHS 2019 20 (3.8 percent) but climbed substantially to 5.0 percent in RFSA 2022 and 5.5 percent in
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2025 This expansion of moderate wasting suggests a broadening populatior® athilsken who may
deteriorate into severe wasting without timely preventive interventions.

Figure 25. Trends in acute malnutrition among children aged 659 months across survey rounds (2012025)
CFSNS 2025
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SAM, the most lifethreatening form of wastingpas also increased. SAM rose from 1.5 percent in 2018, to

1.6 percent in the LDHS, then 2.0 percent in RFSA 2022, and now stands at 3.0 percent in the 2025 survey
(Figure 25). This doubling of SAM prevalence over seven years is concerning, given its association with
substantially higher morbidity and mortality risks. The sharp increase in SAM is consistent with- county
level findings inGrand Cape MounB(4 percent)arandMargibi (7.4 percentland River Ge€6.3 percent)

where disease exposure, low dietary diversity, and weak treatment coverage cOhmaeye3; Table

A40).

Overall, the comparative trend analysis underscores a clear message: wasting in Liberia is worsening, not
stabilizing. The progression from 2018 through 2025 highlights increasing acute nutritional stress across
householdsThese findings call for intensified early detection, expansion of commbagigd management

of acute malnutrition (CMAM), and strengthened prevention through improved diets, childcare practices,
and disease control

Enroliment in IFP and OTP

Enroliment in Integrated Feeding Programs (IFP) and Outpatient Therapeutic Programs (OTP) provides
critical treatment for severe wasting and other acute nutrition conditions. Nationally, 9.9 percent of children
aged 659 months were enrolled in an IFP/OpRgram at the time of the survey. Enroliment patterns
differ by residence: rural children show substantially higher participation (15.8 percent) compared with
urban children (6.9 percent), likely reflecting both higher levels of acute malnutrition Iraraes and

76



stronger outreach efforts by community health volunteers. Cdemy variation is pronounced. Grand
Cape Mount reports extremely high enrollment (82.7 percent). Other counties with higher enroliment
include Nimba (29.3 percent), Rural Montserrado (38rggnt), indicating areas where acute malnutrition
burdens or service availability are particularly significant. Conversely, counties such as Gbarpolu (2.2
percent), Grand Kru (0.8 percent), Maryland (1.2 percent), and River Cess (1.4 percent) show low
paticipation, which may reflect gaps in program coverage, accessibility challenges, or lower detection of
wasting(Annex 3; A35).

A clear socioeconomic gradient is also evident. Enrollment is lowest among the wealthiest households (2.9
percent) and highest among households in the middle and lowest wealth quintiles (12.0 percent and 12.1
percent, respectively), consistent with globaitterns in which acute malnutrition disproportionately affects
children from poorer households. Together, these findings suggest that while therapeutic feeding services
reach many of the most vulnerable children, significant geographic and socioecoispaiitiels persist,
requiring targeted efforts to ensure equitable access to lifesaving nutrition interventions.

7.2.3Prevalence ofunderweight

Underweight is defined as weigftr-age zscore (WAZ) below2 SD, capturing both chronic and acute
defidts; severe underweight aligns with WAZ belo® SD. Nationally, 15.5 percent of children are
underweight, including 5.0 percent severely underweight. Boys again face greater disadvantage (18.4
percent underweight) than girls (12.6 perceRigure 26 showsthe prevalence of underweight (weight
for-age <i 2 SD) and severe underweight (weigtrt-age <i 3 SD) among children aged® months.

Figure 26. Prevalence of underweight and severe underweight among children aget5® months, by age
group, CFSNS 2025
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Undernutrition peaks in the 123 month age group, where 19.6% of children are underweight and 7.2%
are severely underweight, highlighting increased nutritional vulnerability during the transition to
complementary feeding. Elevated levels of underweighsigteamong children aged iZ2b months
(14.3%), 3647 months (12.8%), and #89 months (17.7%), indicating sustained nutritional deficits
beyond infancy. These findings underscore the importance of early and sustained nutrition interventions,
particularlyduring the first 1,000 days and early childhood.

Differences by residence are modest at the national level: underweight is 15.7 percent in urban areas and
15.3 percent in rural areas, suggesting that acute and chronic pathways offset each other in different
environments. County patterns, however, rewedistantial disparitie@igure 27); Grand Cape Mount

(27.6 percent) Grand Bassa (19.7 percengnd River Gee(18.2 percent) show high underweight
prevalence, while several other counties fall below 15 perSemere underweight is also highest in Grand

Cape Mount (11.0 percent) followed by Gbarpolu (8.2 percent).

Figure 27. Prevalence of Underweight and Severely Underweight Children by CountyCFSNS 2025
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By wealth status, underweight declines with socioeconomic advaiitage,5.7 percent in the poorest
quintile and 11.8 percent among the wealthiest, reinforcing poverty as a key determinant of combined
growth and weight deficits.

In comparison to prior national rounds, underweight appears to remain a persistent burden with only limited
improvementFigure 28 compares the prevalence of underweight and severe underweight among children
aged 659 months across CFSNS 2018, LDHS 2120, and CFSNS 2025. Underweight prevalence
declined from 19.@ercentn 2018 to 13.percentn 2019 2020, followed by a rebound to 158rcentn
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2025, indicating a partial reversal of earlier gains. Severe underweight decreased substantially between
2018 (7.0percenyt and 201982020 (2.5percen), but increased again to So@rcentin 2025, suggesting
renewed deterioration in child nutritional status. These trends point to persistent vulnerability and recent
setbacks, underscoring the need for strengthened nusiiaositive and nutritiopecific interventions.

However, CFSNS 2025 suggests a reversal of this positive trend, with underweight rising to 15.5 percent
and severe underweight doubling to 5 percent. While still improved compared with 2018, the increase from
LDHS levels indicates emerging nutrition stess

Figure 28. Trends in underweight and severe underweight among children aged 59 months across survey
rounds, CFSNS 2025
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7.2.4Prevalence of normal weight overweight obesity, and bilateral pitting oedema

Table A41(Annex 3 presents the distribution of normal weight (weifhtheight/age betwedr? and +2

SD), overweight (> +2 SD), obesity (> +3 SD), and bilateral pitting oedema among childreni 8§ed 6
months, disaggregated by child sex, age group, place of residencg, @mahbousehold wealth quintile.
Overall, 87.1% of children were of normal weight, while 4.7% were overweight and 1.5% were obese. The
prevalence of bilateral pitting oedema was low (0.9%), indicating a relatively limited burdentef acu
oedematous malnutrition. Marked geographic and socioeconomic disparities are evident, with higher levels
of overweight and obesity in several counties and among poorer households, highlighting the emerging
double burden of malnutrition alongside persigtundernutrition.

By residence, excess weight is more pronounced in rural areas. Rural children show 7.4 percent overweight
and 2.0 percent obesity, compared with 3.4 percent overweight and 1.2 percent obesity in urban settings.
This may reflect dietary patterns in someatdivelihood zones (e.g., energiense staples plus limited
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diversity) and lower physical resilience during iliness episodes. Coevey overweight/obesity varies,

with some counties recording dowal&git overweight proportions (for example, Grand Kru 25.4 percent
overweight,Gbarpolu 17.7 percentjaryland 14.5 percenand River Gee 13.0 percgnt/ealth gradients

show higher overweight among poorer households (8.4 percent in the poorest quintile) than in the wealthiest
(3.3 percent), suggesting that excess weight may coexist with undernutritioniirctmwe ontexts driven

by poor diet quality rather than surplus consumption.

The 2025 CFSNS estimates of child overweigh? percentand obesity(1.5 percenttan be compared
with recent national benchmarks showing that approximatdiyt.5 percenof Liberian children under
five were overweight according to the LDHS 2020 and the Global Nutrition Report

7.2.5Prevalence cGAMand MUAC -based acute malnutrition

Table A42 (Annex 3) presents the prevalence of Combined Acute Malnutrition (cGAM) and severe
wasting (measured by MUAC and/or presence of bilateral oedeiir&;SD) among children aged &
months, disaggregated by child sex, age group, place of residence, county, andltheuesgth quintile.

Nationally, 8.9 percent of children meet the cGAM definition. cGAM is higher in boys (10.7 percent) than
girls (7.2 percent) and again peaks in early childhood (14.5 percent amid®) h2nths). Urban areas
show slightly higher cGAM (9.7 percent) than fgettings (7.6 percent)pasistent with the GAM pattern.

The highest countievel cGAM appears in Grand Cape Mount (20.6 percenti=nadpolu(12.6percent),
indicating acute nutrition crises in these locations; some counties show very low cGAM, but any estimate
based on fewer than 3@mple sizehould not be oveinterpretedWealth quintiles show relatively narrow
differences in cGAM, reinforcing that acute malnutrition in Liberia is shageshbcks and disease as
much as by asset status alone.

MUAC-based acute malnutrition, a complementary screening method, yields 5.1 percent acute malnutrition
nationally, lower than WHbased GAM as expected because the methods capture somewhat different risk
profiles. Bilateral pitting oedema is rare at 0.9ce@t nationally, and remains low acraisaggregated
variables

The national cGAM prevalence of 8.5 percent is notably higher than the 5.4 percent reported in the 2018
CFSNS, signaling a worsening of acute malnutrition conditions over the past seven years. However, the
2025 estimate closely mirrors findings from the BVRapid Food Security Assessment 2022, which
recorded GAM at approximately 7.0 perten

7.3INFANT AND YOUNG CHILD FEEDING

Infant and Young Child Feeding practices are critical determinants of child survival, nutrition, and
development. The 2025 CFSNS data offer a detailed picture of breastfeeding behaviors, complementary
feeding practices, and gaps in dietary adequacy anfolagen 0 23 months. Overall, while breastfeeding
initiation remains strong nationwide, challenges persist in exclusive breastfeeding, timely and adequate
complementary feeding, and retention of breastfeeding through the second year of life. These patterns
largely mirror previous findings from the 202 LDHS, indicating slow progress in improving
complementary feeding quality.

7.3.1Early initiation and exclusive breastfeeding
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Figure 29 presents key infant and young child feeding (IYCF) indicators, including the proportion of
children who were ever breastfed, initiated breastfeeding within one hour of birth, exclusively breastfed
during the first six months of life, and continued bresestfing at 1223 months.

Early initiation of breastfeeding is strong in Liberia. Nationally, 95.3 percent of childreri 28arbnths

have ever been breastfed, demonstrating-neiaersal uptake of this essential practice. Among them, 76
percent were put to the breast within dwer of birth, a figure that exceeds the LDHS 2010 estimate

of about 70 percenBreastfeeding initiation is consistently high across sex and residence categories, though
rural households show slightly higher early initiation than urban ones. Somtéeesdsuch as Bomi, Bong,

Grand Cape Mount, Grand Gedeh, Ldfargibid report early initiation at or above 97 percent, while
others, such aRuralMontserrado, report slightly lower levgl&nnex 3; Table A43.

Figure 29. Breastfeeding practices among children aged @3 months CFSNS 2025
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Exclusive breastfeeding among infants agé thonths stands at 41.1 percentemainsbelow the level

reported in the LDHS 20120, where55.2 percendf infants under six months were exclusively breastfed

Rural infants fare better, with 50.5 percent exclusively breastfed compared to 39 percent of urban infants
(Annex 3; Table A43. County variation is wide: exclusive breastfeedindhigher inGbarpolu (94.1
percent), Grand GedeB&.5 percentlandBomi (74.4 percent)putis below25 percentn Nimba. These

low levels indicate that despite strong initiation, sustained adherence to exclusive breastfeeding remains a
national challenge.

7.3.2Continued breastfeeding

Continued breastfeeding declines significantly after the first year of life. Nationally, only 29.6 percent of
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childrenatage 1223 months continue breastfeediffiggure 25), far below recommended levels and lower
than patterns reported in the LDHS 202020, where continuation at 1 year was moderately higtnes.
highlights critical gaps in optimal breastfeeding practices beyond the immediate postnatal Raraid.
children are much more likely to continue breastfeeding, with 41.3 percent still receiving breastniilk at 12
23 months, compared to only 24.8 percent in urban areas.

The average age at cessation is 9.2 months, indicating early discontinuation well before the recommended
24 months. Reasons for stopping breastfeeding provide insight into structural barriers. The most commonly
reported reasons include the child refusimglbreast (31.3 percent}hild passed the age of breastfeeding

(33.1 percent)weaning age (6.2 percent), new pregnamicy percentand perceived insufficient milk (5.1
percent). Workrelated reasons account for 4.7 percent nationally but rise in aréagjurban: 8.7 percent

vs rural: 3.9 percentronsistent with employmemn¢lated barriers. Breastfeeding cessation due to maternal
illnessand death of the mother are far less common. County variation is marked: cessation due to child
refusal is particularly high ikirban Montserraddizrand Bassa and Nimljannex 3; Table A43.

7.3.3Complementary feeding

Table A44 (Annex 3) presents the prevalence of minimum dietary diversity (MDD), minimum meal
frequency (MMF), and minimum acceptable diet (MAD) among children aigg@lonths, disaggregated
by sex, age group, place of residence, county, and household wealth qGoilplementary feeding
remains one of the weakest components of child nutrition in Liberia.

Only 12.1 percent of children agéZ3 months meet the Minimum Dietary Diversity (MDD) indicator,
reflecting very limited access to or consumption of diverse food groups during this critical growth period.
Boys have slightly higher dietary diversity (156ércent) than girls (11.5 percent). Younger children age

61 11 months are particularly disadvantaged, with only 6.5 percent achieving dietary diversity, underscoring
vulnerability during the transition from breastfeeding to solid food.

County variation is substantial, ranging from just 3.3 percent in Grand Gedeh to 25.2 percent in Margibi
and 18.5 percent in Grand Bassa. These findings closely mirror the LDH$22@0D9 which also
documented extremely low levels of dietary diversityni@icing the structural persistence of poor
complementary feeding practicddouseholds in the highest wealth quintiles have higher MDD (15.8
percent) than poorest households (11.8 percent).

Minimum Meal Frequency (MMF) is met [86.9 percent of children agéZ3 months, indicating that only

one in four children receives the minimum number of daily feedings recommended for appropriate growth
(Figure 30). Substantial disparities are observed across counties, iudoainresidence, and wealth
quintiles, with urban and wealthier households consistently demonstrating higher adherence to
recommended IYCF practicddrban areas perform slightly better, with 28.9 percent of children achieving
MMF compared with lower levels in rural areas, reflecting greater access to purchased foods and more
consistent meal routines among urban households. Wealth shows a strong gradient: 39.2 percent of children
in the wealthiest households meet MMF, compared with a€:.8ent among the poorest households. The
highest MMF is in Gran Kru (46.0 percent) and lowest in River Cess (3.9 percent).
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Figure 30. Infant and young child feeding (IYCF) indicators among children aged 623 months, by sex
CFSNS 2025
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The Minimum Acceptable Diet (MAD) the combined measure requiring children to meet both minimum
dietary diversity and meal frequerdcyemains critically low, with oyl 2.4 percent of lildren age 623

months achieving this standa(Bigure 30). This extremely low figure underscores a severe gap in
complementary feeding quality: even when children receive meals frequently, the foods provided often lack
the diversity needed to meet essential nutrient requirements.iWubardifferencgrural: 0.4 percent vs.

urban 3.3 percentand wealth remain@oorest households: 0.6 percent vs. wealthiest 6.0 peecerdjor
determinant of MAD attainment, reflecting disparities in access to nuti@mtoods such as eggs, dairy,
fruits, and vegetablgg\nnex 3; Table A49.

Figure 31 presents trends in infant and young child feeding (IYCF) indicators across four survey rounds
(CFSNS 2018, LDHS 20120, RFSLNMA 2022, and CFSNS 2028MF increased from 35 percent in
2018 to a peak of 43 percent in 2020, before declining to 32 percent in 2022 and further to 25.9 percent
in 2025. This indicates a sustained downward trend in feeding frequency siné2@01BD showed a
modest increase from 10 percent in 2018 to 13 percent iri 20 1fllowed by a decline to 11 percent in
2022 In 2025, MDD rose slightly to 12.1 percent but remains close to earlier levels and far below optimal
thresholdsMAD, which combines both meal frequency and dietary diversity, followed a similar trajectory.
MAD increased from 4 percent in 2018 to 6 percent in PRQ9declined to 3 percent in 2022, and further
decreased to 2.4 percent in 2025. Despite some fluctuakii#«3,remains critically low across all survey
years.

Overall, while MMF and MDD showed modest improvements between 2018 anid22018e subsequent
declin® particularly in MMF and MA® suggests worsening child feeding practices in
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Figure 31 Trends in Infant and Young Child Feeding Indicators (MMF, MDD, and MAD), 2018 2025.

B VMF | VDD [ MAD

50
43
40 35
32
30 25.9
15
@
o
(0]
o 20
13 12.1
10 11
10 6
I 4 3 2.4
0 [ ] . ] —

CFSNS 2018 LDHS 2019-20 RFSLNMA 2022 CFSNS 2025

recent years. The persistently low MAD prevalence highlights significant challenges in achieving adequate
complementary feeding among young children in Liberia.
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8. WOMAN AND ADOLESCENT NUTRITION
8.1 ANTENATAL CARE AND SUPPLEMENTATION

Table A45 (Annex 3) presents the percentage of qmegnant women who received antenatal ¢ANC)

during their most recent pregnancy, receivediifolic acid (IFA) supplementation, and were counseled

on infant and young child feeding, disaggregated by age group, place of residence, county, and household
wealth quintile ANC coverage among ngogregnantwomenagetd9 pr ovi des i nsight i
engagement with health services. In the 2025 CFSNS, 67.5 percent of women reported receiving ANC
during their most recergregnancy, a level broadly comparable to the LDHS PA20 estimate of 84

percent for at least one ANC visit, though not directly equivalent due to indicator differences.

IFA supplementation coverage also remains moderately strong, with 66.4 percent of women reporting that
they received IFA during their last pregnancy. Riurgban differences persist: ANC coverage is higher in
rural areas (78.4 percent) compared with 63.0gvérin urban areas. Age patterns are consistent with
expectations coverage rises sharply after adolescence, peaking among womerdigge éhd then
stabilizes.

Counseling on feeding practices during pregnancy remains critical for maternal nutrition and child
outcomes. In 2025, 63.5 percent of women reported receiving counseling on feeding, with rural women
again showing higher exposurg3(2 percent) than urban wome&s9(5 percent)(Annex 3, Table A45).

Overall, 66.1 percent of women received breastfeeding mess&yeastfeeding messages are
predominantly disseminated through health facilities (92.4 percent), indicating that flaaféy care
remains the majochannel for maternal nutrition communication. Radio remains a secondary source (4.2
percent), while television and community volunteers contribute minirfafinex 3, Table A46).

8.2MINIMAL DIETARY DIVERSITY

Dietary quality among women remains a key determinant of micronutrient adequacy. In the 2025 CFSNS,
6.7 percent of women age 149 achieved the Minimum Dietary Diversity for Women (M3, defined

as consuming at least 5 of 10 food groups in the previous 24 hours. Rural women havéoslighdigtary
diversity 6.4 percent) than urban wome®.8 percent), reflectingverall lowconsumption.

Countylevel variation is substantigdrand Gedeh portedthe highest prevalence at 22.3 percent, followed

by Grand Cape Mount (14.2 percent) and Grand Bassa (11.8 percent), yet none of these counties reach even
half of women meeting minimum dietary diversifffigure 32). In several counties, the situation is
particularly critical, with coverage below 5 perce@barpolu (0.0 percentMaryland (0.2 percentfinoe

(0.8 percentlandBomi (L0 percent). Wealth gradients are clear, ithSpercent of thevealthiest women

meeting MDDW compared t®.1 percent among the poore&iespite the difference, the overall dietary
diversity among adolescent and women is very [@wnex 3, Table A47).

Overall, the findings demonstrate that inadequate dietary diversity among women is widespread and severe
across Liberia. The fact that no county approaches even 50 percent coverage underscores systemic

3Previous CFSNS rounds used an outdated indicator, t hat i s,
definition, the 2025 CFSNS shows that 22.7 percent of women consumed at least 4 food groups. Therefore, the transition to
MDD-W ( Odmps)represents a stricter global standard and explains the lower prevalence in 2025.

85

n

-



constraints in access to diverse and nutw@ft foods. These results signal significant risk for
micronutrient deficiencies and poor maternal nutrition outcomes, requiring urgent attention to food access,
affordability, and nutritiorsensitive programmi.

Figure 32. Prevalence of Minimum Dietary Diversity for Women (MDD-W) by County, CFSNS 2025
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22.3
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Figure 33 compares the prevalence of women meeting minimum dietary diversity using the current

gl obal definition (05 of 10 food groups, CFSNS 20
groups, CFSNS 2025), and results from the Rapid Food Security AssefRF8A) 2022 The large

variation across bars reflects differences in indicator definitions and survey instruments rather than a

sudden change in womends diets. The O5 of 10 food
current global®ndard foMDD as adopted by WHO/FAO; this stricter threshold captures a higher level
of diet quality and therefore yields a | ower preyv

previous CFSNS definition) reflects an older national standard.

Al t hough both the CFSNS 20 Z®upauiol, reBufsae nd@direcly appl y
comparable due to differences in survey objectives,-fpodp probing, sampling design, population

coverage, and seasonality. The RFSA relies on a rapgliogstion module, which may underestimate

dietary diversity relative to the more detailed CFSNS methodology.
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Figure 33. Minimum Dietary Diversity among women aged 1049 years under different measurement
standards CFSNS 2025
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Table 48(Annex 3) presents the percentage of women consuming selected food groups in the previous
day, highlighting neauniversal consumption of grains, roots, and tubers, alongside markedly lower
intake of nutrientdense foods such as legumes, nuts and seeds, dairgtsrasigs, fruits, and

vegetables.

Figure 34 shows thatcrossnearly all women consume grains, roots, and tubers (98 percent rural; 99
percent urban), indicating widespread dependence on carbohipdeste staple€onsumption of
animatsource foods is moderate but uneven. Intake of meat and organ meats is higher in urban areas
(52.4 percent) compared to rural areas (48.2 percent). Eggs and dairy products are consumed by a
relatively small proportion of women in boslettings, with dairy intake particularly low (3.9 percent

rural; 3.3 percet urban). Legumes and beans are consumed by fewer than 7 percent of women,
suggesting limited intake of plabfased protein sources.

Vegetable and fruit consumption remains modest. VitaniiricA dark green leafy vegetables are

consumed by 34 percent of rural women and 39 percent of urban women. Other vegetables and fruits are
consumed by fewer than 16 percent of women in both are#ésaNd seeds consumption is similarly low

(12.7 percent in both rural and urban settings).

Overall, the findings demonstrate a diet dominated by staples, with insufficient intake of diverse nutrient
dense foods across both rural and urban populations. The limited consumption ofrprotiiads,
fruits, vegetables, and dairy contributes te thitically low MDD-W prevalence observed nationally

Disaggregation reveals substantial geographic and socioeconomic disparities in dietary patterns, with
lower wealth quintiles generally associated with more limited dietary diversity.
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Figure 34. Consumption of food groups among women aged 149 yearsby residence(percent consuming
each food group in the previous 24 hours)CFSNS 2025
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8.3NUTRITIONAL STATUS

Table A49 (Annex 3 presents mean niidpper arm circumference (MUAC), the proportion of women
below the MUAC threshold for acute malnutrition, and the prevalence of short stature (height <145 cm),
disaggregated by age, residence, county, and wealth quintile. Overall, atoiériion among non

pregnant women is rare, while short stafureflecting chronic nutritional deprivation earlier in Bfe

varies by age, geography, and socioeconomic status, with higher prevalence observed among rural
residents and women in poorer whajuintiles.

Nutritional status indicators highlight chronic vulnerabilities among women and adolescents. The mean
MUAC among women age 189 is 27.7 cm, with only 0.8 percent falling below the MUAC threshold

for acute malnutrition (<23 cm). MUAC deficits are more casnmamong adolescents, particularly those

age 1014, who recorded a mean MUAC of 21.6 cm and an acute malnutrition rate of 1.7 percent. County
variation is notableMUAC below the threshold is highest in Margibi (3.7 percent) and River Ceks (
percent) ad lowest in Nimba@.1 percent) and negligible in Bong.

Short staturé height below 145 cé affects 2.8 percent of women nationally. Rates are slightly higher in
rural areas (4.2 percent) compared with urban areas (2.1 percent). Counties GuahdaBassd7.7
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percent)and Maryland (7.4 percengxhibit elevated levels, reflecting lotgrm nutritional deprivation
beginning in childhood. The prevalence aligns closely with LDHS 22020 (3 percent), indicating
persistent structural drivers such as poverty, food insecurity, and adolescent uiidernutr

BMI patterns among nepregnant, no#lactating women reveal a distribution skewed toward overweight
and obesity. Nationally, 5.6 percent of women are classified as thin (BMI <18.5), 50.6 percent are within
normal weight, 25.8 percent are overweight, and I#rcent are obese. Urban women exhibit higher
overweight and obesity (total 46percent) compared with rural women @@ercent). The LDHS 2019

2020 reported a combined overweigtttesity prevalence of 36 percent, indicating a continued upward
trend (Table A50,Annex 3).

Figure 35 compares the nutritional status of women across two survey periods. The prevalence of
underweight remained low and relatively unchanged (5.2 percent in LDH$ ZIP®vs. 5.6 percent in
CFSNS 2025). The proportion of women with normal BMI declined frorh p8rcent to 50.6 percent,

while overweight and obesity increased over time, with overweight rising from 24.3 percent to 25.8 percent
and obesity increasing from 12.3 percent to 18.0 percent.

Figure 35. Distribution of BMI categories among women, LDHS 20102020 and CFSNS 2025
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These trends indicate a continued shift toward overweight and obesity among women, highlighting a
growing double burden of malnutrition.
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9. AGRICULTURE

Farming remains the backbone of rural livelihoods, with households relying heavily on smallholder
production for both food and income. Land access, labor availability, and exposure to-iiataid

shocks continue to shape agricultural capacity, whil&ketaaccess, input use, and service delivery vary
widely across counties and wealth groups. The following subsections analyze these determinants in greater
detail, beginning with patterns of land ownership and cultivated area, and continuing throudiomes, ¢

access to agricultural services, and production outcomes.

Agricultural production figures derived from the household survey are presented to illustrate relative
patterns and constraints rather than official production totals. These findings are interpreted alongside
administrative and secondary data to providetext on productivity, market access, and gastest
challenges.

9.1CROP CULTIVATION
9.1.1Land access, tenure and householdbor participation

Land access for farming remains limited and largely inforiratble A51 (Annex 3 shows thabnly 19.5

percent of households report owning land for farming, while land tenure is dominated by family land
without a deed (56.9 percent). A further 19.5 percent hold land with a personal or family deed, and smaller
shares rely on squatter arrangeméits6 percent) or rental/lease (1.6 percent), highlighting widespread
insecurity of tenure. Rural households are far more likely to own land for farming (37.itp#draa urban
households (6.5 percent). However, even in rural areas most land is held without formal documentation
(59.0 percent family land without deed).

Figure 36. Proportion of Households with Access to Owned Farmland by County.
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Figure 36shows substantial geographic disparities in access to farmland ownership across counties. Access
is particularly high in River Cess (56.7 percent), Lofa (56.2 percent), and Nimba (54.2 percent), indicating
strong agricultural land ownership in traditidgadgrarian counties. In contrast, access is extremely limited

in Urban Montserrado (1.9 percent), reflecting the predominantly urban character of the area. Other counties
show moderate levels of access, generally ranging between 14 and 32 percent

Wealth gradients point to structural inequality in type of access: the poorest households are most likely to
own land for farming (40.0 percent) but also depend heavily on undocumented family land (55.3 percent),
whereas the wealthiest households raraljnfawned land (3.4 percent) but are much more likely to hold
land with formal deeds (77.2 percent

Overall, hese findings highlight structural differences between rural, agrictdgpendent counties and
more urbanized areas. While farmland ownership is relatively widespread in certain counties, large
segments of households in othgrarticularly urban and petirban settingslack access to agricultural

land, which may constrain food production capacity and resilience to food insecurity.

Table A52 (Annex 3 shows that busehold labor participation in farming is widespread among adults and
noticeably gendered. Across all households, participation is highest among older adults, with 57.4 percent
of households reporting male participation age 36 years and above and $@m peporting female
participation in the same age range. Women ag8d3.$ears participate at a higher rate (46.5 percent) than
men age 1835 years (39.3 percent), suggesting that younger women remain heavily engaged |iniad)

work. Children under 15 years contribute less relative to adults (15.6 percent nationally), though their
involvement persists in many counties and likely reflects household coping andghalbioig strategies.
Participation rates are broadly sian across residence for workiage adults, reinforcing that farming
remains a core livelihood in both rural and pgfhan contexts, even where land ownership is weak.

9.1.2 Cultivation, agriculture services, and improved practices

Average cultivated area is 6atres with rural households averaging 6.0 and urban household€@$
suggesting that the smaller share of urban farming is still occurring on relatively sizable plots, likely in peri
urban zones. County variation in cultivated area is marked: Bong stands out with the largest average
cultivated area (39.3), while severaunties report much smaller average land sizes, reflecting unequal
land availability and differing agricultural production systdusnex 3; Table A53.

Crop cultivation continues to be anchored in staple production. Nationally, about 64.6 percent of households
cultivate rice and 56.3 percent cultivate cassava, confirming these as the two most dominant crops in
Li beriabts {Fgurer37)eMai@aenioaulivated by 31.2 percent of households, and vegetable
production is also substantial, including pepper (41.9 percent), bitter ball (34.1 percent), okra (28.9 percent),
and green leafy vegetables (17.8 percent). Rural households cultivate esstdpVegetble crops at far

higher rates than urban households example, rice cultivation is 56.7 percent in rural areas compared

with 8.1 percent in urban areas, and cassava cultivation is 48.2 percent in rural areas versus 8.0 percent in
urban aregshowing that crofpased livelihoods are overwhelmingly rug@able A53).

91



Figure 37. Main Crops Produced by Households (Percent)CFSNS 2025
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Table Abda-c (Annex 3 shows that ecess to agricultural services and plastvest equipment remains

low overall and skewed toward basic todise figure presents the number of households with access to
selected agricultural processing and gumtvest facilities compared to the number actively using them.

Rice mills are the most widely available and utilized facility, with 766 households repadtess and 546
reporting use. However, for most other facilities, a notable gap exists between access and actual utilization.
For example, whil820 households report access to drying floors, only 244 use them. Similarly, steel mills
(300 access vs. 89 use) and cassava grinders (299 access vs. 135 use) show substantial underutilization
relative to availabilityFigure 38).

The disparity is even more pronounced for higiaue or mechanized equipment. Only 22 households
report access to power tillers or tractors, with just 4 reporting use. Access to threshers is also limited (35
households), with minimal use (5 househol&prage facilities and winnowers show moderate access but
lower usage levels.

Drying floors are scarce, with rural access at 11.6 percent and urban access at 6.7 percent, though usage
among those with access is high. Rice mills represent the most widely accessed mechanized service (about
38.0 percent access in rural areas and 33c&pein urban areas), reflecting strong dependence on milling

for rice processing. Cassava grinders are more available in urban settings (18.8 percent access) than rural
(10.9 percent), likely due to market proximity and clustering of small processsimebses.
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Figure 38. Household Access to and Use of Agricultural Processing and Pddarvest Facilities, CFSNS 2025
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Overall, the findings indicate that although some processing infrastructure exists, utilization rates are
consistently lower than access levels, suggesting possible barriers such as cost, distance, operational
constraints, or seasonal demand. Strengthemimgfional access and addressing constraints to utilization
could enhance agricultural productivity and ploatvest management.

In contrast, productivitgnhancing equipment such as threshers, power tillers/hand tractors, and winnowers
are extremely rare, with access generally below five percent across residence and almost nonexistent in
many counties. This pattern signals persist®nstraints in mechanization and limited diffusion of labor
saving technologyUse of improved farming inputs is modest, and most households rely on traditional
practiceqFigure 39).

Nationally, local seed use dominates (66.3 percent), while uptake of chemical fertilizers (6.5 percent),
organic compost (5.5 percent), pesticides/herbicides (4.8 percent), and improved seed varieties (4.8 percent)
remain low(Annex 3; Table A%ab).Nearly onethird of households (29.9 percent) report using none of

the improved practices. Urban households are substantially more likely to use modeéh chmguntscal

fertilizers reach 18.1 percent and pesticides/herbicides 13.3 percent in urbanvangasural households

rely more heavily on local seed (68.7 percent) and report lower use of purchased inputs.

County patterns reveal sharp inequalities: Urban Montserrado shows especially high use of chemical
fertilizers (59.3 percent) and pesticides (27.2 percent) but very low reliance on local seed (17.1 percent),
whereas Lofa shows the strongest relianceorilocs eed (87 .5 percent) and ver\
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Bomi reports the highest share of households using no improved practices (61.3 pericgini),to serious

Figure 39. Use of agricultural inputs and improved practices among households, overall and by residence
(rural vs. urban), CFSNS 2025
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constraints in input access and adoption.

Community Perspectives:Communities reportecb degradation, tool shortages, climate shocks, and no
extension services hese guctural constraints on agriculture reinforce poor food availability and high
prices, increasing household vulnerability.

Where households do use inputs, they are sourced largely through informal and private channels. Chemical
fertilizers are overwhelmingly bought from markets/shops/traders (81.4 percent). Pesticides and herbicides
follow the same pattern, with 89.4 perceaticed from trader§Annex 3; Table A%). For local seed,

most households rely on their own production stock (57.4 percent) or market purchases (26.1 percent),
reinforcing a sekleliant and informal seed system. Even improved Geeldere formal systems are
expected comes mainly from markets (41.1 percent) and own stock (29.7 percent), with only small
contributions from government (4.1 percent) or Ministry of Agriculture programs/partners (4.7 percent).
Overall, this confirms that formal agricultural suppsystems remain a secondary source for production
inputs.

Rice production, consumption, storage and sale

Rice production is highly seasonal and dominated by rural and poorer households. Total rice production
rises from 113,143.48 MT in the lean season to a harvest peak of 279,227.99 MT, before declining post
harvest (214,450.45 MT). Rural households accaumdarly all outpu for example, harvest production

is 255,004.90 MT in rural areas compared with 24,223.09 MT in urban(dmeaex 3; Table AS7).
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Table A58 (Annex 3 showsaverage household rice consumption, storage, and sales (kg) by residence,
county, and wealth quintiléAverage household rice consumption is 185.0 kg nationally but increases
dramatically in rural areas (416.2 kg) relative to urban areas (16.7 kg). Storage patterns mirror production:
rural households store an average of 621.0 kg compared with 33.5 kg mnanelas, and they sell more

rice as well (144.6 kg rural versus 22.1 kg urban). County production is concentrated: Borg lvgdard

the highest harvest output (119,253.28 MT), followed by Lofa (35,192.75 MT) and Nimba (34,143.91 MT),
while counties such as Grand Kru produce very little (1,055.43 MT). Wealth gradients are steep: the poorest
households produce the most rice (B&2.00 MT at harvest), consume the most (598.2 kg), and store the
most (833.5 kg), whereas the wealthiest households produce and consume very little, reflecting the shift
away from farming in highewealth, more urban livelihoods.

Cultivation of cash crops

Figure 40 shows that ashcrop cultivation is present but concentrated in a few key commodities.
Nationally, cocoa is the dominant cash crop (31.9 percent of households), followed by sugarcane (20.9
percent), oil palm (15.5 percent), and plantain/banana (13.4 percent). @ittsiappear at lower levels

(5.2 percent These patterns indicate that while cash crops play an important role in livelihoods, most
households remain centered on staple and mixed subsistence production. In severab contatids

Nimba and parts of theoutheast cashcrop engagement appears higher, consistent with lesigading

cocoa and oil palm belf&nnex 3; Table A59).

Figure 40. Cash Crops Produced by Households (PercenttFSNS 2025
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Barriers to expanding crop cultivation

Overall, householdsdé inability to produc-elatedor e
constraints rather than agewcological or technical factors (Table not showNgationally, the main
constraints preventing households from expanding crop cultivation. Financial limitations are the dominant
barrier, with 26.7 percent of households reporting lack of cash or money as the primary constraint. Access
to agricultural inputs also posseggnificant challenges, including lack of tools (17&qent) and lack of

seeds (16.2 percent). Labor shortages (12.8 percent) further constrain production (Faigacgy1).

Figure 41. Reported Barriers to Expanding Crop Cultivation (Percent of Households)CFSNS 2025
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Other reported barriers include limited land access (4.9 percent), lack of land (3.8 percent), pests and
diseases (2.9 percent), and limited access to fertilizer or pesticides (2.6 percent). Structural and
environmental factors such as low soil fertility§ percent) and heavy rains (1.3 percent) are less frequently
cited. Very few households report lack of training, storage facilities, marketing opportunities, or credit as
primary barriersUrban households are more likely to report lack of land, wheteakhouseholds face
stronger liquidity and input access constraints. Colewgl differences are observed but should be
interpreted with caution due to small sample sizes in several categories.

Overall, the findings indicate that economic and ingléited constraints are the most significant obstacles
to agricultural expansion. Addressing financial access and improving availability of basic agricultural tools
and inputs could substantially enlsarproduction potential

9.2LIVESTOCK OWNERSHI P

Table A60a-b (Annex 3 shows thatiVestock ownership is widespread but mainly sratdck and poultry
based. Nationally, livestoettwning households report an average of 12.4 animals. Chickens dominate
holdings (8.7 birds on average), followed by ducks @ui€kg. Larger livestocks far less common: cattle
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average 1.2 per livestockvning household, goats 0.7, pigs 0.6, and sheep 0.3. Rural and urban averages
are similar (12.1 rural versus 13.4 urban), though urban households show slightlychijreswnership
(2.6) and pig ownership (0.8).

Figure 42. Livestock Ownership by Type (Percent of HouseholdsICFSNS 2025
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County variation is substantial. Sinoe (16.0) and Bong (14.9) show relatively robust livestock portfolios,
while Mayland(6.0) andRural Montserrad¢9.1) report the smallest average hetdsusehold sample size

for other counties is small to makestatistically reliable inferenc&Vealth patterns are mixed but suggest

that middlewealth households maintain the largest herds (17.1 animals), while the poorest households keep
fewer animals on average (10.6), possibly reflecting limited ability to investestbck as a savings or
livelihood strategy. Overall, poultry remains the backbone of livestock systems, with limited diversification
into larger animals across most counties.

9.3FISHING

Fishing is a secondary but regionally important livelihood: 9.0 percent of households engage in fishing
activities, with a stark contrast between rural (17.8 percent) and urban households (2.5 percent). Fishing is
primarily inland and riverin@ 49.1 percentf fishing households rely on river fishing, 62.3 percent on
creeks and streams, and 1.8 percent on freshwater ponds ofAakex 3; Table A61). Coastal ocean

fishing is far less common nationally (6.2 percent) but dominates in counties with coastline-orounier

access, such as Grand Bassa (24.4 percent ocean fishing), Sinoe (5.9 percent), and Grand Cape Mount (38.3
percent).Swamp fishingis practicedwith higher prevalence in Grand Krivlargibi, and Nimbawhile
ownership of private fish farms is extremely rare. Codatygl variation is substantial: fishing participation

peaks in Nimba (26.8 percent), River Cess (18.5 percent), and BoBgpgr8ent), each of which relies
heavily on river and creelzased fisheries for household consumption and local trade. In contrast, fishing

is nearly absent in more urbanized counties such as Urban Montsgigute 43).
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Figure 43. Proportion of Households Engaged in Fishing by County (PercentCFSNS 2025
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Fishing is also shaped by wealth: the poorest households are far more likely to rely on fishing (21.1 percent)
than the wealthiest (0.3 percent), highlighting its role as a coping and subsistence strategy rather than a
commercial livelihood. The patternsggest that fisheries contribute meaningfully to nutrition and income

in specific counties, but remain heavily constrained by geography, limited equipment, and lack of market
access.

9.4DISTANCE TO MARKETS

Market accessibility varies considerably across Liberia, with important implications for food availability,
prices, and household resilience. Nationally, 53.9 percent of households live withimial@® walk of

the nearest daily market, but this maskarphrurai urban differences: while 66.8 percent of urban
households enjoy close proximity, only 35.9 percent of rural househol@sdex 3; Table A&). Rural
areas face much longer travel times, with 24.1 percent requiiridpdurs and 17.9 percent newfiZi 5

hours to reach a daily marketonstraints that intensify during the rainy season. Colevigl disparities

are significant: households in Nimba (76.6 percent) and Grand Gedeh (70.7 percent) commonly reach
markets in under 30 minutes, whereas reg&lem Grand Kru (19.7 percent), Bomi (26.3 percent), and River
Gee (37.1 percent) face far longer walks, limiting their ability to sell crops or purchase perighatdss.

to weekly markets follows a similar pattern, with only 40.1 percent of housettgtlto reach one in under

30 minutes and 6.6 percent requiring more than five hours.

Community Perspectives:Long distances to marketsi (Bkm) with roads impassable in rainy season is
also directly linked to reduced availability of perishabf&=sasonal and geographic barriers reduce access
to diverse foods, contributing to low diversity and poor child feeding practices.
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Figure 44. Walking Distance to Daily and Weekly Markets (Percent of HouseholdsCFSNS 2025
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Figure 45 illustrates transportation costs (LRD) across counties during the dry and rainy seasons.
Transportation costs are consistently higher during the rainy season compared to the dry season across
nearly all counties, reflecting the impact of seasonal roaditmm&l and infrastructure constraints.
Transport costs further reinforce these inequities: the average cost of travel iRD6G#uting the dry

season but jumps to 1,20RD in the rainy season due to road deterioration. Rural households bear the
highest burden, spending 1,697 LRD in the dry season and over 2,182 LRD in the rain{ seasothan

triple the cost faced by urban househdlisnex 3; Table AG3).

The largest seasonal increases are observed in counties such as Gbarpolu, Grand Kru, River Cess, and
Sinoe, where rainy season costs rise sharply relative to dry season levels. Gbharpolu records the highest
overall transport costs in both seasons, withiaérly steep increases during the rainy period. In contrast,
counties such as Margibi, Maryland, and Montserrado (urban and rural) show comparatively lower and
more stable transport costs across seasons.

The pronounced seasonal gap indicates that road accessibility and transportation infrastructure remain
highly vulnerable to weather conditions. Increased transport costs during the rainy season likely affect
market access, food prices, and household psitpgoower, particularly in more remote counties.
Strengthening rural road networks and climaasilient infrastructure could help mitigate seasonal price
volatility and improve economic access to food and markets.

Transportation costs also increase steadily with poverty status: households in the poorest wealth quintile
incur the highest average costs in both seasons, while the wealthiest households face the loWesseosts
mobility constraints affect farmersdé ability to
contributing to higher food insecurity and vulnerability in remote communities.
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Figure 45. Transportation Costs by County During Dry and Rainy Seasons (LRDCFSNS 2025

== Dry Season == Rainy Season

8000
6000
4000
=)
©
=
i)
8 2000
O -
O R & &P SRR EF
P & & oF ‘,\\0\5 & F OO & & @& \0"’ RS
& e > & Y& F & 8
> RSO & &£ & &
CQ‘\ bo (9‘ \Q @
& S
o) SN

100



10. HOUSEHOLD | NCOME AND LIVELIHOOD

Household income and livelihood patterns in Liberia are shaped by a mix of agricultural -restovate,
wagebased, and informal sector activities, with most houseldgdending otwo or morancome sources

to manage risk and meet basic needs. These economic activities are deeply influenced by geographic
location, seasonality, and access to markets, financial services, and assets. The following section provides
an overview of how households rancome, the types of livelihoods they rely on, and thgswausehold
members contribute to economic wi#ing, offering important insights into vulnerability, resilience, and
overall food security.

10.1INCOME AND SOURCE OF INCOME

Households in Liberia rely on a diverse and often fragile mix of livelihood activities, with an average of
1.42 incomegenerating activities per household. The primary income source accounts for 86.6 percent of
total household income, while secondary aedidry sources contribute 12.8 percent and 0.6 percent,
respectively. Rural and urban households show similar levels of diversification, indicating that both settings
face comparable economic constraints. At county level, diversification is highesten Ggs (1.63),

Nimba (1.55), and Sinoe (1.50), while Grand Bassa (1.17) and Bomi (1.26) show the lowest levels. Income
seasonality affects 21.4 percent of all households, reflecting widespread exposure to fluctuations linked to
agriculture, labor demandnd climate variabilitfAnnex 3; Table A64). Figure 46 presents the primary
income sources reported by households

Figure 46. Main Sources of Household Income (Percent of Household€}FSNS 2025
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Salaries and wages from formal employment represent the largest share (15.9 percent), followed by trading
and commercial activities (13.5 percent) and petty trading (12 peréegritultural activities remain
important, including production and sale of food crops (9.4 percent), cash crops (4.2 percent), and palm oil
production (2.7 percentpmpared with 4.2 percent for cash crops, 0.6 percent for livestock re@kitigd

and unskilled wage labor alsontributessignificantly to household livelihoods

Other income sources, such as minifpld, diamond, iron, bauxite)transport services, fishing,
handicrafts, remittances, and livestock rearing, account for smaller proportions. Overall, the income
structure reflects a mix of wage employment, svaaille commerce, and agriculture, indicating diversified

but predominangl informal livelihood patterns across households.

Community Perspectives:Resourcdinked livelihood environments are also visible in the community
profile: 12.6 percent report proximity to diamond fields and 19.1 percent to gold mining fields. Water and
plantation ecologies are common, with 80.9 percent located near rivers.amm@ercent near rubber
plantations, while coastal access is limited overall (9.4 percent near the ocean).

Fishing accounts for 3.6 percent, although it is far more prominent in riverine counties. Wage labor
agricultural (4.2 percent) and nagricultural (3.4 percerd) remains an important source of income,
alongside petty trading (12.0 percent), commercialvities (13.5 percent), charcoal production (4.5
percent), artisanal work (1.2 percent), and palm oil production (2.7 percent). Remittances and migrant labor
serve as a major income stream for 44.4 percent of households engaged in these activitiésingighég
importance of mobility, domestic migration, and external financial supatiie not shown)

Community Perspectives: Community discussions point to a diversified but agricutamehored
livelihood system. Farming is the dominant activity, reported in 77.4 percent of communitiefaridon

cash generation is also widespread: trading or vending activities and transpeeatioes each appear in

64.4 percent of communities, indicating that petty commerce and mélrikgd income are core
complements to agriculture. Casual labor contracts are common (44.1 percent), reflecting reliance on short
term wage work during leaperiods or shocks, while hunting remains relevant in 33.9 percent of
communities. Mining is present in 26.6 percent, aligning with the reported proximity to gold and diamond
sites and confirming extractive livelihoods as a localized but important copimgaga

Source of Livelihood by Type of Income, Seasonality, Gender, and Age

Table A 65 (Annex 3) presents the percentage and number of households reporting a main, second, and
third income source, disaggregated by whether income is seasonal or continuous, and by the gender and
age of income earnerResults show that most main income sources are continuous throughout the year,
while secondary and tertiary incomes are more likely to be seasonal. Income generation is predominantly
undertaken by adults, with minimal contributions from childréender sharply influences livelihood
paterns. Menare responsible fd63.6 percent of main income sources, compared with 28.5 percent by
women. Joint maldemale income sources account for 17.9 percent. For secondary and tertiary sources,
womendés participation increases s trdds, foadmptodessihg, v , r
caregivinglinked income, and seasonal work. Adults aged 18 and above contribute 98.0 percent of all main
income sources, while child labor remains low but presgaimple sizes vary by income rank (ma

second, third), and findings for third income sources should be interpreted with caution due to relatively
small sample sizes.
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Community PerspectivesGender ed wor kl oad and | ow access to
improve household nutrition and resiliend@iscussionwith communitiesalso revealed that women
shoulder fuel/water collection, petty trade, childcare, and farming labor, and often face limited mobility.

Seasonality affects certain livelihood groups more than others. Charcoal producers, petty traders, fishers,
and miners experience the highest seasonal variability, with more than 25 percent of households in these
groups reporting unstable income acrossyibar. Salaried workers, remittance recipients, and transport
operators experience far greater income stability.

Contribution of Household Members

Women play a substantial role in household income generation. Households have an average of 0.80
working females aged 185 and 0.70 working females aged 36 and above. Women contribute 35.6 percent
of total household income. Children contribute 0.71 warker average, with highest levels in poorer rural
counties such a@ong,River Geeand Nimba/Annex 3; Table A6H.

10.2SAVINGS

Savings behavior remains limited, with only 27.0 percent of households reporting having saved money in
the last 30 days, highlighting low financial resilience. Savings levels differ modestly by residence: 28.1
percent among urban households compared ®@gcent among rural households. At county level, River
Cess 45.9 percent)and Nimba 45.2 percentshow the highest savings rates, wieral Montserrado
(16.1percent) and Bomil@.1percent) show the lowest.

The average savings in the past 30 days was LRD 17,835. Urban households saved LRD 20,865,
substantially more than rural households (LRD 13,294). Wealthier householdstsaedimesnore than

poorer households, underscoring the direct link between financial capacity and resilience t¢Ahoeks

3; Table A66).

10.3HOUSEHOLDS ACCESS TO LOAN

Access to loans remains relatively low, with only 22.9 percent of households reporting that they could
access credi(Annex 3; Table A®). Rural households have higher access (25.9 percent) than urban
households (20.8 percent), largely due to the presence of Village Savings and Loan Associations (VSLAS)
in rural communities. County differences are wiemba (51.6 percent) ardfa (43.8 percent) have the
highest access, while Gbarpolu (9.0 percent)Bath (12.0 percent) have the lowest

Community Perspectives:Interview with communities also suggested that there is high reliance on
VSLAs, family networks, and churches. Further, they reported that they have limited ability to support
severe shockd hese findings suggest thatak safety nets deepen vulnerabiitydhouseholds fall
quickly into crisis during shocks.

Only 13.5 percent of households took a loan in the last 30(dayex 3; Table AB). The most common

reason wadpusiness investment (32.3 percetw) buy food (21.7 percent), followed by education (14.7
percent),and health costs (12.6 percent). Informal credit sources dominate: 43.8 percent borrow from
VSLAs or community groups, 14.1 percent from money lenders, and 4.7 percent from shopkeepers or
traders. Only 16.9 percent access loans from banks or microfinantatimss.

10.4HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURE
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Overall, fewer than onguarter of households reported access to credit, and an even smaller share had
borrowed recently. Access to loans and recent borrowing were generally higher among rural households
and poorer wealth quintiles, with substantial vasiafaicross counties, indicating uneven access to financial
services and differing reliance on shttm credit.

Food consumption and expenditure in the past 7 days

Food constitutes the largest share of household spending in Liberia. In the seven days preceding the survey,
86.3 percent of households reported purchasing cereals, making it the most commonly purchased food
group. Purchases of tubers were reported by gér.€ent of households, while 46.3 percent bought pulses

and nut§Annex 3; Table A®). Vegetables were purchased by 53.0 percent of households, fruits by 30.9
percent, meat by 53.1 percent, and fish by 85.6 percent, underscoring the importance o B&phes

protein source. Milk and dairy products were purchased far less frequently, at only 23.5 percent, likely
reflecting affordability constraints and limited availability. In rural areas;pothased foods especially

tubers, vegetables, and fruitstained through own production or foragingontinue to play a key role in
household diets, highlighting heavy reliance on subsistence farming and forest resources.

Non-food consumption and expenditure in the past 30 days

Non-food expenditure in the past thirty days is dominated by hygiene items, purchased by 94.0 percent of
household¢Annex 3; Table A®). Transportation expenses were reported by 28.9 percent of households,
followed by cooking fuel purchases at 14.6 percent. Payments for water services were also common, while
spending on electricity remained low due to limited grid connectivity, partiguiarrural counties.
Households also incurresiibstantiatosts forcommunication69.4 percent) and loér sources ofreergy

(54.8 percent)

Non-food consumption and expenditure in the past 6 months

Over a6-month recall period, households reported significant spending on essential social :se8/ces
percent on clothing and footwe&f).2 percent on health servicemd 61.8 percent on medicines and health
products(Annex 3; Table A®). Educationrelated expenses were reported by 48.5 pefoemducation

services and 34.5 percent on education goiodicating substantial owutf-pocket costs associated with
schooling. These patterns illustrate that even with limited income, households contiallecébe
meaningful resources to meet core household needs, often stretching financial capacity and underscoring
persistent vulnerability to economic shocks.

10.1 HOUSEHOLD VULNERABILITY BY LIVELIHOOD GROUP

Household vulnerability varies widely across livelihood groups, reflecting the uneven exposure to food
insecurity, shocks, and limited coping capacity. Several livelihood groups stand out as particularly
vulnerable Mining households display substantial vulnerability, with 24.4 percent facing food insecurity
and 23.4 percent exposed to shd@cksnsistent with the instability and seasonal nature of artisanal mining.
Charcoal production and woaditting households also experience high vulnerability, with p&réent

reporting poor food access and 29.5 percent exposed to shocks. These activities often reflect distressed
livelihoods with limited returns, leaving households especially sensitive to market and environmental
disruptions. Petty traders, who compresdarge share of urban and perban livelihoods, also show
elevated exposure to shocks (25.3 percent) along with moderate food insecurity.

Agricultural laborers(skilled or unskilledl face significant vulnerability as well. Unskilled agricultural

104



wage laborers report 36.7 percent food insecurity, and their limited ability to cope with crises (15.1 percent)
underscores economic precarity. Households engaged in unskilleagriounltural labor show similarly
elevated vulnerability, with 32.2 percemtperiencing food insecurity.

Community Perspectives: Communities report high dependence on rainfed agriculture and seasonal
livelihoods; mining/charcoal extremely unstaliftgh exposure to shocks and seasonality limits income
stability, increasing reliance on negative coping and contributing to hunger.

In contrast, households relying on salaried work or wages tend to be less vulnerable, with only 10.2 percent
facing food insecurity and 18.4 percent exposed to shocks. Likewise, households receiving remittances
appear relatively food secure, though modesdiock exposure persists due to income unpredictability.
Gift-supported householdshose dependent on family or community assistasbew elevated food
insecurity (42.8 percent), reflecting their underlying economic fragility.

Across all livelihood categories, 15.1 percent of households meet at least two vulnerability criteria and are
classified as fAvulnerable. o0 Vulnerability is mos!
unstable returnsuch as livestock rearing, mining, charcoal production, unskilled labor, and petty trading
highlighting the need for targeted livelihood strengthening and resilience interventions.
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11.DETERMINANTS AND DRIVERS OF FOOD SECURITY
AND NUTRITION IN LIBERIA

Despite substantial investments in food security, nutrition, health, and agriculture over the past decade,
Liberia continues to experience persistently high levels of household food insecurity and child
undernutrition. Earlier chapters documented the sgalegraphic distribution, and population groups most
affected. This chapter advances the analysis by examining the underlying drivers and structural
determinants that shape these outcomes, with the explicit aim of informing policy prioritization, program
targeting, and donor investment decisions.

Understanding determinants is particularly import.
shocks, weak service infrastructure, and market dependence intersect. Food insecurity and malnutrition do

not arise from a single cause, but fronteifocking socioeconomic, environmental, and hegdthted

constraints that reinforce one another over time. This chapter therefore moves beyond descriptive
prevalence estimates to asshssv different layers of vulnerability interacand which factorsemain

influential even after controlling for others.

11.1CONCEPTUAL APPROACH AND MODEL SPECIFICATION

The analytical framework is grounded in internationally recognized models, including the UNICEF
conceptual framework for malnutrition, the WFP food security framework, and the CARI analytical
approach, which distinguish betweelj underlying structural drivers (e.g., poverty, household
composition);2) immediate destabilizing factors (e.g., shocks, illnessyt 3) @abling or constraining
living conditions (e.g., WASH, access to services).

Rather than estimating a single saturated model, the analysis applies a stepwise multivariable modeling
strategy, allowing for examination of how associations change as additional domains of risk are introduced.
This approach provides insight into whichtefeninants are foundational, and which operate through
intermediary pathways.

For each outcome, three logistic regression models were estimated usingasljostgd procedures,
incorporating sampling weights, stratification, and clustering to ensure national representativeness.

1 Model 1 (Socioeconomic and Demographic Baseline) establishes the structural risk profile.
1 Model 2 AddsShocks and Vulnerability) assesses destabilizing influences.
1 Model 3 AddsLiving Conditions) incorporates health and environmental context.

Results are presented as adjusted odds ratios (AORs) with 95 percent confidence intervals, enabling
comparison across models and outcomes. The analysis is explicitly associational, and language throughout
avoids implying causalityAORs less than 1 indicate lower odds of being food secure relative to the
reference group, while AORs greater than 1 indicate higher odds. All models are estimated using survey
weights and account for the complex sampling design.

11.2DETERMINANTS OF HOUSEHOLD FOOD SECURITY

Wealth as the Dominant Structural DriverAcross all model specifications, household wealth emerges as
the most powerful and consistent determinant of food security in Liberia. In the baseline model, households
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in the poorest wealth quintile exhibit 91 percent lower odds of being food secure compared with those in
the wealthiest quintile (AOR = 0.09; 95% CI: 0.0810). This gradient is not only statistically significant
but remarkably stable, persisting evereafidjusting for shocks, disability, and access to basic services.

The monotonic pattern across quintiles is particularly striking: even households in the fourthdquintile

often considered relatively sectréave less than half the odds of food security compared with the
wealthiest (Model 3 AOR = 0.41; 95% CI: 0i®47). hMi s finding hi ghpoogrhot s t
population whose food security is precarious and highly sensitive to external st(@ssus 3; Table

A70).

Importantly, the minimal attenuation of wealth coefficients across models suggests that poverty operates
through multiple, overlapping pathwdysncluding purchasing power, asset ownership, livelihood
diversification, and access to servidamther than beip fully mediated by shocks or living conditions
alone.

Urbani Rural Differences After Adjustment Once wealth, household size, and service access are
controlled for, urban residence is associated with significantly lower odds of food security (Model 3 AOR
=0.69; 95% CI: 0.680.72). This result contrasts with unadjusted descriptive statistics artsaacks the
vulnerability of urban poor households, whose livelihoods are heavily dependent on informal employment
and food markets.

Urban households typically benefit from greater market availability, but they are also more exposed to food
price volatility, inflation, and income disruptions. Without land for own production or social safety nets,

urban households face limited copingiops during shocks. The findings therefore challenge assumptions

that urban residence is inherently protective and point to the growing importance of urban food insecurity

in Liberiads evolving demographic and economic | a

Household Size and Dependency Burdétfousehold size shows a strong, independent association with
food insecurity. Each additional household member reduces the odds of food security by approximately 10
percent in the fully adjusted model (AOR = 0.90; 95% CI: 008%0). This effect persistsven after
controlling for wealth, shocks, and service access, suggesting that dependency pressure and resource
dilution play a critical roldAnnex 3; Table A70.

Larger households may benefit from pooled labor under certain conditions, butirctmwe settings with

limited employment opportunities, they often face higher consumption needs without commensurate
income gains. This finding has direct implications $ocial protection design, particularly in targeting
criteria that account for household composition rather than income alone.

Shocks, Disability, and Compounded Vulnerabilityhe introduction of shock variables in Model 2 reveals

the destabilizing role of recent adverse events. Households experiencing at least one shock in the previous
12 months have 22 percent higher odds of food insecurity (AOR = 1.22; 95% GI1.BAb Moreover,

each additional shock further erodes food security, with odds decreasing by approxini86lp&2ent

per shock.

Households with at least one member living with a disability fad&&2ercent higher odds of food
insecurity, even after accounting for wealth and shocks. This suggests that disability introduces structural
constraints on labor participation, care regoitities, and income generation, compounding economic
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vulnerability. Together, these findings illustrate how structural poverty and episodic shocks interact,
producing sustained food insecurity among households with limited resilience.

Role of Basic Services and Living Condition&ccess to basic services remains significantly associated
with food security outcomes. Households with improved drinking water have 65 percent higher odds of
food security (AOR = 1.65; 95% CI: 1.8D0.70), while improved sanitation confers a more modesttiut
significant benefitThese associations likely reflect multiple mechanisms: reduced iliness burden, lower
health expenditures, time savings (particularly for women), and improved capacity to maindaictipeo
activities. The findings reinforce the understanding that food security is not solely a food systems issue, but
one embedded within broader living conditions and public service provision.

11.3DETERMINANTS OF CHILD STUNTING

Wealth and Persistent Structural Deprivatiorstunting exhibits an exceptionally strong and persistent
wealth gradient. Children in the fourth wealth quintile have more than three times the odds of being stunted
compared with those in the wealthiest quintile (Model 3 AOR = 3.15; 95% CIi 2489. These
associations change little across models, underscoring that chronic undernutrition reflects cumulative
deprivation over time, rather than shtetm shocks alone. The strength of these associations sutipgests
nutrition-specific interventions alone are insufficient to substantially reduce stunting without concurrent
improvements in household economic conditions, maternal education, and living environments.

Age, Sex, and Household ConteMale children consistently face higher odds of stunting, reflecting well
documented biological vulnerability. The strong age gradidmiver odds among younger infafits
highlights the progressive nature of growth faltering, which accumulates over thevéirgears of life.
Household food insecurity is associated with a statistically significant increase in stunting risk (Model 3
AOR = 1.07; 95% CI: 1.08L.09), reinforcing the link between househtadel deprivation and lorterm

child outcomegAnnex 3; Table A7L).

Environmental Pathwaysimproved sanitation emerges as a strong protective factor (AOR = 0.85; 95%
Cl: 0.83 0.87), supporting evidence that environmental enteric dysfunction and repeated infections play a
major role in chronic growth failure. This finding underscores the impoetaof integrating WASH
interventions into nutrition strategies, particularly in highnting counties.

11.4ADETERMINANTS OF CHILD WASTING

Sensitivity to Shocks and Food Insecuritylasting is highly sensitive to recent shocks and household food
insecurity. Children in fooghsecure households facei 36 percent higher odds of wasting, while exposure
to shocks increases risk byiZy percent(Annex 3; Table A72). These associations remain strong after
adjusting for wealth and services, indicating that wasting is closely linked to acute stressors arthshort
disruptions.

Age-Specific Vulnerability.Children aged 823 months face nearly double the odds of wasting compared
with older children, highlighting the critical vulnerability of the complementary feeding period. This age
specific risk has direct implications for early warning systems and ¢arge¢ventive programming.

Protective Role of Sanitationimproved sanitation is strongly protective against wasting (AOR = 0.67,;
95% CI: 0.640.69), reinforcing the role of infection control and hygienic environments in preventing acute
malnutrition, especially during seasonal peaks of disease transmission.
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11.5DETERMINANTS OF CHILD UNDERWEIGHT

Underweight reflects the combined influence of chronic deprivation and acute stress. Strong wealth
gradients persist, alongside significant associations with food insecurity, shocks, and household size. The
consistency of these findings across models tybtd the cumulative burden faced by children in
structurally vulnerable households, where repeated shocks and constrained living conditions compound
long-term deprivatiorfAnnex 3; Table A73).

Taken together, the findings point to four interlinked and mutually reinforcing determinant pathways
shaping food security and nutrition outcomes in Liberia. First, structural poverty and inequality emerge as
the foundational drivers, consistently assamatvith elevated risks across all models and outcomes.
Second, shocks and instabiéityncluding economic, climatic, and livelihood disruptidnact as acute

triggers that exacerbate underlying vulnerability, rapidly pushing alreadgkahouseholds intoobd
insecurity and malnutrition. Third, household composition and dependency burdens, particularly larger
household sizes, high dependency ratios, and the presence of disability, amplify exposure to these risks by
stretching limited resources and caregivirapacity. Finally, living conditions and WASH environments
shape critical healimutrition interactions, mediating the relationship between food access, disease
exposure, and child nutritional status. Operating simultaneously, these pathways helpxypfaigress

in food security and nutrition has remained uneven despite substantial sectoral investments, and why gains
in one domain are often undermined by constraints in others.

11.6IMPLICATIONS FOR DONOR AND NATIONAL PLANNING

Food insecurity and malnutrition in Liberia are driven by deeply entrenched structural inequalities,
compounded by recurrent shocks, houselwldl constraints, and suboptimal living conditions.
Addressing these challenges requires sustained, multideatwestment that simultaneously tackles
poverty reduction, resiliendaeuilding, equitable access to basic services, and-tdtlgsed nutrition risks.
Without coordinated action across these domains, gains are likely to remain fragile and unevena&y contr

an integrated approach grounded in the pathways identified in this analysis offers a clearer route toward
durable improvements in food security and nutritional outcomes.

These results underscore the need for integrated,-sbspkinsive, and equifpcused strategies that move
beyond siloed interventions. For donors and national planners, this implies prioritizing adaptive social
protection mechanisms that effectively fegmor and negpoor households before shocks translate into
nutritional deterioration. Investments in WASH infrastructure and services should be strategically aligned
with areas bearing the highest nutrition burden, recognizing their role in reducirapelaated
malnutrition. Strengthening early warning and surveillance systems that explicitly link shocks to wasting
and food security risks is essential for timely response. In addition, targeting frameworks should more
systematically account for housdthaomposition, caregiving constraints, and disability, ensuring that
assistance reaches households facing compounded structural and demographic vulnerabilities. Collectively,
these measures are critical for improving both the effectiveness and sustgindfdod security and
nutrition programming.

This analysis is subject to several limitations. The esestional design precludes causal inference, and
observed associations should be interpreted as indicative rather than definitive. In addition, estimates for
some counties are constrained by smaéenple sizes, which may reduce precision and warrant cautious
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interpretation. Nevertheless, the consistency of results across multiple models and outcome measures
provides confidence in the robustness of the identified determinant pathways and supports their relevance
for policy and programmatic decisianaking.
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12. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
12.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The 2025 Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey (CFSNS) offers a rigorous national picture

of Liberiabés food security, |l i veli hoods, mar ket s,
show that while some structural gainshbve e n made i n WASH, educati on, an
household vulnerability to food insecurity remains widespread and is shaped by persistent shocks, limited
income diversification, weak market access, declining diet quality, and chronic undemuntong

children and women. The findings also confirm that poverty remains a powerful determinant of the
conditions that underpin food security and nutrifidinom access to improved water and sanitation to

chil drends f eedi ng spandhousehaldeesilienca.gr i cul tur al i nput

Demographically, Liberia continues to urbanize, but rural areas remain the center of agricultural production
and contain pockets of deep structural deprivation. A national household size of 4.1 persons;thitd one

of households headed by women, plaiggificant pressure on already limited resources. Disability affects

4.1 percent of households and is particularly concentrated in poor and rural settings, where limited access
to health care, long travel times, and weak service infrastructure deepemndidusulnerability. These
demographic and structural constraints frame all subsequent patterns in food security, livelihoods, and
nutrition.

The food security situation underscores both chronic and acute vulnerabilities. While full CARI results are
presented in the main Food Security chapter, the househ@lindicators reveal clear vulnerabilities
across food access, stability, and utiliaat Dietary diversity is poor across both children and women. Only
12.1 percent of children agedZ3 months meet minimum dietary diversity, and just 2.4 percent achieve a
minimum acceptable diet. Among women age4®years, only 6.7 percent achieve Mi2D-W standard.

These low levels of diet quality reflect a broader structural problem: markets remain difficult to access,
households rely heavily on cereals and tubers, and high transpo especially during the rainy
seasof limit access to nutrieatich foods. Food access is additionally shaped by high expenditure
burdens; cereals, fish, and vegetables dominate household spending, while milk, dairy, eggs, and vitamin
rich foods remain unaffordable for many.

Nutrition findings reinforce these food access challenges. Stunting affects 26.3 percent of children under
five, with severe stunting at 10.3 percent and highly concentrated in the poorest households and most remote
counties. Acute malnutrition continues worsen, with GAM (WH2Z) rising t8.5 percent nationally and

cGAM reaching 8.9 percent, reflecting both dietary inadequacy and high child illness burden. Wasting is
highest among children 123 months, aligning with the period of transition to complenrgrfizeding,
where Liberia continues to experience poor meal f
also shows emerging concerns: 25.8 percent are overweight and 18.0 percent are obese, while 5.6 percent
are underweight and 2.8 percent eigrace short stature. These dual burdens indicate a nutrition transition
marked by caloriglense but nutrierpgoor diets, especially in rural areas where overweight and obesity are
paradoxically more common. The persistently low MUAC among adolescer{ngids 21.6 cm) suggests

that intergenerational undernutrition remains a key driver of child stunting.

Livelihoods and income sources further illuminate the determinants of food security. Households rely on
an average of 1.42 incorgenerating activities, and 21.4 percent face clear seasonal variation, making
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income highly unstable. Agriculture remains the backbone of livelihoods, especially among the poorest
households, but agricultural inputs, mechanization, and extension support are extremely limited. Only 4.8
percent use improved seed, 6.5 percent use chéfeitilizer, and fewer than 5 percent have access to
mechanization such as threshers or power tillers. Limb@nsive, lowinput subsistence farming dominates

in most rural counties, leaving households exposed to weather shocks, crop losses, atiddlncauket

prices. Fishing, charcoal production, petty trading, and artisanal mining provide supplemental income but
are highly seasonal and unpredictable, with some of the highest food insecurity rates recorded among
charcoal producers, unskilled labareand mining households. These income structures, combined with
rapidly rising transport costs during the rainy season and high reliance on expensive markets, deepen
vulnerability particularly among rural and lemealth households.

Agricultural production data offer further insight. Rice cultivation is widespread, yet yields remain low and
storage losses common due to lack of drying floors, milling inefficiencies, and weak access to processing
tools. Rice production peaks during hest; yet even during this period many households rely on market
purchases. Vegetables, roots, and tubers contribute significantly to rural diets, but weaknesses in market
connectivity limit yearound availability, contributing to the low dietary diversityserved among both
children and women. Only 19.5 percent of households formally own land, and most rely on undocumented
family land, constraining investment incentives and limiting opportunities for expansion or mechanization.
The poorest households prae the most rice but earn the least income from sales due to weak bargaining
power and lack of access to competitive markets.

Low adoption of improved inputs and mechanization reflects multiple constraints: limited access to
affordable credit for seasonal investment, weak input supply chains and availability outside major corridors,
and extension capacity gaps that reduce fagxgosure to improved agronomy and plostvest practices.

Land tenure uncertaindyespecially reliance on undocumented family Eradso weakens incentives to
invest in durable improvements such as irrigation, soil rehabilitation, or mechanized servitgal &udi

social norms can further shape adoption, including decisiaking power over cash crops versus food
crops, gendered control of land and income, and risk aversion in contexts of frequent shocks.

Health, WASH, and care practices contribute directly to food utilization and nutrition outcomes. Only 61.5
percent of households use improved sanitation, and open defecation remains extremely high in rural areas
(57.9 percent). Water access is similarhegual: 94.0 percent of urban households use improved sources
compared with 69.1 percent of rural households, and 83.2 percent rely-remise water, increasing
contamination exposure and caregiving burdens. Diarrhea affects 14.7 percent of childkexh affieicts

22.2 percent, with the highest burden in counties where sanitation and water treatment practices are
weakest. Child stool disposal is inappropriate in 68.1 percent of cases nationally and as high as 89.4 percent
in rural households, driving peated infections and indirect causes of both stunting and wasting. Health
service access remains uneven: 83.1 percent report access, but only 50.8 percent used services in the last
30 days, with 10.7 percent reporting unmet need due to cost, distalazk of medicines. These barriers
contribute to preventable morbidity and reduced utilization of essential child health services including ORS,
antibiotics for ARI, and treatment for wasting.

The education system also shapes{targ) food security and human capital. While 90.0 percent of school
aged children were attending school during the PR34academic year, early childhood development
remains weak, with only 28.3 percent of children agjetienrolled in ECD programs. High absenteeism,
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high dropout rates, and low access to school meals in several counties reflect persistent structural
challenges, many of which stem from poverty, distance to schools, and seasonal agricultural labor demands.
These educational vulnerabilities intersect withitrition, as children in households with low ECD
participation and high owudf-school rates often experience higher levels of malnutrition and iliness.

Countylevel disparities are pronounced and should guide geographic prioritizationbttigdin counties

for acute malnutrition (GAM) and chronic malnutrition (stunting), combined with poor WASH conditions
(including open defecation), longer market disggnand low early childhood development (ECD)
environments, warrant intensified, integrated packages and closer monitoring. To ensure responsible
interpretation, county estimates based on small sample sizes (n<30 for kieglisators) are flagged
throughait the report and should be triangulated with multiple indicators before drawing firm conclusions
or ranking counties.

Food security outcomes also reflect market functionality and seasonality. Availability of ndaiess
foods varies over the year, with lea@ason constraints compounded by price volatility beyond transport
cost increases (including national/internasibprice transmission, local supply shortages, and market
power). Women traders and producers face additional b&rtienited access to credit, transport, storage,
and market informatiah restricting their ability to participate in highealue food marketand affecting
household access to diverse foods.

Key drivers of food insecuritin Liberia

Food security in Liberia is shaped by a complex interplay of structural, economic, environmental, and
behavioral factors, many of which reinforce one another. The 2025 CFSNS highlights several
interconnected drivers that explain current food security atrition outcomesThese are as follows:

Poor dietary diversity and limited market access which restricts the ability of households to consume
nutrientrich foods. Long distances to markets, especially in rural areas where only 35.9 percent live within
30 minutes of a daily market, reduce both availability and affordability of perishablg $oct as fruits,
vegetables, eggs, and dairy. Transport costs increase sharply during the rainy ssaspfrom 966 LRD

to 1,206 LRD nationally, and from 1,697 to 2,182 LRD in rural d@&dasther limiting access. These
constraints help explain why childrends mini mum
dietary diversity remains extremely low at 6.7 percent. Without access to diverse foods, both chronic
undernutrition (stunting) and acute madrition (wasting) persist at high levels.

Continued burden of child iliness especially diarrhea and ARI. Inadequate sanitation and unsafe water
sources result in repeated infections, exacerbating malnutrition. The prevalence of inappropriate child stool
disposal (68.1 percent nationally; 89.4 percent rural) heightens expodaoaltpathogens, contributing

directly to the 14.7 percent diarrhea prevalence observed. Poorer sanitation and water treatment practices
in rural and lowincome households deepen this vulnerability, reinforcing the nesdtip between WASH

and child nutritional outcomes

Agricultural constraints and low productivity , which reduce food availability and limit household
income. Only 4.8 percent of households use improved seed and fewer than 7 percent use fertilizer, with
only minimal access to mechanization. Soil degradation, lack of tools, and poor access to esdansam

further weaken production. As a result, rural households remain reliant on a narrow set of staples, especially
rice and cassava, and struggle to produce or purchase ntitferibods yearound. The limited
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engagement in commercial agriculture, combined with widespread tenure insecurity (56.9 percent family
land without deed), also reduces incentives to invest in improved practices.

Income instability and economic volatility. With 21.4 percent of households reporting seasonal income

and most engaged in lekgturn agricultural or informal activities, income flows are unpredictable and often
insufficient to meet basic needs. Mining, charcoal production, casual labor, andrgddyall widely

practice® are highly vulnerable to weather shocks, market fluctuations, and access constraints. Limited
access to loans (22.9 percent) and vertytodbsolwy savi n
shocks. This economic fragility directly influences food access: households cut meal frequency, shift
toward cheaper staples, or rely on foraged foods during lean periods.

Gendered inequities in workload and resource acces$Vomen provide 35.6 percent of household
income and shoulder disproportionate responsibility for childcare, food preparation, water collection, and
petty trade. Yet they have limited access to land, credit, andréigin livelihoods. These gender
inequdities restrict opportunities to improve household diet quality, adopt improved feeding practices, or
invest in childrenés health and nutrition.

Womendés fenergy burdend operates througdhwateoth tir
collection, childcare, food preparation, and petty tdadeduce time available for income generation, rest,

and responsive feeding practices, while also inangaanergy expenditure. When combined with limited

control over productive resources (land, credit, inputs) and lower access torkiginedivelihoods, these

constraints contribute to persistent dietary gaps for women and children. Caregiving tinitsddefic
especially in poorer and sheelfected householéscan reduce minimum meal frequency and diet quality

for young children, reinforcing risks of wasting during illness or seasonal stress.

Interplay between nutritiorand food security in Liberia

The relationship between food security and nutrition in Liberia is dynamic, bidirectional, and mutually
reinforcing. The 2025 CFSNS findings make clear that food security is not solely a matter of having enough
food; rather, it is defined by the ability bbuseholds to access, utilize, and metabolize diverse, safe, and
nutrientrich foods in ways that support normal growth, health, and development. In Liberia, constraints
along each dimension of food security directly shape the nutritional status oéohaldd women, while

poor nutrition, in turn, deepens food insecurity by reducing productivity, increasing iliness, and elevating
household health expenditures.

Food availability and access form the foundation of nutritional outcomeddouseholds that rely heavily

on rice, cassava, and imported cereals face structural limits in diet quality because these staples, while
filling, provide insufficient micronutrients for healthy growth. The 2025 CFSNS shows that only 12.1
percent of childre aged 23 months meet minimum dietary diversity and just 2.4 percent meet the
minimum acceptable diet. Among women, only 6.7 percent achieve-MDDhese extremely low levels

are no simply the result of feeding behaviors but reflect deeper deficits in food availability and economic
access. Households living far from markets, especially those in rural counties where only 35.9 percent
reside within 30 minutes of a daily market, hase/ér opportunities to purchase perishable foods such as
eggs, animasource foods, fruits, and vegetables. Seasonal price spikes driven by poor road conditions
further restrict access to nutritious foods during the rainy season, contributing to thd exarseaning of

diet quality. These patterns of availability and access directly manifest in nutritional outcomes, notably
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stunting (26.3 percent), severe stunting (10.3 percent), wastigercent GAM; 8.9 percent cGAM), and
high child illness rates.

Food utilization represents the most direct point of intersection between food security and nutrition.

Even when food is available and consumed, the body cannot effectively utilize nutrients if it is threatened

by infection, environment al enteropathy, or poor
57.9 percent of rural households preetopen defecation and only 61.5 percent nationally have improved
sanitation, creates constant exposure to pathogens that cause diarrhea, worm infastatigcronutrient
malabsorption. Child stool disposal is inappropriate in 68.1 percent of households, reaching 89.4 percent in

rural communities, greatly increasing fecal contamination in the domestic environment. This explains why
diarrhea prevalence fggh (14.7 percent) and why ARI affects 22.2 percent of chil@rdooth of which

i mpair the bodyds ability to ablbesailmessesiarersirangiyt s an
associated with acute malnutrition and help explain the rise in \wastim 5.4 percent in the 20120

Liberia Demographic and Health Survey (LDHS) and 7.0 percent in the 2022 Rapid Food Security,
Livelihoods, Nutrition and Market Assessment (RFSLNMABitBpercent in CFSNS 2025

Care practices further mediate the link between food security and nutrition While breastfeeding
initiation is high, exclusive breastfeeding remains inadequaté.atpercent andontinued breastfeeding

falls sharply after one year to 29.6 percent. Early cessation of breastfeeding, primarily due to perceived
insufficient milk, work demands, and child refusal, leaves infants vulnerable tapality complementary
feeding at the ery stage when dietary diversity is the lowest. Children adgdd. 6nonths those
transitioning from breastmilk to solid foodsxperience some of the highest rates of wasting and diarrhea,
underscoring how feeding practices, mat ernal wor Kk
own nutritional status directly shapes care capacity. With 25.8 percent overweight,r&8rd pbese, and

5.6 percent underweight, Liberian women face a double burden of malnutrition that restricts work
productivity, increases risk of pregnancy complications, and affects infant feeding jgraoticereastmilk

quality. These maternal nutrition patterns partly explain why stunting continues to be transmitted across
generations.

The stability dimension of food security further illuminates the interplay with nutrition. Liberia faces

seasonal hunger periods driven by agricultural cycles, fluctuating labor demand, and rainfall patterns. The
2025 CFSNS shows that 21.4 percent of households have seasonal income and face predictable periods of
reduced food access. This ifstily cascades into reduced diet quality, fewer meals, and reliance en low
nutrient staples during lean months. For children, seasonal food insecurity is closeiatadswith

episodes of acute malnutrition, especially in the rainy season when travel to health facilities becomes
difficult, prices rise sharply, and diarrhea peaks due to poor water conditions. These recurrent shocks
prevent sustained nutritionalreeov vy, contri buting to Liberiads sl ow
recent worsening of wasting.

Finally, the nutritional consequences of food insecurity reinforce future food insecurity in a cyclical
manner. Children who are stunted are more likely to suffer from poor cognitive development, reduced
school performance, and lower lifetime earnings,clwhover time diminishes the economic stability of
households and communities. Wasted children face high risks of illness and mortality, and survivors often
sustain longerm growth and development deficits. In adults, undernutrition and illness reduce labo
productivity, while overweight and obesity increase risk of chronic dis@¢asmth outcomes limiting
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household income, raising medical expenditures, and deepening vulnerability to future shocks. Thus,
malnutrition, arising from food insecurity, becomes itself a driver of future food insecurity, perpetuating a
multigenerational cycle.

In Liberia, the interplay between food security and nutrition is therefore not a linear pathway but a complex
and reinforcing system. Food insecurity restricts dietary diversity, increases illness, and weakens care
practices, all of which deteriorate ntishal status. In turn, poor nutrition reduces health, productivity,
resilience, and human capital, thereby undermining household capacity to secure food in the future. The
2025 CFSNS demonstrates that without addressing both sides of this relafitinethig, the structural
determinants of food insecurity and the immediate drivers of malnutrgitainable improvements in
nutrition outcomes will not be achieved.

Taken together, these interconnected drivecenomic fragility, restricted market access, high disease
burden, low agricultural productivity, weak WASH conditions, and gendered dispaij#ain why food
insecurity remains persistent despite progress in health access, early initiation of breastfeeding, and school
participation. Addressing these structural determinants is essential to improving dietary diversity, reducing
malnutrition, andstrengthening household resilience.

To summarize, the determinants analysis demonstrates that food insecurity and malnutrition in Liberia are
not driven by isolated deficits, but by four interlinked pathways: entrenched poverty and inequality,
recurrent shocks and seasonal instability, hieolsecomposition and dependency burdens, and constrained
living and WASH conditions. These pathways operate simultaneously, reinforcing one another and
explaining why sectespecific gains have not translated into sustained improvements in nutrition eatcom

The findings of the CFSNS 2025 will inform national and codetel planning and programming
processes across food security, nutrition, agriculture, health, and WASH sectors. Dissemination will include
nationatlevel briefings with government institutiorend development partners, as well as targeted
engagement with county authorities and sectoral stakeholders to support ebidsedelecisiomaking.

The results will also be shared through technical working groups and coordination platforms to ensure
alignment with ongoing policy, programming, and resource allocation efforts.

12.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

Improving food security and nutrition in Liberia requires a multisectoral, phased, and geographically
targeted approach that directly addresses the four determinant pathways identified in the CFSNS: structural
poverty, exposure to shocks, houseHeltl wnstraints, and inadequate living and WASH conditions.

Countylevel prioritization should be based on overlapping burdens of food insecurity, child malnutrition,
poor WASH access, and market isolation, rather than sindieator thresholds. This approach reflects the
multi-dimensional nature of vulnerabilitgentified in the CFSNS and supports more efficient and equitable
resource allocation.

In counties where selected indicators are based on small sample sizes, findings should be interpreted
cautiously and triangulated with multiple indicators and routine administrative data before informing
geographic ranking or resource allocation.

The following recommendations are organized by sector and time horizon, combining immediate protective
actions with mediumand longterm systems strengthening, and aligned with the drivers identified in the
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survey.
1. Strengthening Food Access and Market FunctionalityShort Medium Term)

High food expenditure burdedisvhere 41 percent of households spend more than 75 percent of total
expenditure on foall and low dietary diversity indicate that improving physical and economic access to
food is an urgent priority. Market access constraintas@aal road inaccessibility, and price volatility
disproportionately affect rural households and contribute to-goaility diets, particularly for children and
women.

Priority actions include:

1 Introducing targeted food or nutrition vouchers/subsidies for nutdense foods (eggs, pulses,
vegetables, fortified staples) in districts with high food expenditure shares, poor dietary diversity,
and long market travel times.

1 Rehabilitating key feeder roads in districts where average travel time to markets exceeds 60
minutes, with a focus on corridors linking higlirden rural communities to primary trading
centers. The objective should be to reduce average travel time tasrarks least 20 percent by
2027.

1 Supporting small traders and private suppliers in fai@ach communities through grants,
transport incentives, and righaring mechanisms to improve yeaund availability of diverse
foods.

1 Establishing weekly satellite or pariban markets in densely populated rural areas to improve
access to perishable and nutrienh foods and reduce seasonal price spikes.

Improved market functionality would reduce food prices, expand access to diverse foods, and directly
contribute to improved complementary feeding practices.

SMART outcome:
Increase national mean Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) by at least 0.5 food groups by 2027,
with accelerated gains in rural counties exhibiting the lowest baseline diversity.

2. Agricultural Transformation and Access to Inputs(Mediumi Long Term)

Although the majority of households engage in agricuitusd.6 percent cultivating rice and 56.3 percent
cultivating cassavia productivity remains low due to reliance on traditional tools, unimproved seeds,
limited input use, and significant pesarvest Ieses. These constraints are compounded by weak extension
services, limited access to credit, land tenure insecurity (only 19.5 percent of households report formal land
ownership), and sociocultural norms affecting investment decisions.

Priority actions include:

T Scaling up access to improved seeds, organic fertilizers, anddstwmechanization, prioritizing
smallholders, femalenanaged plots, and highulnerability counties.

1 Expanding mechanization hire services at county level (e.g., hand tractors, threshers), rather than
ownershipbased models, to reduce labor burdens and improve timeliness of production.
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f Strengthening countlevel extension services, including demonstration plots, clismtet
agriculture training, and poesiarvest management.

1 Expanding cassava processing centers, rice milling capacity, anttgresst drying floors to
reduce losses and stabilize food availability during the lean season.

1 Supporting farmer cooperatives and producer groups to improve aggregation, bargaining power,
and access to competitive markets.

These actions would increase yields, reduce labor budeaicularly for womed and enhance
resilience to climatic and market shocks.

3. Nutrition -Specific Interventions for Children and Women(Shorti Medium Term)
f Reducing Acute Malnutrition (Wasting)

With cGAM at 8.9 percent nationally and several counties exceeding the 10 percent emergency threshold,
intensified and geographically targeted action is required.

Priority actions include:

1 Expanding CMAM service coverage in higarden counties (e.g., Grand Cape Mount, Gbarpolu,
River Gee), ensuring that each health district has functional fixed or outreach CMAM services.

1 Deploying mobile nutrition outreach teams in remote and underserved areas.
{1 Integrating diarrhea prevention and treatment (ORS + zinc) into all nutrition outreach activities.
f Strengthening routine MUAC screening and referral at community level.

SMART target:
Reduce national cGAMy 2 3 percentage points by e2027, with focused investment in counties where
GAM 010 percent .

1 Improving Complementary Feeding (MAD and MDD)

Complementary feeding practices remain critically poor, with only 12.1 percent of children meeting
minimum dietary diversity and 2.4 percent meeting Minimum Acceptable Diet (MAD), placing children at
high risk of wasting and growth faltering.

Priority actions include:

1 Intensifying I'YCF counseling in counties with the poorest feeding practices (e.g., Sinoe, Gbarpolu,
River Cess, Grand Kru).

1 Promoting locally appropriate fortified or enriched complementary foods, such as gari or plantain
blended with fish powder or groundnut paste.

1 Integrating MAD counseling into routine growth monitoring and community outreach.
1 Establishing motheto-mother IYCF support groups in higioverty districts.

SMART target:
Increase MAD by at least 10 percentage points by 2029 in counties where baseline MAD is below 10
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percent, tracked through HMIS and periodic coverage surveys.
f Strengthening Womendés Nutrition

Women face high anemia prevalence, low dietary diversity, and heavy workloads that constrain caregiving
and dietary quality, alongside emerging risks of overweight and obesity in some settings.

Priority actions include:

1 Ensuring systematic iréfolic acid supplementation for pregnant women and adolescent girls
through ANC, schools, and community platforms.

1 Expanding MDDW interventions and local food demonstration sessions.
71 Integrating MUAC screening during pregnancy and postpartum periods.

T Addressing structural constraints through gesrdsponsive livelihood support, improved access
to land and credit, and reduced time burdens.

4. Strengthening Health and WASH SysteméShorti Medium Term)

Despite 83.1 percent reported access to health services, utilization remains low, with distance, cost, and
stockouts limiting careseeking, particularly in rural counties.

Priority actions include:

1 Expanding outreachased health and nutrition services in counties with low facility access (e.qg.,
Rural Montserrado, Grand Bassa, Grand Cape Mount).

1 Ensuring uninterrupted availability of ORS, zinc, MNPs, Vitamin A, RUTF, and anthropometric
equipment.

1 Reducing user fees and strengthening supply chain systems.

1 Expanding communityed total sanitation (CLTS) and prioritizing sanitation investments in
counties with less than 20 percent improved sanitation coverage.

Improving WASH conditiond currently 61.5 percent improved sanitation natior@alyill directly reduce
diarrhea and environmentally mediated undernutrition.

5. Livelihoods, Resilience, and Social ProtectiofMediumi Long Term)

With 56 percent of households marginally food secure and 30 percent of rural households exposed to
shocks, livelihood instability remains a central driver of food insecuNtyrition and food security
responses should be seasonally calibrated, with surge capacity during lean and rainy seasons when shocks,
disease burden, and wasting risk peH#his includes prgpositioning assistance, flexible financing, and

rapid scaleup mechanisms linked to early warning systems.

Targeting frameworks should explicitly incorporate household dependency ratios and disability status, as
these households face structurally higher food and nutrition risks even at comparable inconiEhlisvels.

is particularly important in rural and poor settings where caregiving burdens and limited sengss
compound vulnerability.

Priority actions include:
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1 Targeted livelihood support for highly vulnerable groups, including petty traders, fishers,
agricultural laborers, and charcoal producers.

1 Expansion of small livestock programs (poultry, goats) and nutsmsitive agriculture (e.g.,
orangefleshed sweet potato, ireich beans).

1 Scaling up VSLAS, microenterprise grants for women, and climate insurance schemes.
f Strengthening youth skills programs and ruwaban labor market linkages.
6. Food Fortification and Dietary Quality (Medium Term)

While iodized salt and bouillon cubes are widely consumed, awareness and coverage of wheat flour and
rice fortification remain limited.

Priority actions include:
1 Strengthening fortification regulation and quality enforcement at import and retail points.
1 Supporting small and medium millers with fortification equipment and quality assurance.
1 Launching national awareness campaigns on fortified staples.
1 Expanding access to animsdurce foods through poultry, livestock, and veterinary support.
7. Governance, Coordination, and Data UsgCrosscutting)

Sustained impact requires institutionalized multisectoral coordination. Strengthening collaboration among
MOA, MOH, NDMA, SUN Secretariat, UN agencies, and county authorities will enable integrated
planning across agriculture, nutrition, WASH, marketslihoods, and social protection.

Establishing countjevel Food Security and Nutrition Working Groups, strengthening -@ahning
systems, and integrating CFSNS findings into national and county development plans will ensure that
survey evidence drives policy and programming decisions.

Progress against the recommended actions should be monitored through routine systems (HMIS, agriculture
and market monitoring) and periodic surveys to track changes in GAM, MAD, HDDS, and resilience
indicators over time.

In sum, accelerating progress in food security and nutrition in Liberia requires coordinated investments
across the food system, targeting both immediate vulnerabilities and structural constraints. By improving
market access, boosting agricultural prodittj strengthening nutrition and health services, addressing
WASH deficits, and enhancing livelihood resiliedcenhile prioritizing the most vulnerable counties and
population® Liberia can reduce malnutrition, strengthen resilience, and build a moreiveckisd
sustainable food system for future generations.
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Indicator Definition and Coding Scheme

The table belowpresents the complete list of indicators measured in the 2025 CRBNHwith their official definitions. The indicators are
grouped by domain to align with national monitoring frameworks and international standards (DHS, MICS, WHO, FAO, WFP VAM, JMP

Table A1l. CFSNS 2025 Indicators, Definitions, and Coding Scheme
Indicator

Definition

Numerator

Denominator

Household Characteristics

Percentage of households with finished
roof/wall/floor materials

Proportion of households
whose main roof, wall, or
floor material is classified ag
Afinished. 0

Households reporting
finished material for roof OR
wall OR floor

Total households surveyed

Binary: 1 = finished
material present; 0 = a
materials unfinished

Percentage of households owning at lea
one mosquito net

Proportion of households
owning O1 mos

any type.

Househol ds r ¢
mosquito net

Total households surveyed

Binary: 1 = yes; 0 = no

Percentage of households using a cooki
device

Proportion of households
using any cooking device fo
food preparation.

Households reporting use o
any cooking device

Total households surveyed

Binary: 1 =yes; 0 =no

Percentage of households with access ti
lighting

Proportion of households
whose main lighting source
is electricity, solar, batteries
or other defined source.

Households with defined
lighting source

Total households surveyed

Binary: 1 = access; 0 =
none

Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene
(WASH)

Percentage of households using an
improved drinking water source

Drinking water source meetg
WHO/UNICEF JMP
ii mprovedo cr

Households using improved
water source

Total households surveyed

Binary: 1 = improved,
0 = unimproved

Percentage of households with treated
drinking water

Drinking water treated using
accepted methods.

Households reporting water
treatment

Total households surveyed

Binary: 1 = treated; 0 =
untreated

Percentage of households using improve
sanitation (not shared)

Sanitation facility is
improved and not shared.

Households with improved,
nonshared facility

Total households surveyed

Binary: 1 =
improved/not shared; (
= otherwise
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Indicator

Definition

Numerator

Denominator

Coding Scheme

Percentage of households practicing op:s
defecation

Household reports no
sanitation facility and open
defecation.

Households practicing open
defecation

Total households surveyed

Binary: 1 = open
defecation; 0 = no

Percentage of households with access t
basic hygiene products

Water and soap available fo
handwashing and basic
hygiene items.

Households meeting hygien
criteria

Total households surveyed

Binary: 1 =yes; 0 = no

Disability

Percentage of households with head
reporting a disability

Head reports
functional domain (WGSS).

Households with disabled
head

Total households surveyed

Binary: 1 = disability
present; O = none

Food Security

Household Hunger Scale (HHS)

Measure of moderatsevere
household hunger.

Sum of affirmative
responses

Households with valid HHS

Score 06; categorical:
none (0 1), moderate
(2i 3), severe (46)

Household Food Insecurity Access Scal{ Mean score of food access | Sum of frequencyveighted | Households with valid Score 027
(HFIAS) anxiety and insufficiency. responses HFIAS
Household Dietary Diversity Score Number of food groups Count of food groups Households with valid Score 012

(HDDS)

consumed in past 24h.

consumed

HDDS

Food Consumption Score (FCS)

Weighted frequency of food
groups over 7 days.

Weighted sum of food grouj
frequencies

Households with valid FCS

Continuous; standard
cut-offs applied

Food Expenditure Share (FES)

Share of total expenditure
spent on food.

Food expenditure

Total household expenditure

Continuous proportion

Reduced Coping Strategy Index (rCSl)

Frequencyweighted coping
behaviors.

Weighted sum of coping
behaviors

Households with valid rCSI

Continuous score

Livelihood Coping Strategy Index (LCSI)

Severity of livelihood coping
strategies.

Households by highest
strategy used

Households with valid data

Categorical: none /
stress / crisis /
emergency

LCS-Food Security (LCSS)

Foodsecurityspecific
coping strategies.

As above

Households with valid data

Categorical

Proportion of households experiencing
shocks

Exposure to shocks in last 1
months.

Househol ds r ¢
shock

Total households surveyed

Binary: 1 = yes; 0 = no

Proportion of households receiving

assistance

Receipt of food/cash/#ind

assistance.

Assisted households

Total households surveyed

Binary: 1 = yes; 0 = no
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Indicator
Child Health

Definition

Numerator

Denominator

Coding Scheme

Birth registration Children under 5 with Registered children Children under 5 Binary
registered births.
Measles vaccination coverage Children 959 months Vaccinated children Children 959 months Binary

vaccinated.

Diarrhea/ARI prevalence and care seeki

lliness in past 2 weeks and
care sought.

Children ill / children
seeking care

Children under 5

Binary indicators

Deworming coverage Children 1259 months Dewormed children Children 1259 months Binary
dewormed.

Bed net use among children Slept under ITN previous Children using ITN Children @59 months Binary
night.

Enrollment in IFP/OTP Children enrolled in nutrition| Enrolled children Children 6 59 months Binary
programs.

Access to Health Services

Household access to health services Distance/travel time Households within thresholg¢ Total households Binary
threshold met.

Recent use of health services Health services used/neede( Households reporting Total households Binary
in last 30 days. use/need

Child Nutrition

Early initiation of breastfeeding Breastfed within 1 hour of | Newborns breastfed early | Live births Binary
birth.

Exclusive breastfeeding Infants G5 months Exclusively breastfed infant{ Infants G5 months Binary
exclusively breastfed.

Continued breastfeeding Breastfeeding at 123 Breastfed children Children 1223 months Binary
months.

Minimum Dietary Diversity (MDD) O5 of 8 f ood |Children meeting MDD Children 6 23 months Binary

Minimum Meal Frequency (MMF) Age-appropriate feeding Children meeting MMF Children 6 23 months Binary
frequency.

Minimum Acceptable Diet (MAD) Meets both MDD and MMF.| Children meeting MAD Children 6 23 months Binary

Vitamin A supplementation Received vitamin A in last 6| Supplemented children Children 6 59 months Binary

months.
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Indicator

Definition

Numerator

Denominator

Coding Scheme

Micronutrient powder coverage Received MNP. Children receiving MNP Children 6 59 months Binary

Stunting (HAZ <i 2 SD) Chronic malnutrition. Stunted children Children under 5 Binary

Wasting (WHZ <i 2 SD) Acute malnutrition. Wasted children Children under 5 Binary

Underweight (WAZ < 2 SD) Composite malnutrition. Underweight children Children under 5 Binary

Overweight/obesity WHZ > +2 SD. Overweight children Children under 5 Binary

Womenés Health and

ANC coverage (1+/ 4+) Antenatal care attendance. | Women meeting ANC Women 1549 Binary

threshold

IFA supplementation IFA received during Pregnant women receiving | Pregnant women Binary
pregnancy. IFA

Nutrition counseling Counseling during Women counseled Pregnant women Binary
pregnancy.

Exposure to breastfeeding messages Exposure via media/health | Women exposed Women 1549 Binary
workers.

MDD-W 05 of 10 f ood Womenmeeting MDBN Women 1549 Binary

Maternal anthropometry MUAC, BMI, height Women measured Women 1549 Continuous /
indicators. categorical

Agriculture and Livelihoods

Land ownership/cultivation Owns or cultivates land. Households with land Total households Binary

Crop cultivation by type Cultivation of specific crops.| Households by crop Agricultural households Binary (per crop)

Use of improved practices Use of improved Households using improved Agricultural households Binary
inputs/techniques. practices

Livestock ownership Ownership of livestock. Livestockowning Total households Binary

households

Fishing/aquaculture participation Engagement in Participating households Total households Binary
fishing/aguaculture.

Livelihood diversification Number/type of income Count of activities Total households Continuous
sources.

Access to credit or loans Access to formal/informal Households with credit Total households Binary
credit. access
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Annex 2. National and County Profiles
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Food Security and Nutrition
National Overview, Liberia

Chronic malnutrition remains high nationally (stunting 26.3%; underweight 15.5%).
Acute malnutrition (GAM 8.5%) indicates localized vulnerability that may worsen during shocks and illness.
Food insecurity and service gaps persist (moderately food insecure 21.0%; improved sanitation 61.5%).

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months) Infant & Young Child Feeding

,; Global Acute Malnutrition 8.5%  serious . é) Ever breastfed 95.3%  Adegaute
LS y
..... < (GAM)
A% Moderate Acute Malnutrition 5.5%  serious { ? Exclusive breastfeeding 41.1%  Moderate
= (MAM) S
" w . Severe Acute Malnutrition 3.0%  serious fsé'-; ~?22 WK PWNYYT WN12¥9% G tow
. (SAM) E—y
" Stunting 26.3%  Alrt Minimum Meal Frequency 25.9% |tow
L (MMF)
& Underweight 15.5%  Aert Q Minimum Acceptable Diet  2.4% |severe
/ == (MAD)

-Alert Serious Critical _ - Moderate Very Low Severe -

Food Security WASH & Morbidity Risks

5 Moderate-to-severe hunger ~ 13.2%  crisis «ky Improved drinking water ~ 83.6%  Moderate
g (HHS) ¢
(@ Moderately food insecure 21.0% I%I Improved sanitation 61.5%
(CARI)
* Food Consumption Score 50.4% |crisis %, Open defecation 27.4%
e (FCS), Mean -
[f] Households with FES >75%  40.8% |ciisis c/n Access to hygiene products 22.3%
S IPC Phase 3 |crisis Diarrhea in children 14.7%  Moderate
Vitamin A supplementation 66.3% gHYME { ;F : ANC Coverage 67.5%
E Micronutrient powders (MNP) 20.7% @% ~22pi WK WPLW[ YYT6INY | Veprsst
»
ﬁ Children enrolled in IPF/IOTP  9.9% &), Mean BMI 25.4
\ 4 et
Priority Actions

1. Prioritize the first 1,000 days: strengthen IYCF, complementary feeding, and maternal nutrition services nation
2. Scale shock-responsive food and nutrition support to protect vulnerable households during lean seasons and
3. Integrate WASH improvements into nutrition programming to reduce infection-driven undernutrition.

4. Use county burden data to target the highest-stunting and highest-wasting counties for intensified support.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
Bomi County, Liberia

Moderate food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 3 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 10.0%).
9YUGIWGNWUqel ! WnWIT RUNDWNEGH W WaeRUW 2 At q¢ UqRé O Wei~2 21U
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 24.9%, open defecation 65.1%), increasing morbidity r

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months) Infant & Young Child Feeding

A Global Acute Malnutrition 10.0%  serious ; é Ever breastfed 96.4%  Adegaute

“Y 7 (GAM)

A% Moderate Acute Malnutrition 6.7%  [serious ? Exclusive breastfeeding 74.4%  Moderate
Y (MAM) =

', . Severe Acute Malnutrition 3.3%  serious B2 ~??7WsPUWNY YT WNI17%% G keryLow

" (SAM)

- Stunting 25.1% At Minimum Meal Frequency 11.0%  |veryLow
LY (MMF)
-+ Underweight 19.1%  Aert . Minimum Acceptable Diet ~ 0.0% |severe
C R 9 (maD)
-Alert Serious Critical _ -Moderate Very Low Severe-
= Moderate-to-severe hunger ~ 19.3%  cisis sk Improved drinking water ~ 65.3%  Moderate
(HHS) ¢
Moderately food insecure 51.6% I‘,-.I Improved sanitation 24.9%
=~ (CARI)
+ Food Consumption Score 39.2% |crisis %,/ Open defecation 65.1%
~ (FCS), Mean -
Households with FES >75%  66.5% |ciisis dn Access to hygiene products 8.5%
—:.: IPC Phase 3 |crisis Diarrhea in children 5.2%  Moderate

Micronutrient and Program Coverage Maternal Nutrition

Vitamin A supplementation 93.4% yHYME ,'F . ANC Coverage 79.4%
E Micronutrient powders (MNP) 68.4% ?% ~27?2pi Wy WPLW[ YYT109 | YearS t
11}
>

Eﬁ Children enrolled in IPF/OTP  15.8% S Mean BMI 25.8

Priority Actions

1. Scale up CMAM (OTP/SC) and active case finding to address acute malnutrition.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Implement nutrition-sensitive WASH actions (sanitation improvements, hygiene kits, behavior change) to redug
4. Strengthen shock-responsive food, cash, and livelihoods support for vulnerable households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
Bong County, Liberia

Lower food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 2 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 5.5%).
9YUGHIWaGNWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNEGH W WaeRUW 2 At q¢ UqReé O Wei~2 21U
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 46.6%, open defecation 50.6%), increasing morbidity r

Infant & Young Child Feeding

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months)

,g * Global Acute Malnutrition 55%  Aen
R (c71Y))
L’: Moderate Acute Malnutrition 4.2%  serious
(MAM)
¢« » Severe Acute Malnutrition 1.3%  serious
L9 (SAM)
@ " Stunting 30.4%  Aert
LY
", Underweight 8.1% -e
-Alert Serious  Critical _

. Ever breastfed

. Exclusive breastfeeding

{=piGe

~22WE PWnYYT WNI7%% G WeryLow

o
-, HlW

Minimum Meal Frequency 42.1%  |veryLow
(MMF)
.. Minimum Acceptable Diet 0.0% [severe
' (MAD)

98.1%  |Aieqe

62.5%

Moderate

- Moderate Very Low Severe -

Food Security

i Moderate-to-severe hunger  18.1% |crisis
(HHS)

(5\ Moderately food insecure 21.2%  Moderate
(CARI)

..,,A : : Food Consumption Score 46.5%  Moderate

“..” (FCS), Mean

[f] Households with FES >75%  54.2% |crisis

u IPC Phase 2 Stressed

B Q) =P

WASH & Morbidity Risks

Improved drinking water 65.9%  Moderate
Improved sanitation 46.6%  serious
Open defecation 50.6% |serious

Serious

Access to hygiene products 12.1%

Diarrhea in children 12.3%

Moderate

Micronutrient and Program Coverage

Maternal Nutrition

Vitamin A supplementation 56.3% gHYME _ fF © ANC Coverage 71.7%
E Micronutrient powders (MNP)  7.9% E% ~?22p1 Wy WP W[ YV Vear !
[11]
<~ Children enrolled in IPF/IOTP ~ 2.2% Mean BMI 25.2
- ’ e
Priority Actions

1. Strengthen routine growth monitoring and targeted management of acute malnutrition hotspots.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Implement nutrition-sensitive WASH actions (sanitation improvements, hygiene kits, behavior change) to redug
4. Strengthen shock-responsive food, cash, and livelihoods support for vulnerable households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
Gbarpolu County, Liberia

Moderate food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 2 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 13.9%).
9YUGUWaGWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNWNe G W WaéeRUWY 2 At q¢ UqReé O Wb
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 16.4%, open defecation 70.0%), increasing morbidity r

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months) Infant & Young Child Feeding

2 Global Acute Malnutrition 13.9%  serious / é " Ever breastfed 98.6%  |AICHAIE
¥ (GAM) el
A% Moderate Acute Malnutrition ~ 10.9%  serious ; % Exclusive breastfeeding 94.1%  Moderate
= (MAM) .
... Severe Acute Malnutrition 3.0%  serious ez ~?22WEPWNYYT WNI52% G fow
H En;
© (SAM) o
/@ Stunting 36.9%  Art Minimum Meal Frequency  4.4%  |veryLow
L% (MMF)
<747 Underweight 18.4%  Alert .- Minimum Acceptable Diet 2.8% |severe
T ®  (MAD)
-Alert Serious  Critical _ -Moderate Very Low Severe-
= Moderate-to-severe hunger 7.1%  Moderate 't\‘ Improved drinking water 77.0%  Moderate
g (HHS) o
(@ Moderately food insecure 58.4% w Improved sanitation 16.4% |serious
. (CARI)
. & Food Consumption Score 33.7% |crisis R Open defecation 70.0%
.. (FCS), Mean -
[f] Households with FES >75%  72.4% |crisis "n Access to hygiene products 9.7%
#s. IPC Phase 2 stressed Diarrhea in children 5.9%  Moderate

Micronutrient and Program Coverage Maternal Nutrition

Vitamin A supplementation 68.8% yHYME { )'F © ANC Coverage 91.6%
E Micronutrient powders (MNP) 30.0% @% ~?22pi Wy WP W[ YYToIde | YearG |
»
Eﬁ Children enrolled in IPF/OTP ~ 2.2% (=)@ Mean BMI 27.1
Priority Actions

1. Scale up CMAM (OTP/SC) and active case finding to address acute malnutrition.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Implement nutrition-sensitive WASH actions (sanitation improvements, hygiene kits, behavior change) to redug
4. Strengthen shock-responsive food, cash, and livelihoods support for vulnerable households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
Grand Bassa County, Liberia

Lower food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 1 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 9.1%).
9YUGHIWaGNWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNEGH W WaeRUW 2 At q¢ UqReé O Wei~2 21U
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 36.3%, open defecation 45.5%), increasing morbidity r

Infant & Young Child Feeding

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months)

FaraN Global Acute Malnutrition 9.1%  Aert
L% (GAM)
‘:& Moderate Acute Malnutrition 7.0%  serious
e—"' (MAM)
~ Severe Acute Malnutrition 2.1%  serious
- (SAM)
.f Stunting 32.2%  Serious
x) _
Underweight 19.7%  Aert
\ "
-Alert Serious Critical _

i (]

- Exclusive breastfeeding

L ~?2?2Ws PWNnYYT WN18%% G fow

~ Minimum Meal Frequency

- (MAD)

Ever breastfed

96.2%  |Adeqaue

44.7%

Moderate

2.3% Very Low

1.29%

(MMF)
Minimum Acceptable Diet

- Moderate Very Low Severe -

Food Security

i Moderate-to-severe hunger 5.2%  Moderate
5 (HHS)
(0,% Moderately food insecure 19.6%
(CARI)
» Food Consumption Score 49.5% | Moderate
. (FCS), Mean
[f] Households with FES >75%  70.7% crisis
~ " IPC Phase 1 -

8 &) e p

WASH & Morbidity Risks

Improved drinking water 57.3%

36.3%

45.5%

Access to hygiene products 18.2%

Improved sanitation

Open defecation

Diarrhea in children 7.3%

Moderate

Micronutrient and Program Coverage

Vitamin A supplementation 31.2%

K HY ME

E Micronutrient powders (MNP) 17.0%
(« )

iﬁ Children enrolled in IPF/IOTP  14.5%

Maternal Nutrition

@%~??pi Wy WP W[ YVYilleg | Ve@rdt

Mean BMI

ANC Coverage 66.9%

25.2

Priority Actions

1. Strengthen routine growth monitoring and targeted management of acute malnutrition hotspots.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Implement nutrition-sensitive WASH actions (sanitation improvements, hygiene kits, behavior change) to redug
4. Promote resilience-building livelihoods and nutrition-sensitive social assistance for at-risk households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition

Grand Cape Mount County, Liberia

Moderate food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 3 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 19.8%).
9YUGHIWaGNWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNEGH W WaeRUW 2 At q¢ UqReé O Wei~2 21U
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 36.0%, open defecation 40.6%), increasing morbidity r

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months)

A Global Acute Malnutrition 19.8%  critical
~(GAM)

A& Moderate Acute Malnutrition  10.4%  serious
& (Mam)

<", . Severe Acute Malnutrition 9.4%  serious

" (SAM)
. Stunting 38.2%  Alrt

., Underweight 27.6%  serious

[ e {0

- Alert Serious  Critical _

Infant & Young Child Feeding

=" Ever breastfed 9
/ % . Exclusive breastfeeding 4
=29 VYT
@3 Wy PLWNYYT WNI
Minimum Meal Frequency 2
0 (MMF)
-~ Minimum Acceptable Diet
©  (map)

- Moderate Very Low Severe -

7.6% |Adegaue

7.8% Moderate
5 \6% G i/ery Low

0.5% Low

1.5%

Food Security

ﬁ Moderate-to-severe hunger 11.8% crisis
5 (HHS)

@ Moderately food insecure 42.3%
: (CARI)

... Food Consumption Score 38.3% |crisis
“..~ (FCS), Mean

@ Households with FES >75%  71.3% (crisis

S IPC Phase 3 |crisis

:_ :"n

Improved drinking water 9

K] <= .}

Diarrhea in children

o
[ )

WASH & Morbidity Risks

Improved sanitation 3
Open defecation 40.6%
oI
C/n Access to hygiene products 1

2.3% |Adeqaute

6.0%

6.3%

1.0% Moderate

Micronutrient and Program Coverage

Vitamin A supplementation 95.1% gHYME
E Micronutrient powders (MNP) 10.2%
(« )

=Y Children enrolled in IPF/OTP  82.7%

{ ).F : ANC Coverage 9

@%~??pi Wy WP W[ YY1
m
MeanBMI

Maternal Nutrition

6.3%
4% 1 Yz Gt

26.3

Priority Actions

1. Scale up CMAM (OTP/SC) and active case finding to address acute malnutrition.
2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Implement nutrition-sensitive WASH actions (sanitation improvements, hygiene kits, behavior change) to redug
4. Strengthen shock-responsive food, cash, and livelihoods support for vulnerable households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
Grand Gedeh County, Liberia

Lower food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 1 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 3.6%).
9YUGHIWaGNWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNEGH W WaeRUW 2 At q¢ UqReé O Wei~2 21U
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 64.2%, open defecation 22.7%), increasing morbidity r

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months) Infant & Young Child Feeding

A Global Acute Malnutrition 3.6%  |Acceptable | | é * Ever breastfed 99.2% -
.2 (GAM) ity
| ¥ Moderate Acute Malnutrition 2.8%  serious ; % Exclusive breastfeeding 86.5%  Moderate
(MAM) L
_ Severe Acute Malnutrition 0.8%  Sserious e ~?2 Wy PWNYYT WNI3B% G tow
‘. Stunting 37.1%  Aert Minimum Meal Frequency 19.6% |VeryLow
o (MMF)
== Underweight 9.4%  Aert .~ Minimum Acceptable Diet 1.6%
o 9 (mAD)
-Alert Serious  Critical _ -Moderate Very Low Severe-
& Moderate-to-severe hunger 6.4%  Moderate ok Improved drinking water 31.7%  serious
(HHS) ¢
Moderately food insecure 10.8% I%I Improved sanitation 64.2%
(CARI)
* Food Consumption Score 56.1% | Moderate % /) Open defecation 22.7%
~ (FCS), Mean ~
Households with FES >75%  49.0%  |Moderate dn Access to hygiene products 38.3%
/ ;-‘}.: IPC Phase 1 - Diarrhea in children 12.5%  Moderate

Maternal Nutrition

Micronutrient and Program Coverage

Vitamin A supplementation 34.0% gHYME I.F ANC Coverage 66.7%
E Micronutrient powders (MNP) 10.3% ~272pi Wy WPW[ YY228%| e Gt
»
‘ga Children enrolled in IPF/OTP  0.0% Shon Mean BMI 24.4
Priority Actions

1. Strengthen routine growth monitoring and targeted management of acute malnutrition hotspots.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Maintain WASH service quality and hygiene promotion to protect child health.

4. Promote resilience-building livelihoods and nutrition-sensitive social assistance for at-risk households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
Grand Kru County, Liberia

Lower food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 1 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 2.8%).

9YUGIWaGWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNE Gt

W yageRrROUW 2 At qc¢ UqRce G Wei~221U

Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 11.9%, open defecation 52.3%), increasing morbidity r

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months)

" 2. Global Acute Malnutrition 2.8%  Acceptable
P (GAM)
A& Moderate Acute Malnutrition ~ 1.6%  Alert
= (MAM)
4. Severe Acute Malnutrition 1.2%  |en
7 (SAM)
‘@™, Stunting 50.9% |critical
'R - Underweight 12.8%  Aert
-Alert Serious  Critical _

Infant & Young Child Feeding

Ever breastfed 95.3% -e

68.2%

(5

Moderate

Exclusive breastfeeding

{ :3 o

L ~2?22 W PWNYYT WNILY%® G leryLow

1)
Minimum Meal Frequency 46.0% |tow
(MMF)
~-_ Minimum Acceptable Diet 0.0% |severe
-~ (MAD)

Iy
i 0

- Moderate Very Low Severe -

Food Security

Moderate-to-severe hunger 4.4%  Moderate
(HHS)
Moderately food insecure 39.6%
(CARI)

: Food Consumption Score 38.3% [crisis

~ (FCS), Mean
Households with FES >75%  64.1% |crisis

~ " IPC Phase 1 |Minimal

WASH & Morbidity Risks

Improved drinking water 82.6%  Adequate

I 4

v 11.9%

Open defecation 52.3%

oI
"u Access to hygiene products 7.9%

Improved sanitation

Serious

5.9% Moderate

Diarrhea in children

Micronutrient and Program Coverage

Vitamin A supplementation

E Micronutrient powders (MNP) 30.6%
»

83.0% gHYME

Children enrolled in IPF/OTP 0.8%

)

Maternal Nutrition

;F * ANC Coverage 62.1%

@%~??pi Wy WP W[ YVYI718% | Yee Gt

Mean BMI
ettt

24.8

Priority Actions

1. Strengthen routine growth monitoring and targeted management of acute malnutrition hotspots.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Implement nutrition-sensitive WASH actions (sanitation improvements, hygiene kits, behavior change) to redug
4. Promote resilience-building livelihoods and nutrition-sensitive social assistance for at-risk households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
Lofa County, Liberia

Lower food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 1 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 6.3%).
9YUGHIWaGNWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNEGH W WaeRUW 2 At q¢ UqReé O Wei~2 21U
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 54.5%, open defecation 38.9%), increasing morbidity r

Infant & Young Child Feeding

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months)

Global Acute Malnutrition 6.3%  Aer
* (GAM)
Moderate Acute Malnutrition 3.3%  Serious
(MAM)
. Severe Acute Malnutrition 3.0%  serious
* (SAM)
" Stunting 28.8%  Aert
.. Underweight 14.8%  Aert
-Alert Serious Critical _

o
. Hn

"-
i0

© Ever breastfed

o

~?2 W PWNYYT WN179% G tow

Minimum Meal Frequency 11.3%  |verylow
(MMF)
.. Minimum Acceptable Diet 0.5% |severe

- (MAD)

- Moderate Very Low Severe -

98.4%  |Adeqaute

48.7% Moderate

Exclusive breastfeeding

Food Security

i Moderate-to-severe hunger 5.3%  Moderate
o (HHS)
(@ Moderately food insecure 28.3%
— (CARI)
@ + Food Consumption Score 51.3% | Moderate
...’ (FCS), Mean
= Households with FES >75%  72.9% ciss
. IPC Phase 1  |Minimal |

H 5
 bTS

'] ws P

%

WASH & Morbidity Risks

Diarrhea in children

Improved drinking water 91.4%  Adequate

Improved sanitation 54.5%

38.9%

Serious

Open defecation
Access to hygiene products 5.5%

10.2%

Moderate

Micronutrient and Program Coverage

Vitamin A supplementation 95.9%

E Micronutrient powders (MNP)  5.9%
(= J

K HY ME

Children enrolled in IPF/OTP 6.9%

@%~??pi Wy WP W[ ¥ VYI7Tuge | Yoe Gt

(S)qr Mean BMI

ANC Coverage 84.9%

24.6

Priority Actions

1. Strengthen routine growth monitoring and targeted management of acute malnutrition hotspots.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Implement nutrition-sensitive WASH actions (sanitation improvements, hygiene kits, behavior change) to redug
4. Promote resilience-building livelihoods and nutrition-sensitive social assistance for at-risk households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
Margibi County, Liberia

Lower food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 3 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 11.8%).
9YUGHIWaGNWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNEGH W WaeRUW 2 At q¢ UqReé O Wei~2 21U
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 60.0%, open defecation 36.1%), increasing morbidity r

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months) Infant & Young Child Feeding

,;, Global Acute Malnutrition 11.8%  serious é Ever breastfed 97.4% -
B (c7YY) e
A% Moderate Acute Malnutrition 4.4%  serious / % . Exclusive breastfeeding 30.0%  Moderate
- (MAM) -

* Severe Acute Malnutrition 7.4%  serious C~?22WEPWNYYT WN252% G Low

" (SAM)

-
i (L]

{ i : Stunting 29.7%  Art Minimum Meal Frequency 18.2% |crisis
(MMF)
'R “ Underweight 16.8%  Awert “@ - Minimum Acceptable Diet ~ 5.3%
= (MAD)

-Alert Serious  Critical _ -Moderate Very Low Severe-

Food Security WASH & Morbidity Risks

Moderate-to-severe hunger ~ 44.6%  Emergency | | =hw Improved drinking water ~ 76.9%  Moderate
)

Il
A

(HHS)
(5;%9 Moderately food insecure 30.3% I%I Improved sanitation 60.0%
. (CARI)
&y = Food Consumption Score 48.7% | Moderate % / Open defecation 36.1%
S (FCS), Mean -
[f] Households with FES >75%  37.8%  |Moderate "n Access to hygiene products 7.8%
{ 5.;‘;: IPC Phase 3 (ciisis Diarrhea in children 20.8%  Moderate

Micronutrient and Program Coverage Maternal Nutrition

Vitamin A supplementation ~ 56.9% sHyme || )'F " ANC Coverage 63.8%
E Micronutrient powders (MNP) 32.2% E% ~?22pi Wy WP W[ YYT6l2% | Yoo Gt
(= ]
‘& Children enrolled in IPFIOTP  8.3% Sy Mean BMI 24.3
- e
Priority Actions

1. Scale up CMAM (OTP/SC) and active case finding to address acute malnutrition.

IOHEz2t q¢ RUHf 09 Ht 2GGYIl qHqYHRUOGI Y2IUHT RUq¢I ! HT R21JI + R
3. Implement nutrition-sensitive WASH actions (sanitation improvements, hygiene kits, behavior change) to redug
4. Strengthen shock-responsive food, cash, and livelihoods support for vulnerable households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
Maryland County, Liberia

Moderate food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 3 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 7.7%).
9YUGHIWaGNWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNEGH W WaeRUW 2 At q¢ UqReé O Wei~2 21U
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 65.9%, open defecation 8.4%), increasing morbidity risk.

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months) Infant & Young Child Feeding

,3, Global Acute Malnutrition 7.7%  Aert i é Ever breastfed 95.7%  Adeqaute
~Y L (GAm)
K-"’?.‘ Moderate Acute Malnutrition 4.7%  serious ? " Exclusive breastfeeding 50.8%  Moderate
. (MAM) .
¢ " Severe Acute Malnutrition 3.0%  serious BF ~??2WEPWNYYT WNI2Y% G Low
o (SAM) N
| :i\ © Stunting 22.0%  Alrt Minimum Meal Frequency 27.1%  |veryLow
‘ (MMF)
w " Underweight 6.7% A ‘-~=‘: Minimum Acceptable Diet  1.3% |severe
-Alert Serious  Critical _ -Moderate Very Low Severe-
= Moderate-to-severe hunger 15.6% crisis LY Improved drinking water 98.8%  Adequate
(HHS) ¢
Moderately food insecure 51.6% I%I Improved sanitation 65.9%
(CARI)
' Food Consumption Score 32.1% |crisis Open defecation 8.4%
~ (FCS), Mean

oI
Households with FES >75%  32.9%  |Moderate </ n Access to hygiene products 9.9%
EORENT-To) Phase 3 |ciisis Diarrhea in children 8.9%  Moderate

Micronutrient and Program Coverage Maternal Nutrition

Vitamin A supplementation 66.3% gHYME ;F ¢ ANC Coverage 72.7%
E Micronutrient powders (MNP) 18.8% @% ~?22p1 Wy WP W[ YVYT0l2Y | ¥earG
»
ﬁ Children enrolled in IPF/OTP 1.2% _<I<?Dl,,., Mean BMI 26.6
Priority Actions

1. Strengthen routine growth monitoring and targeted management of acute malnutrition hotspots.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Maintain WASH service quality and hygiene promotion to protect child health.

4. Strengthen shock-responsive food, cash, and livelihoods support for vulnerable households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
Rural Montserrado, Liberia

Lower food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 2 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 7.8%).
9YUGIWaGWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNE Gt W Waée¢RUOWE 2 At q¢ Uq
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 39.1%, open defecation 53.0%), increasing morbidity r

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months) Infant & Young Child Feeding

2" Global Acute Malnutrition 7.8%  mer é Ever breastfed 90.8%  Adegaute
FR T At
v (GAM) -
Moderate Acute Malnutrition 5.9%  serious »ﬁ _ Exclusive breastfeeding 72.1%  Moderate
(MAM)

. Severe Acute Malnutrition 1.9%  Serious BE ~?22Ws PWnYVYT WNI90% G keryLow
. (SAM) -
{ ,i Stunting 32.4%  serious Minimum Meal Frequency  9.3%  |veryLow
\T — (MMF)
<& Underweight 14.8%  Aert @ Minimum Acceptable Diet ~ 0.0% severe
'N =" (MAD)
-Alert Serious  Critical _ -Moderate Very Low Severe-

Food Security WASH & Morbidity Risks

ata.

i Moderate-to-severe hunger 11.3%  crisis 't\‘ Improved drinking water 75.8%  Moderate
s (HHS) o
(@ Moderately food insecure 19.6% w Improved sanitation 39.1%
.. (CARI)
© Food Consumption Score 47.2% | Moderate W, Open defecation 53.0%
(FCS), Mean

I
Households with FES >75%  43.4%  |Moderate "n Access to hygiene products 41.3%

f_;-‘f.'—.: IPC Phase 2  stressed Diarrhea in children 3.2%  Moderate

Maternal Nutrition

Micronutrient and Program Coverage

Vitamin A supplementation 68.1% gHYME I.F ANC Coverage 74.6%
E Micronutrient powders (MNP) 26.8% ~22pi WK WPLW[ YYT1I09% | ¥eard t
(= ]
{ Children enrolled in IPF/OTP  33.6% $5%m Mean BMI 252
Priority Actions

1. Strengthen routine growth monitoring and targeted management of acute malnutrition hotspots.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Implement nutrition-sensitive WASH actions (sanitation improvements, hygiene kits, behavior change) to redug
4. Strengthen shock-responsive food, cash, and livelihoods support for vulnerable households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
Urban Montserrado, Liberia

Lower food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 1 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 9.6%).
9YUGHIWaGNWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNEGH W WaeRUW 2 At q¢ UqReé O Wei~2 21U
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 91.9%, open defecation 1.3%), increasing morbidity risk.

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months) Infant & Young Child Feeding

é. . Global Acute Malnutrition 9.6%  Aer é Ever breastfed 94.5%  Adegaute
e (GAM) o
A& Moderate Acute Malnutrition 6.4%  serious { i . Exclusive breastfeeding 35.3%  Moderate
. (MAM) o
_U¢  Severe Acute Malnutrition 3.2%  serious @F ~??2WgPWNY VYT WN118% G tow
i (SAM) .
. Stunting 21.1% At Minimum Meal Frequency 30.1% |tow
—  (MMF)
1 Underweight 16.6%  Aer . Minimum Acceptable Diet  3.6%
27 (MAD)
-Alert Serious  Critical _ -Moderate Very Low Severe-
i Moderate-to-severe hunger 3.8%  Moderate '.R‘ Improved drinking water 99.1% -
g, (HHS) w
(@ Moderately food insecure 6.4% w Improved sanitation 91.9%  Adequate
. (CARI)
 Food Consumption Score 58.1%  |Moderate Open defecation 1.3%  Adequate
(FCS), Mean -
Households with FES >75%  14.8%  |Moderate /| n Access to hygiene products 33.3%
AL IPC Phase 1  |Minimal | Diarrhea in children 15.3%

Micronutrient and Program Coverage Maternal Nutrition

Vitamin A supplementation 65.3% gHYME ;F ANC Coverage 61.4%
E Micronutrient powders (MNP)  17.3% E% ~?22p1 Wy WPW[ YVYT6llY | Yo Gt
(= J
‘ga Children enrolled in IPF/OTP  3.8% )z, Mean BMI 25.8
Priority Actions

1. Strengthen routine growth monitoring and targeted management of acute malnutrition hotspots.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Maintain WASH service quality and hygiene promotion to protect child health.

4. Promote resilience-building livelihoods and nutrition-sensitive social assistance for at-risk households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
Nimba County, Liberia

Lower food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 3 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 3.2%).
9YUGHIWaGNWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNEGH W WaeRUW 2 At q¢ UqReé O Wei~2 21U
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 57.0%, open defecation 29.3%), increasing morbidity r

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months) Infant & Young Child Feeding

Global Acute Malnutrition 3.2%  Acceptable é Ever breastfed 95.1%  Adeqaute
© (GAM) :
Moderate Acute Malnutrition 1.8%  serious % . Exclusive breastfeeding 23.4%  Moderate
(MAM) o
+ Severe Acute Malnutrition 1.4%  serious BE~??2Ws PWn Y VYT WN147% G Low
" (SAM) o
: Stunting 27.7%  Aert Minimum Meal Frequency 34.6% |tow
(MMF)
;n " Underweight 11.4%  Aert “@ - Minimum Acceptable Diet ~ 1.6% |severe
“IZ (MAD)
-Alert Serious  Critical _ -Moderate Very Low Severe-

Food Security WASH & Morbidity Risks

ﬁ Moderate-to-severe hunger 23.5%  |Emergency ;\. Improved drinking water 89.6%  Adequate

s (HHS)
(@ ?/IC(?A(\j;Ir)ately food insecure 18.7% I%I Improved sanitation 57.0%
© Food Consumption Score 47.7%  |Moderate Open defecation 29.3%

. (FCS), Mean -
[Fo~] Households with FES >75%  36.9% Moderate d:/n Access to hygiene products 23.7%

¥ IPC Phase 3 |crisis Diarrhea in children 31.9% |
. OR

Micronutrient and Program Coverage Maternal Nutrition

Vitamin A supplementation 76.9% gHYME )'F . ANC Coverage 74.4%
E Micronutrient powders (MNP) 27.0% ~?22pi Wy WP W[ YYI8INge | YeL&
(« J
‘ga Children enrolled in IPF/OTP  29.9% S, Mean BMI 242
Priority Actions

1. Strengthen routine growth monitoring and targeted management of acute malnutrition hotspots.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Maintain WASH service quality and hygiene promotion to protect child health.

4. Strengthen shock-responsive food, cash, and livelihoods support for vulnerable households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
River Cess County, Liberia

Lower food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 3 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 6.2%).

9YUGIWaGWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNE Gt

W yageRrROUW 2 At qc¢ UqRce G Wei~221U

Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 15.8%, open defecation 76.4%), increasing morbidity r

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months)

,g . Global Acute Malnutrition 6.2%  Aert

“ Y (GAM)

L.:.‘:!‘.: Moderate Acute Malnutrition 3.5%  serious

‘-_ = (MAM)

' . Severe Acute Malnutrition 2.7%  Sserious

. (SAM)

4 Stunting 24.8%  Aer

'R Underweight 15.4%  |mert
-Alert Serious Critical _

Infant & Young Child Feeding

Ever breastfed 96.9%

Adeqaute

o

57.3%

Moderate

. Exclusive breastfeeding

BE ~?2?2WePWNYYT WN12%% G tow

Minimum Meal Frequency  3.9%  |veryLow
(MMF)

“@ - Minimum Acceptable Diet  0.3%

=7 (MAD)

- Moderate Very Low Severe -

Food Security

Moderate-to-severe hunger 62.0%  Emergency
(HHS)
Moderately food insecure 37.6%
(CARI)

+ Food Consumption Score 39.3% |ciisis

~ (FCS), Mean
Households with FES >75%  55.1% crisis

~ + |PC Phase 3 Crisis

WASH & Morbidity Risks

Improved drinking water 57.7%
Improved sanitation 15.8%

76.4%

Serious

Open defecation
Access to hygiene products 26.0%

Diarrhea in children 13.7%

Moderate

8 &)= b

Micronutrient and Program Coverage

Vitamin A supplementation

E Micronutrient powders (MNP) 55.3%
(= J

93.4% gHYME

Children enrolled in IPF/OTP 1.4%

Maternal Nutrition

)‘F " ANC Coverage 74.6%

E%~??pi Wy WP W[ YVYTglag | Yee Gt

-C.?D.-l'c Mean BMI 24.4

Priority Actions

1. Strengthen routine growth monitoring and targeted management of acute malnutrition hotspots.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Implement nutrition-sensitive WASH actions (sanitation improvements, hygiene kits, behavior change) to redug
4. Strengthen shock-responsive food, cash, and livelihoods support for vulnerable households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
River Gee County, Liberia

Moderate food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 4 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 12.7%).
9YUGHIWaGNWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNEGH W WaeRUW 2 At q¢ UqReé O Wei~2 21U
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 35.2%, open defecation 31.4%), increasing morbidity r

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months) Infant & Young Child Feeding

,g * Global Acute Malnutrition 12.7%  serious i é Ever breastfed 95.4%  Adeqaute
EL T 3 ;
v (GAM) )
A% Moderate Acute Malnutrition 6.4%  serious i . Exclusive breastfeeding 46.1%  Moderate
- (MAM) il
. Severe Acute Malnutrition 6.3%  Serious BE ~??2WePWNYYIT WN12%% G tow
o (SAM) -
,i  Stunting 32.3%  Art Minimum Meal Frequency 33.9%  |VeryLow
o (MMF)
'R " Underweight 18.2%  |aert “@ " Minimum Acceptable Diet ~ 0.0% |severe
= (MAD)
-Alert Serious  Critical _ -Moderate Very Low Severe-

Food Security WASH & Morbidity Risks

Moderate-to-severe hunger 70.4%  Emergency Improved drinking water 78.4%  Moderate

(HHS)
Moderately food insecure 43.7% Improved sanitation 35.2%
(CARI)
© Food Consumption Score 52.6% |Moderate Open defecation 31.4%
(FCS), Mean

Households with FES >75%  77.5% |crisis
RN Phase 4  |ERGERy

Micronutrient and Program Coverage Maternal Nutrition

Access to hygiene products 3.8%

Diarrhea in children 2.0%  Moderate

8 )« p

Vitamin A supplementation 68.4% yHYME ;F " ANC Coverage 76.6%
E Micronutrient powders (MNP)  37.4% Efﬁ ~?22p1 Wy WP W[ YVYI36aYp | Meismt
(= J
:ﬁ Children enrolled in IPF/OTP 3.7% 9..., Mean BMI 25.3
Priority Actions

1. Scale up CMAM (OTP/SC) and active case finding to address acute malnutrition.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Implement nutrition-sensitive WASH actions (sanitation improvements, hygiene kits, behavior change) to redug
4. Strengthen shock-responsive food, cash, and livelihoods support for vulnerable households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Food Security and Nutrition
Sinoe County, Liberia

Lower food insecurity aligns with IPC Phase 2 alongside acute malnutrition risk (GAM 9.1%).
9YUGHIWaGNWUqe!l ! WnWIT RUNDWNEGH W WaeRUW 2 At q¢ UqReé O Wei~2 21U
Sanitation and hygiene gaps persist (improved sanitation 22.9%, open defecation 45.8%), increasing morbidity r

Acute & Chronic Malnutrition (6-59 months) Infant & Young Child Feeding

,; : Global Acute Malnutrition 9.1%  Aer i é) Ever breastfed 93.3%  Adegaute
T I :
A& Moderate Acute Malnutrition 6.7%  |serious / ,ﬁ . Exclusive breastfeeding 46.5%  Moderate

: Severe Acute Malnutrition 2.4%  serious C~?22W PWN Y YT WN119% G tow

", mlw

i © Stunting 29.4%  Aert Minimum Meal Frequency 10.0% |tow
L (MMF)
w * Underweight 17.7%  Aert ~_ . Minimum Acceptable Diet  0.8% |severe
= (MAD)

-Alert Serious  Critical _ -Moderate Very Low Severe-

Food Security WASH & Morbidity Risks

Moderate-to-severe hunger 15.5% crisis =N Improved drinking water 69.0%  Moderate
(HHS) ‘
Moderately food insecure 27.5% I%I Improved sanitation 22.9%
(CARI)
+ Food Consumption Score 53.1%  |Moderate Open defecation 45.8%
 (FCS), Mean -
Households with FES >75%  58.9% |crisis "n Access to hygiene products 12.1%
-;-n IPC Phase 2  Stressed Diarrhea in children 22.2%  Moderate

Maternal Nutrition

Micronutrient and Program Coverage

Vitamin A supplementation 58.8% yHYME ;F " ANC Coverage 81.1%
. ) 0 we) _ N e
E Micronutrient powders (MNP) 31.2% E”' ??2pi Wy WP W[ YYIOlRY I -i
(= J
ﬁ Children enrolled in IPF/OTP ~ 1.9% (S Mean BMI 26.3
Priority Actions

1. Strengthen routine growth monitoring and targeted management of acute malnutrition hotspots.

2. Intensify IYCF counselling and complementary feeding support (SBCC, demonstrations, caregiver support).
3. Implement nutrition-sensitive WASH actions (sanitation improvements, hygiene kits, behavior change) to redug
4. Strengthen shock-responsive food, cash, and livelihoods support for vulnerable households.

Source: Comprehensive Food Security and Nutrition Survey, 2025
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Annex 3.Supplementary Survey Tables
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Use of Annex Tables and Interpretation of Estimates

The annexes present detailed national, celewgl, and subgroup estimates for food security, nutrition,
WASH, shocks, and coping indicators to support transparency and secondary analysis. While these tables
provide comprehensive coverage of survey resuliers should note that some indicdtquarticularly

those related to severe food insecurity, crisis or emergency coping strategies, and select nutrition
outcomed are based on small numbers of observations in certain counties or population groups.

Estimdes derived from fewer than 30 unweighted observations are statistically unstable and should be
interpreted with caution. In line with good statistical practice, all such estimates are highligieed in

font in the annex tables. These values are included for completeness but should not be used for ranking,
geographic prioritization, or programmatic decisioaking unless triangulated with additional data

sources or corroborated by broader patterns acrosatods.

Table A2. Community Characteristics and Context of Focus Group Discussion Sites, CFSNS 2025

Characteristics

Number of focus group participa@q 100 40
Terrain

Pl at or ©pl ain 6 3. 25
Low hills 69 . 28
High hill's 27, 11
Mount ai nous 3 14
Community Assets

Primary forest 35. 14
Secondary forest 42 . 17
Grassl and 6 7. 27
Swampl and 57. 23
Di amond field 12, 51
Gold mining field 19. 77
River 30. 12
Ocean 9. 38
Rubber plantation 7. 31
Communal far ms 9. 39
County Capital

Average distance to county capi 4 3. 40
Average time to reach county ca 3. 40
Community Characteristics

Number of people in the communi 3,5 40
Number of dwellings/ househol ds 46 40
Functioning schools in the comn 73 29
Kindergarten 9 4 27
El ementary school operated by:

Government 6 1. 17
Communi ty 3. 11
Private 34. 98
No School 0. 1
Hi gh school 35. 10
Community college 4 . 13
Functioning clinic in the commy 34. 14
Mot orable road to the communi ty 91. 37
Drive able during rainy season 73. 29
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i st

Regul ar food market 33. 13
Di stance to the nearest daily n 40
Di stance to the nearest weekly 3. 40
Livelihoods obstructed or shock 4 3. 17
Far mi ng 77. 13
Trading/vending 6 4. 11
Mi ning 26. 47
Hunting 33. 6 0
Casual | abor contract 4 4. 7 8
Transportation 6 4. 11
Ot her 15. 27
Household members suffering mog§g

Mal €,3 Omont hs 65. 11
Femai2g8, mbnt hs 67. 12
Mal e-59 2mont hs 76 . 13
Femal-29 madnt hs 76. 13
Mal el,1 5 ears 80. 14
Femalld, y®ar s 80. 14
Mal e-1]719ear s 8 2. 14
Femal-B7 yar s 8 3. 14
Mal e-5918ear s 69. 12
Femal-29 y&8ar s 86 . 15
Mal e, 60+ years 8 3. 14
Female, 60+ years 8 3. 14
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Table A3. Household Migration, Labor Mobility, Remittances, and Transportation Characteristics, CFSNS

2025
Number of

Characteristics households (N)
All households 100.0 11,821
Household Status and Migration
Current Status of the household
Native, not hosting migrants 98.6 11,641
Migrants from neighboring countries 1.0 138
Hosting migrant 0.4 42
Sex of the migrant
Female 0.6 69
Male 0.6 69
Future plan for migrants
Return within next 3 months 2.6 3
Return within next B12 months 9.3 11
Return within after 1 year 9.9 14
Not return/stay in Liberia 74.8 108
Migrate to another country 3.4 2
Labor Migration
Working/looking for work outside the community in past 12 months 6.0 571
Destination of migrants
Within district 16.7 144
Within county 34.5 224
Other county 48.0 222
Other country 3.5 16
Main type of work done by the migrant
Regular work on plantations 6.3 33
Petty trade/commerce 9.2 55
Pit-sawing 0.8 8
Charcoal burning 3.2 12
Domestic work 8.5 19
Skilled work (carpenter, tailor) 17.6 56
Salaried work (teacher nurse driver) 19.2 116
Mining 16.9 186
Casual work (carrying goods, brushing) 1.7 16
Trying to find work 9.4 49
Bike/tricycle (kekkeh) riding 2.0 22
Other 13.2 54
Remittances or goods received from migrants
Money/Cash 70.4 412
Mean amount received (Liberia Dollars) 35,564.6 412
Medicine 8.9 72
Clothing/shoes 8.1 70
Household utensils 1.2 14
Food 15.5 114
Building/construction materials 1.0 5
Seeds or tools 0.5 3
Other 0.7 9
Transportation and Accessibility
Motorable road
Only during dry season 11.6 1,515
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Number of

Characteristics % households (N)
Throughout the year 85.9 9,787
None 2.5 519
Distance to nearest motorable road

Less than 30 minutes 12.1 61
30i 60 minutes 9.4 45
1i 2 hours 22.2 112
215 hours 40.3 216
More than 5 hours 16.0 85
Most common mode of transportation

Public vehicles 15.7 740
Motorbikes 70.0 10,419
Kekkeh 12.1 338
Private vehicle 0.5 19
Bicycles - 10
Other 1.6 295
Mean transportation cost during dry season (LRD) 966.5 11,821
Mean transportation cost during rainy season (LRD) 1,206.2 11,821
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Table A4. Early Childhood Development and School Participation Outcomes Among Children Aged 8 Years and Children and Youth Aged 615
Years, by Selected Household Characteristics, CFSNS 2025

Children 3-4 years Children and youth 6-15 years

Early Current

childhood Ever attendance  Access to

development | Number of attended (2024:25) school meals  Absenteeism Dropout Number of
Characteristics programs (%) children school (%) (%) (€0) €0) (%) households (n)
All households 28.3 9,969 83.4 90.0 20.9 11.7 18.6 11,293
Age
3-4 years 28.3 2,821 n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a
6-9 years n.a n.a 78.5 904 21.9 12.8 20.3 4,969
10-15 years n.a n.a 87.2 89.8 19.8 10.9 17.2 6,324
Sex
Female 28.7 1,453 83.5 90.3 20.4 11.3 21.2 5,484
Male 27.9 1,367 83.4 89.7 21.0 12.1 15.9 5,805
Residence
Rural 15.1 1,825 76.6 89.5 33.7 10.2 11.3 6,741
Urban 35.4 996 87.6 90.3 13.9 124 21.7 4,552
County
Bomi 11.3 148 92.0 88.5 74.3 6.7 - 689
Bong 215 138 77.0 93.6 42.1 8.4 1.8 753
Gbarpolu 29.9 193 76.1 79.9 21.6 10.6 13.9 343
Grand Bassa 104 231 50.2 85.7 17.8 7.1 9.0 567
Grand Cape Mount 27.3 124 79.8 92.0 75.5 7.8 17.0 639
Grand Gedeh 22.7 179 92.2 96.3 42.5 4.6 10.0 710
Grand Kru 19.5 326 82.9 94.2 2.4 9.7 3.2 920
Lofa 30.1 141 88.3 94.7 9.8 7.9 1.3 772
Margibi 26.7 190 83.8 88.3 15.5 12.1 4.0 865
Maryland 37.3 127 91.1 95.5 22.8 6.0 2.4 826
Rural Montserrado 18.2 155 78.3 87.8 36.4 13.6 4.5 698
Urban Montserrado 35.9 233 86.3 88.4 7.1 13.4 24.8 691
Nimba 22.4 183 81.5 88.4 17.8 21.2 28.1 821
River Cess 134 171 82.3 84.6 38.9 14.2 9.4 809
River Gee 16.6 127 90.1 96.7 32.1 5.3 40.2 554
Sinoe 11.8 155 89.5 90.6 0.7 5.7 16.6 636
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 46.4 191 93.2 92.6 6.6 10.0 14.7 835
Fourth 33.8 348 89.7 86.1 14.7 11.9 27.7 1,605
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Children 3-4 years

Children and youth 6-15 years

Early Current

childhood Ever attendance  Access to

development  Number of attended (2024-25) school meals  Absenteeism Dropout Number of
Characteristics programs (%) @ children school (%) (D) (%) (%) (D) households (n)
Middle 22.0 567 81.5 92.7 22.8 14.6 17.8 2,491
Second 18.6 795 82.5 90.6 33.5 11.7 18.0 3,170
Lowest (poorest) 12.4 920 66.7 87.2 35.2 10.1 11.0 3,192
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Table A5. Prevalence of Chronic lllness or Disability Among Household Members and Functional Difficulties of Household Heads, by S&del
Household Characteristics

Household Head of the household
member
chronically Walking Rememberi Communica
ill or or ng or ting or Number of
disabled climbing concentrati being households
Characteristics % Sight Hearing steps ng understood Self-care N
All households 4.1 11,821 6.3 1.9 5.9 2.2 1.1 2.1 11,816
Sex
Female 4.7 197 9.4 2.4 8.7 2.9 1.7 2.7 4,195
Male 3.8 271 4.2 1.6 4.5 1.8 0.7 1.8 7,620
Residence
Rural 4.8 7,478 9.8 2.8 7.7 3.0 15 3.0 7,474
Urban 3.6 4,343 3.4 1.2 4.7 1.6 0.8 1.5 4,342
County
Bomi 7.7 778 4.7 2.6 9.2 1.2 1.1 2.1 778
Bong 2.6 804 4.2 0.8 4.3 0.7 2.0 1.7 804
Gbarpolu 1.0 782 2.6 15 3.5 1.8 1.3 3.6 782
Grand Bassa 3.7 773 4.1 0.8 6.0 2.7 1.1 4.2 773
Grand Cape Mount 3.7 717 13.3 25 7.0 3.4 2.1 2.3 716
GrandGedeh 2.6 746 15.7 1.7 2.4 0.9 1.2 0.5 746
Grand Kru 1.7 745 2.6 1.7 54 2.0 2.4 2.5 745
Lofa 6.2 743 16.7 3.6 8.3 2.0 1.1 3.2 740
Margibi 4.7 733 1.7 5.1 17.4 5.8 2.3 7.0 733
Maryland 2.6 808 175 2.0 3.4 2.9 1.2 3.7 807
Rural Montserrado 4.1 628 5.7 6.3 12.9 7.2 0.6 0.7 628
Urban Montserrado 2.9 628 2.8 0.4 2.8 0.4 0.4 0.4 628
Nimba 10.3 718 5.3 4.6 9.7 6.3 1.1 4.3 718
River Cess 51 747 5.7 04 3.6 0.7 04 0.6 748
River Gee 2.4 748 2.8 1.2 4.2 1.3 1.5 1.3 747
Sinoe 15 723 4.7 1.0 6.6 2.1 1.4 3.9 723
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 25 667 8.7 0.9 2.9 1.4 0.4 0.3 666
Fourth 4.1 1,377 8.2 1.2 4.6 1.3 0.3 1.6 1,377
Middle 3.4 2,503 21.7 1.9 6.4 2.4 0.8 1.9 2,502
Second 5.3 3,449 27.9 2.8 7.5 2.7 1.3 2.7 3,449
Lowest (poorest) 5.0 3,820 27.4 2.5 7.9 2.9 2.4 3.8 3,817
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Table A6. Household Housing Construction Materials- Roof, by Selected Household Characteristics

| Household Roof Material (%)

Rudi-

Characteristics

Natural

mentary

Finished

Other

Total

All households 6.4 1.5 92.0 0.1 11,750
Residence

Rural 7.0 1.7 91.2 0.1 7,420
Urban 0.4 0.4 99.1 0.1 4,330
County

Bomi 0.1 0.3 99.5 - 778
Bong 5.4 1.6 93.0 - 803
Gbarpolu 31.6 3.6 64.8 - 778
Grand Bassa 14.3 2.3 83.2 0.2 771
Grand Cape Mount 1.3 0.1 97.6 1.0 713
Grand Gedeh 5.1 5.3 89.6 - 746
Grand Kru 1.8 1.8 96.4 - 744
Lofa 0.6 - 99.4 - 743
Margibi 1.1 1.2 97.7 - 727
Maryland 1.3 0.4 98.3 - 808
Rural Montserrado - - 100.0 - 626
Urban Montserrado - - 100.0 - 625
Nimba 1.0 1.8 97.2 - 718
River Cess 18.9 0.1 80.8 0.2 743
River Gee 18.0 - 82.0 - 747
Sinoe 4.6 4.6 90.8 - 680
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) - 0.1 99.9 - 664
Fourth 0.1 0.2 99.7 - 1,377
Middle 0.4 0.7 98.8 0.1 2,499
Second 1.2 1.8 96.9 0.1 3,425
Lowest (poorest) 13.6 2.0 84.4 - 3,781
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Table A7. Household Housing Construction Materials- Wall, by Selected Household Characteristics

| Household Wall Material (%)

Rudi-

Characteristics

Natural

mentary

Finished

Other

Total

All households 54.3 0.4 43.2 2.2 11,758
Residence

Rural 63.2 0.3 34.7 1.8 7,423
Urban 13.2 0.2 81.0 5.6 4,335
County

Bomi 58.3 - 39.9 1.8 777
Bong 58.4 - 41.4 0.2 804
Gbarpolu 73.7 0.3 25.9 0.1 779
Grand Bassa 61.3 1.1 35.5 2.1 772
Grand Cape Mount 36.2 - 61.6 2.3 713
Grand Gedeh 48.7 - 50.6 0.7 746
Grand Kru 75.3 0.9 23.7 0.1 745
Lofa 30.8 - 69.0 0.1 742
Margibi 35.6 0.3 53.5 10.6 730
Maryland 53.5 0.1 46.3 0.1 808
Rural Montserrado 56.3 0.1 41.1 2.6 628
Urban Montserrado 3.3 0.1 89.2 7.4 625
Nimba 375 0.6 59.1 2.8 718
River Cess 89.4 0.6 8.6 1.4 743
River Gee 77.0 0.1 22.9 - 747
Sinoe 72.0 1.7 255 0.8 681
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 0.9 0.1 97.9 1.2 665
Fourth 6.6 0.3 86.5 6.6 1,376
Middle 21.8 0.5 70.8 6.9 2,500
Second 48.0 0.4 48.3 3.3 3,429
Lowest (poorest) 88.7 - 9.3 1.9 3,784
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Table A8. Household Housing Construction Materials- Floor, by Selected Household Characteristics, CFSNS
2025

| Household Floor Material (%)

Rudi-
Characteristics Natural mentary Finished Other Total
All households 38.4 0.4 60.6 0.6 11,757
Residence
Rural 51.8 0.4 46.5 1.3 7,421
Urban 8.9 0.4 90.4 0.3 4,336
County
Bomi 27.5 0.2 71.8 0.5 778
Bong 56.2 0.2 43.3 0.2 804
Gbarpolu 61.6 0.5 37.8 0.2 778
Grand Bassa 50.1 2.8 45.6 1.5 772
Grand Cape Mount 22.3 0.1 77.3 0.3 711
Grand Gedeh 314 0.8 66.7 1.1 746
Grand Kru 38.9 0.1 61.0 - 745
Lofa 41.3 - 57.0 1.7 743
Margibi 30.7 - 66.3 2.9 731
Maryland 9.4 - 90.0 0.5 808
Rural Montserrado 46.1 0.3 53.5 0.1 628
Urban Montserrado 4.8 0.3 94.8 0.1 626
Nimba 28.1 0.4 69.3 2.2 718
River Cess 71.2 0.7 28.1 - 742
River Gee 41.6 - 58.4 - 747
Sinoe 51.0 0.2 48.8 - 680
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 0.3 0.8 98.8 0.1 666
Fourth 6.5 0.3 92.8 0.4 1,377
Middle 9.2 0.3 90.1 0.4 2,499
Second 29.8 0.4 68.2 1.6 3,428
Lowest (poorest) 84.3 0.2 14.3 1.2 3,783
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Table A9. Household Use of Cooking Devices and Primary Energy Sources for Cooking, by Selected Household Characteristics

Househol Most Commonly Used Devices Cooking (%) Most Commonly Used EnergySource for Cookin
ds use of
device Three Charcoal
for stone Tradition (un- Charcoal

cooking stove/ Moveable  al solid processed Briquette
Characteristics (%) Total N open fire firepan fuel stove Other Total Wood ) s/ pellets Other Total
All households 91.5 11,735 36.3 35.5 1.9 26.4 10,324 42.3 44.9 3.0 9.8 10,245
Residence
Rural 90.3 7,402 82.8 16.0 68.4 16.7 6,439 85.3 12.0 2.2 0.5 6,416
Urban 92.4 4,333 17.2 84.0 31.6 83.3 3,885 111 68.8 3.6 16.6 3,829
County
Bomi 68.2 778 58.7 33.7 3.3 4.2 530 59.1 38.9 0.6 14 529
Bong 97.3 804 67.3 26.9 0.6 5.2 780 70.7 21.7 6.8 0.9 775
Gbarpolu 41.7 776 17.8 12.7 - 69.5 309 88.2 11.8 - - 308
Grand Bassa 874 772 334 6.4 44 55.9 685 61.2 37.3 1.0 0.5 685
Grand Cape Mount 934 707 58.6 34.3 - 7.1 658 66.9 20.9 11.1 1.1 656
Grand Gedeh 97.5 745 54.6 43.5 - 1.9 725 55.9 42.5 0.5 1.0 718
Grand Kru 93.2 745 70.4 29.0 0.1 0.6 694 71.6 2.2 26.0 0.2 690
Lofa 91.7 743 81.7 10.5 - 7.8 680 82.3 9.8 7.5 0.4 675
Margibi 86.6 732 45.9 22.4 3.1 28.6 643 42.2 56.5 0.4 0.9 635
Maryland 85.1 808 54.9 36.7 0.3 8.1 686 51.3 47.8 0.1 0.9 678
Rural Montserrado 97.0 628 61.3 32.4 - 6.3 602 61.5 35.7 14 1.3 595
Urban Montserrado 94.5 626 0.8 53.3 - 45.9 588 0.5 72.2 14 25.9 563
Nimba 93.2 718 35.2 32.4 10.1 22.3 675 64.4 32.7 1.3 1.6 675
River Cess 98.3 743 88.0 11.1 - 0.8 732 84.2 14.7 0.3 0.9 732
River Gee 98.3 746 77.6 104 0.2 11.9 731 77.1 21.0 1.0 0.9 730
Sinoe 91.0 664 69.1 17.8 11.7 14 606 72.1 25.8 0.8 1.3 601
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 92.6 666 2.2 44.6 0.3 52.9 607 15 67.5 3.1 27.8 564
Fourth 94.8 1,376 5.2 58.1 0.7 36.0 1,236 4.1 75.6 2.5 17.8 1,221
Middle 90.0 2,496 23.8 52.6 2.4 21.2 2,180 24.8 63.3 6.6 5.3 2,172
Second 88.8 3,421 64.9 20.3 4.1 10.7 2,923 76.0 20.9 2.6 0.5 2,913
Lowest (poorest) 91.6 3,772 82.8 3.0 1.8 12.3 3,374 98.2 1.3 0.3 0.1 3,371
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Table A10. Household Access to Lighting and Most Commonly Used Sources of Lighting, by Selected Household Characteristics
| Most Commonly Used Source of Lighting (%)

Battery Electricity
powered (including Rechargeable  Solar-powered
Households use {ESTe]q)# solar mini flashlight, lantern or

Characteristics of lighting (%) Total torch or lamp grids) mobile or torch flashlight Other
All households 97.1 11,732 30.9 39.3 11.7 11.7 6.4
Residence
Rural 96.8 7,405 51.2 4.7 15.8 18.5 9.8
Urban 97.3 4,327 16.3 64.1 8.7 6.8 4.0
County
Bomi 92.6 778 39.4 37.9 114 7.9 3.4
Bong 93.5 803 62.3 7.3 22.5 4.7 3.3
Gbarpolu 94.3 778 58.0 0.9 14.6 21.1 55
Grand Bassa 96.0 771 66.7 1.6 7.3 17.5 7.0
Grand Cape Mount 98.7 709 44.1 17.8 15.6 21.7 0.7
Grand Gedeh 98.6 744 18.8 25.1 21.5 15.3 19.3
Grand Kru 98.7 744 41.4 0.9 19.9 19.8 18.0
Lofa 97.0 743 14.3 - 34.5 35.8 15.4
Margibi 96.7 731 46.1 26.9 12.3 114 3.3
Maryland 95.8 808 29.7 39.2 3.6 6.4 21.1
Rural Montserrado 97.4 628 70.8 8.3 8.0 7.4 5.4
Urban Montserrado 97.5 626 6.7 86.7 4.0 1.7 0.9
Nimba 99.5 718 36.6 12.7 9.9 29.5 11.2
River Cess 97.7 743 70.1 0.4 7.3 9.0 13.3
River Gee 990.1 746 37.1 0.5 34.7 24.1 3.6
Sinoe 99.6 662 44.9 9.1 115 7.6 26.9
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 98.2 666 0.8 91.3 1.1 3.7 3.2
Fourth 98.5 1,373 8.4 73.7 7.8 5.1 5.0
Middle 96.7 2,495 33.9 26.8 16.5 15.6 7.3
Second 96.5 3,420 48.5 7.0 16.6 19.3 8.6
Lowest (poorest) 95.6 3,774 60.9 1.0 16.0 14.4 7.7
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Table A11. Main Source of Drinking Water Among Households, by Selected Household Characteristics

Characteristics

In own

dwelling plot/yard

Main source of drinking water (%

In own

Elsewhere

Total

All households 3.7 13.1 83.2 10,185
Residence

Rural 3.1 4.3 92.5 6,956
Urban 4.4 24.2 71.4 3,229
County

Bomi 0.2 1.1 98.7 740
Bong 0.5 3.6 95.8 748
Gbarpolu 1.0 0.4 98.6 662
Grand Bassa 21.6 6.2 72.2 698
Grand Cape Mount 0.2 2.1 97.8 665
Grand Gedeh 2.5 4.7 92.8 544
Grand Kru 0.4 0.5 99.1 717
Lofa 3.3 15.1 81.6 693
Margibi 8.9 6.4 84.7 592
Maryland 0.4 3.7 95.9 655
Rural Montserrado 3.6 9.8 86.6 583
Urban Montserrado 4.1 48.4 47.5 233
Nimba 0.6 1.9 97.5 600
River Cess 0.3 0.9 98.8 719
River Gee - 1.7 98.3 741
Sinoe 2.6 3.5 94.0 595
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 8.7 39.8 51.5 275
Fourth 4.3 27.0 68.8 963
Middle 4.6 16.1 79.4 2,160
Second 1.6 6.0 92.4 3,171
Lowest (poorest) 35 4.0 92.4 3,612
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Table A12. Household Access to Hygiene Products and Sanitation Facilities, by Selected Household Characteristics, CFSNS 2025

Access to hygiene products Household sanitation facility
Open

yes, butnotall  Yes, all of Improved Unimproved defecation

Characteristics

of them

Total

%

Total

All households 5.0 72.7 22.3 11,728 61.5 38.7 11,821 27.4 11,821
Residence

Rural 8.5 78.9 12.5 7,398 28.5 715 7,478 57.9 7,478
Urban 2.4 68.2 29.4 4,330 85.4 15.0 4,343 5.3 4,343
County

Bomi 3.5 88.0 8.5 778 24.9 75.3 778 65.1 778
Bong 4.7 83.2 12.1 803 46.6 53.4 804 50.6 804
Gbarpolu 9.3 81.0 9.7 773 16.4 83.7 782 70.0 782
Grand Bassa 8.3 73.5 18.2 772 36.3 63.7 773 455 773
Grand Cape Mount 0.6 83.1 16.3 707 36.0 64.0 717 40.6 717
Grand Gedeh 0.7 61.0 38.3 744 64.2 35.8 746 22.7 746
Grand Kru 1.8 90.3 7.9 745 11.9 88.1 745 52.3 745
Lofa 11.3 83.3 5.5 742 54.5 45.5 743 38.9 743
Margibi 154 76.8 7.8 728 60.0 40.4 733 36.1 733
Maryland 0.9 89.2 9.9 806 65.9 34.3 808 8.4 808
Rural Montserrado 0.9 57.8 41.3 628 39.1 60.9 628 53.0 628
Urban Montserrado 0.8 65.9 33.3 625 91.9 8.7 628 1.3 628
Nimba 16.1 60.3 23.7 717 57.0 43.0 718 29.3 718
River Cess 2.2 71.8 26.0 743 15.8 84.2 748 76.4 748
River Gee 0.7 95.5 3.8 747 35.2 64.8 747 314 747
Sinoe 4.6 83.3 12.1 670 22.9 77.1 723 45.8 723
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 0.4 54.2 45.4 665 97.8 2.7 667 0.2 667
Fourth 1.3 69.6 29.1 1,374 87.9 12.1 1,377 2.1 1,377
Middle 4.6 76.3 19.0 2,497 75.6 25.3 2,503 111 2,503
Second 6.8 80.0 13.1 3,417 39.7 60.3 3,449 41.6 3,449
Lowest (poorest) 11.2 81.8 7.1 3,771 12.0 88.0 3,820 77.4 3,820
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Table A13. Food Consumption Score (FCS) and Food Security Status of Households, by Selected Household Characteristics, CFSNS 2025
Food Consumption Score (FCS)

Poor Borderline Acceptable
(FCS 0-21) (FCS 21.535) (FCS >35) Total
Characteristics Mean score n \ % n % n
All households 50.4 5.7 1,086 13.0 2,053 81.2 8,682 11,821
Residence
Rural 45.5 7.4 697 18.6 1,405 74.0 5,376 7,478
Urban 54.0 4.4 389 8.9 648 86.7 3,306 4,343
County
Bomi 39.2 6.3 44 36.9 285 56.8 449 778
Bong 46.5 4.5 35 16.0 120 79.4 649 804
Gbarpolu 33.7 23.2 152 38.9 264 37.9 366 782
Grand Bassa 49.5 6.0 39 15.2 114 78.8 620 773
Grand Cape Mount 38.3 7.6 50 35.8 246 56.5 421 717
Grand Gedeh 56.1 1.2 7 9.4 66 89.4 673 746
Grand Kru 38.3 17.8 128 16.9 136 65.3 481 745
Lofa 51.3 3.6 20 16.3 107 80.1 616 743
Margibi 48.7 12.2 76 13.3 107 74.5 550 733
Maryland 32.1 29.0 234 26.6 217 44.4 357 808
Rural Montserrado 47.2 2.1 15 22.0 125 75.9 488 628
Urban Montserrado 58.1 1.6 15 4.7 37 93.7 576 628
Nimba 47.7 6.2 40 9.8 59 84.0 619 718
River Cess 39.3 26.9 208 14.6 100 58.5 440 748
River Gee 52.6 1.3 10 4.3 40 94.4 697 747
Sinoe 53.1 1.8 13 4.4 30 93.7 680 723
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 61.7 1.2 20 4.4 55 94.4 592 667
Fourth 54.3 3.7 109 6.8 174 89.5 1,094 1,377
Middle 47.6 7.0 232 14.7 412 78.3 1,859 2,503
Second 45.1 7.6 307 19.2 677 73.2 2,465 3,449
Lowest (poorest) 44.5 8.3 417 19.0 735 72.7 2,668 3,820
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Table A14. Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) and Dietary Diversity Status of Households, by Selected Household Characteristics

Food secure/ mildly food
Severely food insecure  Moderately food insecure insecure

(HDDS Gi 3) (HDDS 4i 6) (HDDS 7112)

Characteristics Mean score

All households 6.8 4.0 636 44.0 5,891 52.0 5,294 11,821
Residence

Rural 7.2 4.1 315 54.0 3,893 41.9 3,270 7,478
Urban 6.4 3.8 321 36.8 1,998 59.4 2,024 4,343
County

Bomi 6.9 2.9 28 51.1 395 46.1 355 778
Bong 5.8 51 41 67.2 539 27.7 224 804
Gbarpolu 6.2 3.8 35 55.5 392 40.7 355 782
Grand Bassa 7.9 3.4 20 19.3 144 77.3 609 773
Grand Cape Mount 6.0 4.0 31 65.7 463 30.3 223 717
Grand Gedeh 8.2 1.5 12 31.7 243 66.8 491 746
Grand Kru 6.0 3.6 26 62.2 466 34.2 253 745
Lofa 6.8 2.8 17 40.2 292 57.0 434 743
Margibi 6.4 51 37 47.6 347 47.3 349 733
Maryland 4.7 22.6 199 66.2 517 11.2 92 808
Rural Montserrado 5.7 4.8 34 71.8 438 23.3 156 628
Urban Montserrado 7.6 1.8 16 30.1 197 68.1 415 628
Nimba 6.0 6.8 50 57.6 429 35.6 239 718
River Cess 6.1 7.3 54 53.1 393 39.6 301 748
River Gee 6.3 3.8 27 56.5 423 39.7 297 747
Sinoe 7.5 0.8 9 31.4 213 67.7 501 723
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 8.4 1.3 17 21.9 202 76.8 448 667
Fourth 7.1 2.7 68 34.1 546 63.2 763 1,377
Middle 6.5 4.8 142 50.2 1,218 45.0 1,143 2,503
Second 6.3 5.2 196 55.3 1,839 39.5 1,414 3,449
Lowest (poorest) 6.1 5.4 213 56.5 2,083 38.1 1,524 3,820
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Table A15. Household Hunger Scale (HHS) Classification of Households, by Selected Household Characteristics, CFSNS 2025

Characteristics

Little to no hunger

Moderate hunger

Severe hunger

Moderate to Severe

Household Hunger Scale

All households 86.4 8,290 13.3 2,066 0.3 45 13.2 2,111 10,401
Residence
Rural 83.7 5,417 15.9 1,221 0.4 26 16.3 1,247 6,664
Urban 88.3 2,873 114 845 0.3 19 11.7 864 3,737
County
Bomi 80.7 561 16.7 126 2.6 19 19.3 145 706
Bong 81.9 605 18.1 119 0.0 - 18.1 119 724
Gbarpolu 92.9 644 6.4 54 0.7 7 7.1 61 705
Grand Bassa 94.8 649 5.2 34 0.0 - 5.2 34 683
Grand Cape Mount 88.2 532 11.6 58 0.2 1 11.8 59 591
Grand Gedeh 93.6 652 6.4 42 0.0 - 6.4 42 694
Grand Kru 95.6 648 4.2 29 0.3 1 4.4 30 678
Lofa 94.7 583 5.3 30 0.0 - 5.3 30 613
Margibi 55.4 356 43.8 252 0.8 5 44.6 257 613
Maryland 84.4 520 15.6 107 0.0 - 15.6 107 627
Rural Montserrado 88.7 513 10.5 54 0.8 5 11.3 59 572
Urban Montserrado 96.2 558 3.8 24 0.0 - 3.8 24 582
Nimba 76.5 505 22.3 133 1.2 7 235 140 645
River Cess 38.0 250 62.0 415 0.0 - 62.0 494 665
River Gee 29.6 194 70.4 494 0.0 - 70.4 415 688
Sinoe 84.5 520 15.5 95 0.0 - 15.5 95 615
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 97.7 573 2.3 47 0.0 - 2.3 47 620
Fourth 92.6 1,081 7.3 128 0.1 2 7.4 130 1,211
Middle 81.0 1,718 18.6 439 0.5 9 19.0 448 2,166
Second 80.9 2,347 18.8 641 0.3 12 19.1 653 3,000
Lowest (poorest) 79.5 2,567 19.8 811 0.7 22 20.5 833 3,400
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Table A16. Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) Scores and Food Security Status of Households, by Selected Household Giréstics
Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS)

Households
Households food Households mildly moderately food Households severely
secure food insecure insecure food insecure
Characteristics
All households 5.0 39.2 3,092 31.8 4,137 24.1 3,873 4.9 719 11,821
Residence
Rural 6.2 23.8 1,834 38.6 2,726 32.1 2,495 5.4 423 7,478
Urban 4.2 50.3 1,258 26.9 1,411 18.3 1,378 4,5 296 4,343
County
Bomi 7.7 27.2 188 19.6 153 42.2 346 11.0 91 778
Bong 7.2 13.3 107 37.8 310 45.7 365 3.2 22 804
Gbarpolu 5.4 48.0 369 17.1 155 30.6 220 4.3 38 782
Grand Bassa 4.1 51.1 408 23.2 177 25.3 183 0.4 5 773
Grand Cape Mount 5.8 24.6 183 41.4 294 32.0 227 2.0 13 717
Grand Gedeh 5.8 20.4 147 49.8 396 28.3 195 1.4 8 746
Grand Kru 5.4 25.5 190 48.9 359 23.1 178 2.5 18 745
Lofa 3.7 29.5 213 60.0 459 8.3 59 2.2 12 743
Margibi 8.2 15.8 127 26.8 190 42.7 310 14.7 106 733
Maryland 7.3 13.3 113 39.9 302 43.2 362 3.6 31 808
Rural Montserrado 5.6 36.0 231 355 224 17.0 106 11.6 67 628
Urban Montserrado 2.6 67.2 415 225 138 7.8 53 2.5 22 628
Nimba 6.7 21.1 147 39.7 294 29.3 207 9.9 70 718
River Cess 7.2 19.9 146 324 246 40.3 300 7.4 56 748
River Gee 10.1 3.7 27 21.1 162 57.0 432 18.2 126 747
Sinoe 7.5 11.2 81 37.4 278 46.7 330 4.7 34 723
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 1.6 81.3 415 13.3 158 4.4 81 1.0 13 667
Fourth 3.9 48.7 531 31.8 493 15.8 301 3.7 52 1,377
Middle 5.8 28.6 655 38.8 976 26.0 725 6.6 147 2,503
Second 6.4 22.8 749 375 1,232 33.4 1,240 6.3 228 3,449
Lowest (poorest) 7.1 18.1 740 36.3 1,275 38.9 1,526 6.7 279 3,820
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Table A17. Food Expenditure Score (FES) and Distribution of Households by Food Expenditure Categories, by Selected Household Charésties,
CFSNS 2025

Food Expenditure Score (FES), Percentages:

Mean Low Medium High Very High
Proportion (FES <50%) (FES 50 65%) (FES 65 75%) (FES >75%)
Characteristics FES | % n %
All households 0.69 15.2 1,175 23.5 1,841 20.6 2,248 40.8 6,502 11,766
Residence
Rural 0.77 6.3 468 11.0 806 17.5 1,227 65.2 4,935 7,436
Urban 0.62 21.6 707 325 1,035 22.7 1,021 23.1 1,567 4,330
County
Bomi 0.78 4.7 34 10.1 75 18.6 130 66.5 539 778
Bong 0.73 10.8 81 14.5 111 20.5 177 54.2 435 804
Gbarpolu 0.80 6.9 57 104 71 104 78 72.4 571 777
Grand Bassa 0.78 8.5 58 10.7 71 10.1 75 70.7 558 762
Grand Cape Mount 0.80 3.3 24 5.2 41 20.3 145 71.3 506 716
Grand Gedeh 0.72 7.0 46 19.1 156 25.0 185 49.0 359 746
Grand Kru 0.78 4.2 33 11.0 83 20.6 152 64.1 477 745
Lofa 0.80 4.9 35 7.8 54 144 110 72.9 544 743
Margibi 0.68 144 108 23.5 179 24.3 183 37.8 262 732
Maryland 0.66 18.1 162 23.5 215 25.5 198 32.9 233 808
Rural Montserrado 0.69 13.6 100 184 136 24.6 153 43.4 239 628
Urban Montserrado 0.59 24.2 149 38.9 249 22.2 136 14.8 92 626
Nimba 0.67 17.7 120 23.0 164 22.4 160 36.9 274 718
River Cess 0.74 10.6 78 15.0 113 19.3 145 55.1 412 748
River Gee 0.82 14 9 4.9 33 16.2 111 775 594 747
Sinoe 0.77 10.4 81 12.9 90 17.7 110 58.9 407 688
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 0.55 323 206 41.3 247 18.1 127 8.4 85 665
Fourth 0.62 19.9 286 34.2 394 25.9 345 20.0 349 1,374
Middle 0.68 13.7 322 23.7 508 25.4 616 37.2 1,049 2,495
Second 0.76 6.9 213 12.6 411 18.8 635 61.7 2,177 3,436
Lowest (poorest) 0.80 4.7 148 7.7 281 14.8 525 72.7 2,838 3,792
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Table A18. Household Exposure to Shocks in the Past 12 Months, by Selected Household Characteristics, CFSNS 2025

Household experienced any

shocks in the past 12 months

1 shock

2 shocks

3 shocks

Characteristics

All households 26.3 3,320 18.8 2,484 6.0 658 1.4 178
Residence

Rural 30.0 2,129 21.7 1,599 6.5 409 1.9 121
Urban 23.5 1,191 16.8 885 5.7 249 1.0 57
County

Bomi 375 305 27.2 227 7.0 56 3.3 22
Bong 18.1 133 11.8 88 4.7 34 1.6 11
Gbarpolu 35.9 273 34.3 248 1.0 15 0.7 10
Grand Bassa 10.7 78 8.6 62 1.7 13 0.4 3
Grand Cape Mount 42.8 313 27.8 209 13.2 93 1.8 11
Grand Gedeh 11.2 82 10.8 79 0.4 3 - -
Grand Kru 5.9 45 5.7 43 0.3 2 - -
Lofa 37.5 271 25.9 196 10.1 67 14 8
Margibi 53.7 381 36.5 255 125 93 4.7 33
Maryland 10.5 80 9.7 73 0.8 7 - -
Rural Montserrado 8.8 61 7.5 54 1.3 7 - -
Urban Montserrado 20.2 130 15.1 100 4.8 27 0.3 3
Nimba 37.8 269 23.2 170 10.6 72 4.0 27
River Cess 33.2 251 25.9 196 7.1 54 0.2 1
River Gee 44.9 338 28.7 220 14.4 104 1.7 14
Sinoe 43.6 310 375 264 1.6 11 4.5 35
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 17.0 138 13.6 114 3.2 19 0.2 5
Fourth 24.0 317 17.6 251 5.7 53 0.7 13
Middle 27.7 662 18.5 492 7.4 139 1.8 31
Second 30.9 999 22.3 752 6.4 194 2.2 53
Lowest (poorest) 30.8 1,202 21.7 873 7.1 253 2.0 76
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Table A19.

| mpact

of

Shocks

Household Characteristics, CFSNS 2025

on

Ho u s e h o | -Hoepdltendspbly Seledteg t

Impacted Households Ability to
purchase food or nonfood items

Impact Experienced

Characteristics

% n

All households 74.9 2,889 3,311
Residence

Rural 86.4 1,896 2,124
Urban 64.2 993 1,187
County

Bomi 90.5 279 304
Bong 79.4 107 133
Gbarpolu 92.5 248 273
Grand Bassa 87.6 69 78
Grand Cape Mount 87.8 271 313
Grand Gedeh 95.9 79 82
Grand Kru 88.2 38 42
Lofa 91.5 244 271
Margibi 66.9 259 379
Maryland 86.3 71 80
Rural Montserrado 97.1 57 60
Urban Montserrado 46.4 68 130
Nimba 84.8 225 269
River Cess 94.8 236 251
River Gee 98.9 334 337
Sinoe 98.7 304 309
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 46.9 93 138
Fourth 61.3 245 315
Middle 79.0 582 661
Second 83.4 875 994
Lowest (poorest) 86.9 1,092 1,201
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Table A20. Consumptionbased Coping Strategy Index (rCSl) by Residence, County, and Wealth Quintile,
CFSNS 2025

Consumption-based Coping Strategy Index (rCSl)

Low Coping Medium Coping High Coping

rcsl 03 rCsSl 4i 18 rcsl O1f
Characteristics Mean rCSI % n % n % n
All households 5.1 58.8 5,238 34.6 5,487 6.6 1,096
Residence
Rural 6.3 44.5 3,134 48.1 3,670 7.4 674
Urban 4.2 69.1 2,104 24.9 1,817 6.0 422
County
Bomi 10.8 34.8 245 34.3 283 30.9 250
Bong 5.1 56.3 462 38.6 302 5.1 40
Gbarpolu 8.8 44.9 356 38.6 286 16.5 140
Grand Bassa 7.2 50.9 408 35.1 265 14.0 100
Grand Cape Mount 5.4 33.8 255 64.5 452 1.7 10
Grand Gedeh 5.4 45.5 349 52.4 385 2.1 12
Grand Kru 7.4 39.6 299 50.9 372 9.5 74
Lofa 4.7 49.8 370 49.5 368 0.6 5
Margibi 9.4 29.1 225 56.7 406 141 102
Maryland 10.9 23.2 191 55.3 432 215 185
Rural Montserrado 4.9 52.2 342 43.3 257 4.4 29
Urban Montserrado 2.4 85.2 522 11.1 81 3.8 25
Nimba 5.5 49.9 358 46.3 330 3.9 30
River Cess 7.3 29.9 228 67.3 495 2.8 25
River Gee 7.9 40.0 303 50.2 377 9.8 67
Sinoe 5.0 45.8 325 54.1 396 0.1 2
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 0.9 92.6 514 6.4 125 11 28
Fourth 3.7 71.1 824 24.1 467 4.8 86
Middle 6.6 52.1 1,192 38.9 1,110 8.9 201
Second 6.6 43.8 1,381 47.6 1,706 8.6 362
Lowest (poorest) 7.3 37.7 1,326 53.2 2,075 9.2 419
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Table A21. Livelihood Coping Strategy Index (LCSI) by Residence, County, and Wealth Quintile, CFSNS

2025

Characteristics

SUESS

Crisis

Livelihood Coping Strategy Index (LCSI)
Emergency

All households 61.5 7,203 22.4 2,718 115 1,384 4.6 516
Residence

Rural 57.4 4,633 23.4 1,721 135 815 5.7 309
Urban 64.5 2,570 21.7 997 10.0 569 3.8 207
County

Bomi 69.1 524 17.3 144 11.3 95 2.3 15
Bong 49.9 406 315 256 7.4 55 111 87
Gbarpolu 86.2 673 9.5 74 1.9 17 2.3 18
Grand Bassa 711 562 194 143 7.4 53 2.1 15
Grand Cape Mount 90.6 649 6.6 51 1.8 11 0.9 6
Grand Gedeh 85.6 641 7.0 50 5.3 39 2.2 16
Grand Kru 63.6 475 29.7 218 4.0 33 2.7 19
Lofa 67.7 499 25.9 199 5.0 35 14 10
Margibi 47.0 355 35.0 253 13.2 90 4.8 35
Maryland 55.2 449 34.7 274 3.9 33 6.1 52
Rural Montserrado 66.6 418 14.7 94 16.6 108 2.0 8
Urban Montserrado 71.3 448 21.6 134 4.6 29 2.5 17
Nimba 19.9 139 174 126 49.7 366 13.0 87
River Cess 75.7 569 214 158 1.7 13 1.1 8
River Gee 17.8 141 36.5 290 32.4 226 13.3 90
Sinoe 35.0 255 35.4 254 25.4 181 4.2 33
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 80.4 493 16.2 117 25 51 1.0 6
Fourth 62.5 908 24.6 288 9.7 150 3.2 31
Middle 54.5 1,496 23.8 582 16.2 321 5.5 104
Second 56.4 1,996 22.1 820 16.6 488 4.9 145
Lowest (poorest) 55.3 2,306 24.9 911 11.8 374 8.0 229
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Table A22. Livelihood Coping Strategyi Food Security (LCSFS) Classification by Residence, County, and
Wealth Quintile, CFSNS 2025

Characteristics

(\[o]q ]
Phase 1: Minimal

Livelihood Copin
SUESS
Phase 2: Stressed

Strate

- Food Securit
Crisis
Phase 3: Crisis

LCSFS

Emergency
Phase 4: Emergency

All households 73.8 8,546 14.8 1,894 7.6 961 3.8 420
Residence

Rural 70.6 5,497 16.0 1,197 8.8 537 4.6 247
Urban 76.1 3,049 14.0 697 6.7 424 3.2 173
County

Bomi 74.5 570 13.2 111 10.1 83 2.2 14
Bong 65.9 543 19.3 152 4.9 33 9.9 76
Gbarpolu 92.7 718 3.9 36 1.8 15 1.6 13
Grand Bassa 92.9 716 3.8 31 2.6 20 0.8 6
Grand Cape Mount 93.3 669 4.7 36 1.2 7 0.8 5
Grand Gedeh 91.7 686 3.4 24 3.0 23 1.9 13
Grand Kru 67.9 507 26.3 191 3.4 29 2.4 18
Lofa 71.8 533 23.5 180 3.6 23 1.0 7
Margibi 58.8 448 25.7 178 114 77 4.1 30
Maryland 58.6 480 32.3 250 3.3 28 5.8 50
Rural Montserrado 84.7 540 7.2 44 6.5 39 1.6 5
Urban Montserrado 82.3 518 13.1 82 2.5 14 2.2 14
Nimba 45.0 326 11.9 83 335 245 9.6 64
River Cess 94.5 707 3.9 28 1.1 8 0.6 5
River Gee 24.6 212 32.2 239 30.9 217 12.2 79
Sinoe 50.8 373 315 229 14.9 100 2.8 21
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 90.9 578 7.0 56 15 30 0.6 3
Fourth 76.1 1,086 15.7 176 5.6 93 2.6 22
Middle 67.3 1,804 16.8 403 11.3 217 4.7 79
Second 67.8 2,371 16.4 604 11.9 354 3.9 120
Lowest (poorest) 68.2 2,702 17.7 655 7.5 267 6.6 196
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Table A23. Consumption of Rice Types (Including Fortifiable Varieties) by Residence, County, and Wealth
Quintile, CFSNS 2025
Rice Amount
consumed per
day (cups),

Long Country Broken Don't

Characteristics

Grain

Parboiled

rice

rice

Other

know

Mean

All households 29.8 51.6 13.6 3.7 0.7 0.3 3.5
Residence

Rural 14.1 52.7 27.1 4.8 0.7 0.3 3.4
Urban 41.4 50.7 3.8 2.8 0.7 0.3 3.6
County

Bomi 9.4 58.0 3.7 26.3 2.3 0.1 3.4
Bong 5.7 73.3 20.2 - - - 3.2
Gbarpolu 3.6 47.0 44.2 3.4 0.4 0.2 3.1
Grand Bassa 8.1 66.0 21.4 3.4 1.1 - 3.6
Grand Cape Mount 48.3 48.2 2.5 0.4 - 0.4 3.6
Grand Gedeh 86.5 4.3 7.5 0.3 0.1 0.9 3.6
Grand Kru 3.1 85.7 9.6 0.3 - 0.3 3.1
Lofa 3.7 6.5 87.8 1.1 0.3 0.6 3.3
Margibi 25.6 61.6 2.9 0.1 7.4 1.2 3.7
Maryland 0.5 91.4 7.0 0.2 0.2 - 2.3
Rural Montserrado 2.7 94.3 2.5 0.1 - - 3.3
Urban Montserrado 51.3 47.8 0.4 - 0.2 0.3 3.7
Nimba 20.2 34.0 235 21.8 0.2 - 3.8
River Cess 0.3 62.9 36.6 - 0.2 - 3.9
River Gee 57.9 31.0 1.9 9.2 - - 2.8
Sinoe 0.3 98.9 0.5 - - 0.1 3.6
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 54.3 43.3 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.2 4.0
Fourth 40.4 53.3 2.8 2.3 0.5 0.4 4.0
Middle 27.5 56.2 10.4 4.6 0.7 0.1 3.6
Second 18.8 52.0 22.6 5.6 0.6 0.1 4.6
Lowest (poorest) 11.4 52.5 29.5 4.9 1.0 0.4 3.7

175




Table A24. Consumption of Flour and Salt (Including Fortifiable Products) by Residence, County, and
Wealth Quintile, CFSNS 2025

Flour Amount Amount
consumed per consumed per

Don't day (loaves) day (spoons)
Characteristics Specific know Mean Table salt Don't know Mean
All households 1.0 43.3 2.7 74.8 8.9 1.1
Residence
Rural 0.8 44.4 2.8 80.7 8.9 1.2
Urban 1.1 42.4 2.6 70.6 8.8 1.1
County
Bomi 5.6 35.7 3.0 95.4 0.3 1.2
Bong - 41.4 88.8 6.6 1.0
Gbarpolu 13.9 4.5 2.3 51.3 0.2 1.1
Grand Bassa - 63.7 63.6 17.3 1.0
Grand Cape Mount - 37.6 70.2 16.0 1.2
Grand Gedeh 0.3 88.1 2.7 59.4 34.2 1.3
Grand Kru 0.1 28.7 - 88.6 2.4 1.2
Lofa 0.2 46.0 25 95.0 4.1 1.2
Margibi 0.6 43.8 3.0 59.6 2.8 1.0
Maryland - 43.9 73.4 17.9 1.1
Rural Montserrado - 35.4 53.0 32.1 1.0
Urban Montserrado 0.7 35.3 2.9 66.6 8.6 1.0
Nimba 0.9 63.1 2.6 92.9 0.3 1.2
River Cess 0.1 25.4 1.0 97.1 0.3 1.1
River Gee 4.1 11.6 2.6 85.9 0.7 1.7
Sinoe 0.5 67.4 2.6 91.1 6.1 1.3
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 1.6 47.4 2.7 60.6 13.7 1.0
Fourth 0.7 35.3 3.0 71.1 5.8 1.1
Middle 1.0 44.8 3.0 76.8 8.4 1.2
Second 0.7 45.3 2.8 81.4 8.7 1.1
Lowest (poorest) 0.9 43.6 2.1 83.0 8.0 1.1
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Table A25. Consumption of Edible Qil (Including Fortifiable Oil Products) by Residence, County, and
Wealth Quintile, CFSNS 2025

Qll Amount
Refined consumed per
vegetable oil/ day (liters)

Characteristics Red palm oil Argo Mean
All households 92.5 6.3 0.3 0.9 15
Residence
Rural 94.5 4.0 0.1 1.4 1.8
Urban 91.1 8.0 0.4 0.5 1.4
County
Bomi 89.2 10.1 0.3 0.5 1.6
Bong 99.6 0.4 - - 1.8
Gbarpolu 94.7 0.7 0.2 4.3 1.7
Grand Bassa 83.8 154 0.5 0.3 1.9
Grand Cape Mount 95.5 2.7 - 1.8 1.8
Grand Gedeh 81.3 17.9 0.1 0.6 1.9
Grand Kru 89.2 8.8 0.2 1.8 1.6
Lofa 97.6 13 0.3 0.9 13
Margibi 915 4.0 0.3 4.3 2.0
Maryland 92.3 6.3 - 1.4 1.6
Rural Montserrado 97.7 1.6 - 0.7 1.7
Urban Montserrado 91.1 8.3 0.3 0.3 1.1
Nimba 97.8 0.5 0.5 1.2 1.9
River Cess 93.0 2.7 1.2 3.1 2.3
River Gee 99.3 0.3 - 0.3 1.9
Sinoe 81.1 184 - 0.5 2.3
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 86.3 134 0.2 0.1 1.2
Fourth 91.0 7.5 0.8 0.8 1.3
Middle 94.4 4.3 0.2 1.1 1.6
Second 95.6 34 - 1.0 1.7
Lowest (poorest) 94.8 3.6 0.1 1.4 1.7
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Table A26. Consumption of Maggi Chicken Soup/Cubes (Including Fortifiable Condiment Products) by
Residence, County, and Wealth Quintile, CFSNS 2025

Magi chicken soup/cube

Amount
consumed per

Characteristics

Maggi

Vita

Jumbo

Crown

Other

day (cubes)

All households 2.5 12.4 0.5 78.7 5.2 3.6
Residence

Rural 3.1 20.8 0.6 73.4 1.6 3.2
Urban 2.2 6.3 0.4 82.6 7.8 3.9
County

Bomi 14.4 2.2 0.5 71.0 10.9 3.2
Bong 0.8 17.5 - 81.7 - 3.3
Gbarpolu 17.2 28.3 1.8 50.4 1.0 2.9
Grand Bassa 0.5 8.2 0.4 85.9 4.4 3.2
Grand Cape Mount 7.8 37.0 1.1 51.9 0.4 2.9
Grand Gedeh 0.4 3.8 1.3 93.2 0.1 3.6
Grand Kru 0.3 34.4 1.4 61.8 0.3 3.2
Lofa 3.0 39.1 0.8 52.3 4.5 3.1
Margibi 0.8 1.4 0.7 91.9 2.6 3.5
Maryland 0.5 6.2 0.1 92.6 - 3.0
Rural Montserrado 3.6 13.6 0.3 81.0 1.3 3.5
Urban Montserrado 2.3 0.7 0.4 84.8 11.2 4.1
Nimba 0.1 21.8 0.3 77.3 - 3.6
River Cess - 15.5 - 83.9 0.5 3.3
River Gee 0.1 37.0 - 62.9 - 2.9
Sinoe 1.0 30.5 0.4 66.4 1.7 3.5
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 2.4 14 0.3 82.7 12.6 4.1
Fourth 3.0 5.4 0.4 83.7 6.4 4.0
Middle 1.3 13.1 0.7 79.9 4.2 3.6
Second 3.4 19.8 0.4 73.6 2.1 3.3
Lowest (poorest) 2.5 20.9 0.6 74.3 1.3 3.0
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Table A27. Food security classification of households using the Consolidated Approach for Reporting Indicators of Food Security (CARdy sex of
household head, residence, county, and wealth quintile., CFSNS 2025
Moderately Food

Food Secure Insecure

Severely food insecure Total

Marginally Food Secure

Characteristics

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

N

All households 21.5 1,037 56.2 6,971 21.0 3,644 1.2 163 11,815
Sex of household head

Female 15.6 285 57.0 2,453 25.7 1,394 1.6 63 4,195
Male 24.5 752 55.8 4518 18.6 2,250 1.1 100 7,620
Residence

Rural 5.2 379 62.2 4,483 30.5 2,501 2.1 115 7,478
Urban 33.3 659 51.9 2,493 14.1 1,143 0.6 48 4,343
County

Bomi 2.2 17 454 356 51.6 400 0.8 5 778
Bong 9.3 79 65.2 530 21.2 162 4.3 33 804
Gbarpolu 2.3 25 38.5 364 58.4 386 0.8 7 782
Grand Bassa 9.2 64 70.4 555 19.6 146 0.9 8 773
Grand Cape Mount 1.9 16 54.8 407 42.3 289 1.0 5 717
Grand Gedeh 11.9 94 76.5 570 10.8 78 0.7 4 746
Grand Kru 2.7 22 54.8 405 39.6 297 2.9 21 745
Lofa 3.8 26 66.9 513 28.3 198 0.9 6 743
Margibi 7.5 63 59.8 446 30.3 208 2.4 16 733
Maryland 6.4 63 38.8 314 51.6 403 3.2 28 808
Rural Montserrado 15.7 123 64.1 395 19.6 107 0.6 3 628
Urban Montserrado 47.7 291 45.9 287 6.4 50 - - 628
Nimba 8.3 56 69.8 512 18.7 130 3.2 20 718
River Cess 2.7 21 59.4 441 37.6 284 0.3 2 748
River Gee 1.3 9 54.3 421 43.7 312 0.7 5 747
Sinoe 9.7 69 62.8 460 27.5 194 - - 723
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 63.4 310 325 300 4.1 56 - 1 667
Fourth 29.1 283 60.7 839 9.9 248 0.3 7 1,377
Middle 10.5 217 64.8 1,598 23.6 660 1.1 28 2,503
Second 5.6 151 61.2 2,040 31.3 1,204 1.9 54 3,449
Lowest (poorest) 2.5 77 60.4 2,195 34.2 1,475 2.9 73 3,820
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Table A28. Percentage of vulnerable households by food insecurity, coping strategies, shock exposure, and dietary diversity, with crsite
vulnerability classification, CFSNS 2025
Percent vulnerable
(composite)
NOTE: Household
meeting at least 2 of the
conditions classified as
"vulnerable"

Food Insecurity/ Food
access Crisis/ Emergency
FCS = Poor or coping
Borderline « rcCcsSI O 19

9 Crisis/[Emergency

Exposure to shocks
Experi encc¢
economic or natural
shock

Nutrition
HDDS O 3

Characteristics

%

n

n

%

n

n

%

n

All households 23.1 3,618 10.1 1,464 26.3 3,318 4.0 636 15.0 2,351 11,815
Sex household head

Female 28.6 1,454 12.8 613 28.4 1,304 4.0 222 18.7 978 4,195
Male 20.4 2,164 8.8 851 25.2 2,014 3.9 414 13.2 1,373 7,620
Residence% County

Rural 29.5 2,313 11.8 894 30.0 2,129 4.1 315 18.0 1,440 7,478
Urban 18.6 1,307 8.9 570 235 1,191 3.8 321 12.9 911 4,343
Bomi 49.9 411 260 375 305 2.9 28 39.7 324 778
Bong 30.9 240 12.3 98 18.1 133 5.1 41 13.3 99 804
Gbarpolu 31.5 221 17.8 150 35.9 273 3.8 35 31.1 224 782
Grand Bassa 18.9 141 14.8 106 10.7 78 3.4 20 10.6 78 773
Grand Cape Mount 28.8 201 2.6 16 42.8 313 4.0 31 14.8 105 717
Grand Gedeh 23.3 153 4.2 27 11.2 82 1.5 12 5.5 37 746
Grand Kru 21.9 168 10.5 82 5.9 45 3.6 26 9.7 78 745
Lofa 8.0 54 2.0 15 37.5 271 2.8 17 49 36 743
Margibi 46.7 332 16.7 120 53.7 381 5.1 37 37.6 263 733
Maryland 41.7 350 25.6 220 10.5 80 22.6 199 27.7 242 808
Rural Montserrado 25.1 149 6.2 36 8.8 61 4.8 34 8.4 52 628
Urban Montserrado 8.6 61 5.9 40 20.2 130 1.8 16 7.1 50 628
Nimba 33.7 233 15.6 106 37.8 269 6.8 50 23.8 164 718
River Cess 32.3 249 3.4 29 33.2 251 7.3 54 19.2 147 748
River Gee 49.3 345 17.7 124 449 338 3.8 27 40.8 287 747
Sinoe 44.2 312 4.3 35 43.6 310 0.8 9 23.5 165 723
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 45 76 2.0 33 17.0 138 1.3 17 3.1 44 667
Fourth 15.1 269 7.6 113 24.0 317 2.7 68 10.4 179 1,377
Middle 26.5 677 13.0 281 27.7 662 4.8 142 18.0 435 2,503
Second 32.3 1,169 12.3 466 30.9 999 5.2 196 20.6 748 3,449
Lowest (poorest) 35.5 1,429 14.9 570 30.8 1,202 5.4 213 22.0 945 3,820
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Table A29. Percentage of households receiving assistance from organizations, by source of assistance, residence, county, and wealtifeqq@RSNS

2025

WEP, FAO, UNDP

Government, MoH,
MoA, national food

Number of

Characteristics

or other UN agency

assistance agency

households (n)

All households 8.7 229 40.5 16.0 53.7 3,309
Residence

Rural 9.1 143 52.8 3.4 45.9 2,124
Urban 8.3 86 27.9 28.9 61.6 1,185
County

Bomi 3.2 12 56.9 - 40.0 304
Bong 0.9 2 - - - 133
Gbarpolu 0.3 1 - 100.0 - 273
Grand Bassa 2.1 2 68.6 - - 78
Grand Cape Mount 22.0 64 23.0 5.3 68.6 312
Grand Gedeh 23.2 17 20.1 5.8 66.0 82
Grand Kru - - - - - 42
Lofa 0.6 1 - - - 271
Margibi 0.7 4 36.9 23.0 63.1 379
Maryland 115 9 89.3 37.5 43.4 80
Rural Montserrado 54 1 - - 100.0 60
Urban Montserrado 8.4 14 6.9 47.7 82.0 130
Nimba 23.9 61 77.0 - 311 268
River Cess 3.1 10 18.6 13.5 10.1 251
River Gee 3.6 13 22.7 - - 337
Sinoe 5.9 18 8.0 33.7 56.1 309
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 6.6 8 16.2 17.0 52.1 138
Fourth 7.9 20 25.9 49.1 75.5 315
Middle 10.1 57 41.4 3.7 55.0 659
Second 11.8 86 48.5 13.8 53.0 994
Lowest (poorest) 6.1 58 51.2 4.9 32.9 1,201
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Table A30. Access to health services among households, by residence, county, and wealth quintile., CFSNS
2025

Access to Health Services
Access to health services Needed Health Services in

Access to health services in the past 30 days the past 30 days
Characteristic % n % n % n
All households 83.1 8,985 50.8 5,792 10.7 1,811
Residence
Rural 71.1 5,205 47.2 3,507 16.0 7,417
Urban 91.8 3,780 53.5 2,285 6.9 4,337
County
Bomi 96.1 750 59.5 465 22.0 181
Bong 81.5 650 35.7 288 104 78
Gbarpolu 67.7 532 46.2 343 14.4 135
Grand Bassa 51.3 392 25.5 202 29.1 236
Grand Cape Mount 56.8 416 46.4 325 32.3 214
Grand Gedeh 77.1 558 40.0 277 20.5 155
Grand Kru 74.6 562 51.8 392 11.0 79
Lofa 88.6 647 53.8 405 6.2 46
Margibi 71.6 532 43.2 316 9.8 67
Maryland 76.2 613 54.6 436 12.1 100
Rural Montserrado 49.4 307 40.8 257 2.6 13
Urban Montserrado 95.1 594 54.6 329 2.5 15
Nimba 90.2 646 69.6 504 13.7 101
River Cess 82.1 622 52.6 394 6.2 51
River Gee 79.3 604 51.1 397 29.9 240
Sinoe 81.9 560 66.4 462 14.6 100
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest 93.8 578 57.4 347 23 36
Fourth 91.2 1,148 54.4 708 6.4 152
Middle 85.4 2,015 48.9 1,255 11.8 343
Second 78.3 2,631 51.4 1,782 15.0 589
Lowest (poorest) 68.3 2,610 42.8 1,698 17.2 690
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Table A31. Birth registration among children aged 6 59 months, by sex, age group, residence, county, and

household wealth, CFSNS 2025

Characteristic

Birth Registration

Percentage of

children with
birth certificate

(%)

(%)

Percentage of
children whose
birth certificate

was seen

(n)

Number of
children

All children 6-59 months of age 34.0 10.0 5,805
Child sex

Male 32.6 10.6 2,894
Female 354 9.4 2,911
Child age

0-5 months n.a n.a n.a
6-11 months 24.3 7.0 534
12-23 months 32.1 11.0 1,285
24-35 months 37.9 10.7 1,308
36-47 months 35.6 8.3 1,358
48-59 months 35.6 11.5 1,320
Residence

Rural 29.9 8.3 3,700
Urban 36.1 10.9 2,105
County

Bomi 31.9 3.9 338
Bong 31.5 12.2 314
Gbarpolu 81.8 46.5 328
Grand Bassa 13.4 3.8 459
Grand Cape Mount 27.7 5.8 259
Grand Gedeh 49.3 10.1 346
Grand Kru 39.0 14.3 519
Lofa 54.9 20.8 292
Margibi 42.6 10.6 340
Maryland 16.5 5.2 259
Rural Montserrado 13.2 2.8 347
Urban Montserrado 33.9 10.1 528
Nimba 39.3 7.8 412
River Cess 31.1 12.7 419
River Gee 16.2 4.6 275
Sinoe 25.0 6.9 370
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 38.0 13.8 401
Fourth 33.7 7.9 715
Middle 36.9 9.6 1,184
Second 33.8 11.8 1,654
Lowest (poorest) 25.9 6.2 1,851
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Table A32. Prevalence of diarrhea among children in the past two weeks and treatment practices, by
residence, county, and household wealth, CFSNS 2025

Percentage | Percentage of children with diarrhea who were given:
with Home-made

diarrhea in sugar-salt

the past 2 ORS water fluid Other fluids Total
Characteristic WEES % % % n
Rural 12.8 379 53.2 13.1 50.3 3,690
Urban 15.6 288 41.7 35 53.6 2,098
County
Bomi 5.2 20 41.9 - 13.7 338
Bong 12.3 33 30.2 - 53.1 314
Gbarpolu 5.9 19 69.3 6.6 30.7 328
Grand Bassa 7.3 33 47.1 20.9 25.3 459
Grand Cape Mount 1.0 3 - - 25.1 259
Grand Gedeh 12.5 39 32.7 - 59.6 346
Grand Kru 5.9 27 62.9 18.2 24 519
Lofa 10.2 27 54.8 10.8 17.9 292
Margibi 20.8 65 47.6 5.2 56.3 340
Maryland 8.9 25 36.4 - 48.4 259
Rural Montserrado 3.2 12 34.4 14.2 21.9 347
Urban Montserrado 15.3 87 39.4 - 56.1 528
Nimba 31.9 130 62.1 22.0 57.8 412
River Cess 13.7 57 52.9 3.7 61.3 419
River Gee 2.0 7 92.2 - 19.3 275
Sinoe 22.2 83 47.3 12.2 42.8 370
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 9.9 46 43.1 13 62.2 401
Fourth 18.7 712 34.8 2.6 55.2 712
Middle 15.9 1,180 45.3 4.5 51.9 1,180
Second 15.1 1,649 59.8 13.2 42.9 1,649
Lowest (poorest) 13.9 1,846 50.5 13.1 50.3 1,846
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Table A 33. Disposal of child stools among households, by residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS

2025
Percentage of children whose stools were disposed in:
Not appropriate Appropriate
manner manner Total

Characteristic ) ) n
Rural 89.4 10.6 2,105
Urban 57.0 43.0 3,700
County
Bomi 88.3 11.7 338
Bong 80.3 19.7 314
Gbarpolu 89.8 10.2 328
Grand Bassa 83.4 16.6 459
Grand Cape Mount 84.0 16.0 259
Grand Gedeh 72.5 275 346
Grand Kru 96.3 3.7 519
Lofa 74.9 25.1 292
Margibi 62.6 37.4 340
Maryland 82.4 17.6 259
Rural Montserrado 88.3 11.7 347
Urban Montserrado 56.0 44.0 528
Nimba 70.1 29.9 412
River Cess 97.3 2.7 419
River Gee 94.4 5.6 275
Sinoe 86.3 13.7 370
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 53.0 47.0 401
Fourth 55.9 44.1 715
Middle 63.9 36.1 1,184
Second 84.3 15.7 1,654
Lowest (poorest) 93.8 6.2 1,851
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Table A 34. Prevalence of acute respiratory infection (ARI) symptoms among children aged 9 months and
care-seeking and treatment practices, by child, household, and geographic characteristics, CFSNS 2025

Among children with symptoms of ARI

Advice or
Percentage of children with treatment was Medicine was
symptoms of ARI sought given for treatment
Characteristic % n
All children 6-59 months 22.2 6,267 70.4 1,216 88.2 1,218
Child sex
Male 22.5 3,148 72.3 620 89.6 620
Female 21.9 3,119 68.4 596 86.8 598
Child age
0-5 months 11.3 493 66.5 57 91.6 57
6-11 months 30.1 532 84.3 127 93.2 127
12-23 months 29.0 1,280 72.4 321 90.5 322
24-35 months 28.7 1,299 62.8 280 84.1 280
36-47 months 16.8 1,351 71.0 238 88.8 239
48-59 months 16.3 1,312 67.1 193 84.2 193
Residence
Rural 19.0 3,970 73.8 661 87.3 661
Urban 23.8 2,297 69.1 555 88.6 557
County
Bomi 18.9 362 60.1 68 82.1 68
Bong 15.8 344 64.8 49 76.9 49
Gbarpolu 8.2 345 49.2 31 100.0 31
Grand Bassa 8.9 497 58.5 40 69.4 40
Grand Cape Mount 18.0 282 92.4 46 92.4 46
Grand Gedeh 30.4 388 88.6 114 86.4 115
Grand Kru 12.2 526 78.2 60 97.5 60
Lofa 14.0 311 71.5 43 98.9 43
Margibi 30.6 355 73.8 113 85.1 113
Maryland 194 277 87.1 51 91.8 51
Rural Montserrado 15.6 377 86.5 58 92.7 58
Urban Montserrado 225 596 65.6 145 89.7 146
Nimba 41.4 437 79.6 184 88.7 184
River Cess 16.8 463 47.9 77 90.6 77
River Gee 11.1 303 70.3 34 94.9 34
Sinoe 22.2 404 70.0 103 79.0 103
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 17.7 444 71.5 88 97.3 88
Fourth 25.8 764 66.4 206 87.0 206
Middle 27.4 1,269 67.7 274 85.6 276
Second 21.1 1,794 74.6 300 82.6 300
Lowest (poorest) 19.1 1,996 76.1 348 88.4 348
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Table A35. Sources of treatment sought for childhood illness among children aged®® months, by child, household, and geographic characteristics.,

CFSNS 2025
O O ea
O
O ad a elroa
ald e a e e0 e 0]0 e > a
Child Sex
Male 71.0 46.3 2.8 0.3 3.1 1.5 2.0 452
Female 62.6 47.8 2.0 2.4 1.5 1.7 2.1 423
Age
0-5 months 67.5 - - 1.5 - - 0.4 41
6-11 months 73.2 46.2 6.6 0.6 3.7 0.3 2.3 96
12-23 months 69.2 39.6 1.1 1.2 4.3 2.7 2.6 236
24-35 months 59.8 51.7 2.8 1.2 1.8 0.6 3.3 194
36-47 months 71.0 44,2 1.5 1.7 1.0 1.7 0.6 174
48-59 months 62.7 60.2 1.9 2.0 - 2.9 1.1 134
Residence
Rural 70.4 43,5 4.6 3.8 2.2 4.1 3.0 460
Urban 65.7 48.5 1.6 0.2 2.4 0.5 1.6 415
County
Bomi 89.1 10.5 - - - - 6.2 40
Bong 86.8 9.3 - 3.9 1.6 - - 31
Gbarpolu 74.5 30.7 - 11.5 - 15.3 7.1 15
Grand Bassa 71.1 32.2 - - - - - 25
Grand Cape Mount 51.7 29.0 19.3 - - - - 42
Grand Gedeh 30.6 70.3 - 3.4 - - 2.1 97
Grand Kru 89.9 33.7 - 8.7 - 6.9 - 47
Lofa 96.3 8.7 - - - - - 30
Margibi 64.8 38.1 - 3.6 - 3.7 7.6 83
Maryland 87.5 31.4 - - - - - 44
Rural Montserrado 70.8 14.2 - - - 15.8 3.6 48
Urban Montserrado 65.6 48.1 2.2 - 3.3 0.4 2.3 96
Nimba 69.0 73.6 4.1 25 3.8 1.0 - 144
River Cess 55.2 27.3 7.2 3.9 3.9 8.9 15.5 35
River Gee 85.0 54.8 11.0 13.4 - 5.9 - 25
Sinoe 68.0 22.7 - 1.2 - 13.5 1.4 73
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 68.7 34.7 - - 4.6 1.0 3.0 66
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Source of treatment

Drugs
Health store or Traditional Herbal Family/
Characteristic facility pharmacy healers medicine Shop relatives Other Total
Fourth 61.3 54.0 - 0.4 2.4 0.4 1.5 157
Middle 66.4 50.1 5.7 0.3 - 1.7 1.6 191
Second 71.4 53.4 1.6 2.2 0.9 1.7 1.8 217
Lowest (poorest) 71.0 40.6 6.0 4.8 4.1 4.0 2.7 244
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Table A36. Coverage of key child health and nutrition interventions among children agedi®9 months, by
child, household, and geographic characteristics, CFSNS 2025
Percentage of children 1259
months given deworming

Percentage of children €59
months who slept under a

Percentage of children 659
months enrolled in IFP/OTP

medication in past 6 months mosquito net programs
Characteristic ) n % n % n
All children 60.2 3,678 59.0 6,284 9.9 5,778
Child sex
Male 60.9 1,821 59.3 3,154 9.7 2,880
Female 59.5 1,857 58.7 3,130 10.2 2,898
Child age
0-5 months n.a n.a 73.8 493 n.a n.a
6-11 months n.a n.a 68.1 530 11.4 534
12-23 months n.a n.a 59.6 1,282 10.5 1,284
24-35 months 58.5 1,062 55.3 1,304 8.6 1,302
36-47 months 60.5 1,322 53.2 1,356 8.7 1,346
48-59 months 61.3 1,294 55.6 1,319 11.0 1,312
Residence
Rural 66.6 2,391 68.7 3,982 15.8 3,682
Urban 56.7 1,287 54.2 2,302 6.9 2,096
County
Bomi 73.8 205 77.3 363 15.8 337
Bong 65.6 174 66.1 343 2.2 308
Gbarpolu 75.1 242 75.4 345 2.2 328
Grand Bassa 70.8 295 39.6 501 14.5 457
Grand Cape Mount 56.8 177 73.1 277 82.7 258
Grand Gedeh 36.7 247 88.5 390 - 344
Grand Kru 83.8 372 69.7 529 0.8 515
Lofa 93.5 187 92.1 312 6.9 292
Margibi 74.9 212 65.3 355 8.3 336
Maryland 93.0 167 64.6 277 1.2 259
Rural Montserrado 39.6 209 64.4 379 33.6 345
Urban Montserrado 50.5 314 48.4 600 3.8 527
Nimba 75.5 251 78.2 443 29.9 408
River Cess 81.8 249 76.6 463 1.4 419
River Gee 72.3 166 87.2 303 3.7 275
Sinoe 36.0 211 42.3 404 1.9 370
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest 68.3 243 55.2 446 2.9 400
Fourth 48.7 455 56.8 768 8.3 713
Middle 53.4 728 53.4 1,271 12.0 1,178
Second 71.2 1,056 71.8 1,798 17.4 1,646
Lowest (poorest) 62.1 1,196 61.1 2,001 12.1 1,841
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Table A37. Measles vaccination coverage among children aged3® months and completion of measles vaccination among children ageidb9 months,
by residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025
Percentage of children 959 months who received at least one measles

Ever received measles ‘

vaccination
‘ Yes, butnot  Yes, all of )
Characteristic Yes Total No all of them them application Total
% \ % % % % n
All children 6-59 months 87.4 5,554 7.4 33.9 57.1 1.6 3,583
Residence
Rural 88.1 3,545 7.3 38.3 525 1.8 2,295
Urban 7.4 2,009 7.4 315 59.7 14 1,288
County
Bomi 96.4 325 2.2 45.5 51.6 0.7 194
Bong 86.8 298 12.0 50.1 36.4 1.6 199
Gbarpolu 97.7 319 7.6 33.1 51.3 8.0 233
Grand Bassa 68.5 448 12.8 36.7 49.2 1.3 253
Grand Cape Mount 94.2 247 4.1 41.6 52.9 1.4 168
Grand Gedeh 97.6 336 1.9 17.1 79.8 1.2 231
Grand Kru 95.3 506 2.8 40.6 55.1 1.5 331
Lofa 98.9 275 3.6 16.9 78.1 1.4 188
Margibi 79.9 324 15.3 50.5 29.3 5.0 265
Maryland 88.3 246 1.7 74.3 23.1 0.9 171
Rural Montserrado 90.4 329 3.6 30.3 63.6 2.5 231
Urban Montserrado 85.9 497 7.8 30.7 60.4 1.1 282
Nimba 94.4 398 35 19.3 76.2 0.9 232
River Cess 92.7 401 47 40.5 54.9 - 240
River Gee 92.8 256 4.6 36.8 575 1.1 164
Sinoe 77.5 349 11.7 56.3 28.2 3.8 201
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 87.8 379 6.5 24.3 66.8 2.3 237
Fourth 87.5 686 7.8 31.7 59.5 1.0 451
Middle 87.6 1,134 6.9 36.7 54.6 1.8 749
Second 87.9 1,577 7.3 37.1 54.4 1.2 996
Lowest (poorest) 86.0 1,778 8.3 42.3 47.7 1.7 1,148
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Table A38. Polio vaccination coverage among children aged 69 months, by residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025

Percentage of children 659 months who received three doses of polio vaccination
Yes, but not all

Characteristic of them Yes, all of them No application

All children 6-59 months 7.3 31.2 60.0 1.5 3,581
Residence

Rural 7.5 35.0 55.6 1.8 2,293
Urban 7.2 29.1 62.3 1.4 1,288
County

Bomi 2.5 43.5 53.3 0.7 194
Bong 12.3 48.2 37.3 2.3 199
Gbarpolu 5.1 29.4 57.6 8.0 233
Grand Bassa 12.1 314 55.7 0.8 253
Grand Cape Mount 4.2 38.9 55.5 1.4 167
Grand Gedeh 4.6 14.6 79.4 1.5 231
Grand Kru 2.4 40.6 56.2 0.7 330
Lofa 3.5 11.8 84.0 0.7 188
Margibi 14.2 48.8 32.3 4.7 265
Maryland 1.8 72.2 24.2 1.7 171
Rural Montserrado 3.0 22.9 71.7 2.4 230
Urban Montserrado 7.4 28.4 63.1 1.1 282
Nimba 6.4 17.0 76.0 0.6 232
River Cess 1.0 335 65.5 - 240
River Gee 3.3 31.3 63.9 1.5 165
Sinoe 9.5 59.3 27.5 3.8 201
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 4.0 22.0 71.8 2.1 237
Fourth 9.5 29.1 60.3 1.0 449
Middle 7.0 33.7 57.6 1.7 748
Second 6.2 35.2 57.5 1.1 996
Lowest (poorest) 9.4 38.6 50.3 1.8 1,149
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Table A39. Coverage of micronutrient powder (MNP) distribution and vitamin A supplementation among

Characteristic

Percentage of
children 6159
months
receiving MNPs

children aged 6 59 months, by sex, age group, residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025
Percentage of children
6i 59 months receiving

vitamin A
supplementation

Number of

all children

age 659
months (n)

All Children 6 -59 months 66.3 20.7 5,805
Child sex

Male 66.8 21.3 2,894
Female 65.6 20.0 2,911
Child age

6-11 months 56.9 16.3 534
12-23 months 62.6 19.0 1,285
24-35 months 69.5 22.6 1,308
36-47 months 69.1 20.7 1,358
48-59 months 68.8 22.8 1,320
Residence

Rural 67.3 24.3 3,700
Urban 65.7 18.8 2,105
County

Bomi 93.4 68.4 338
Bong 56.3 7.9 314
Gbarpolu 68.8 30.0 328
Grand Bassa 31.2 17.0 459
Grand Cape Mount 95.1 10.2 259
Grand Gedeh 34.0 10.3 346
Grand Kru 83.0 30.6 519
Lofa 95.9 5.9 292
Margibi 56.9 32.2 340
Maryland 66.3 18.8 259
Rural Montserrado 68.1 26.8 347
Urban Montserrado 65.3 17.3 528
Nimba 76.9 27.0 412
River Cess 93.4 55.3 419
River Gee 68.4 374 275
Sinoe 58.8 31.2 370
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 67.7 21.2 401
Fourth 65.9 18.1 715
Middle 65.2 19.4 1,184
Second 71.8 23.7 1,654
Lowest (poorest) 60.5 21.9 1,851
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Child not

Child

Child

Child has

Child has

Child is

Table A40. Care-seeking danger signs and symptoms reported among children, by residence, county, and household wealth, CFSNS 2025
Child has

able to drink becomes develops a fast difficulty blood in drinking Number of
Characteristic or breastfeed sicker fever breathing breathing stool poorly Other children (n)
All households 9.6 32.1 62.5 14.6 11.8 8.4 5.0 36.5 11,821
Residence
Rural 12.8 45,7 61.9 20.8 16.7 11.7 7.4 28.4 7,478
Urban 7.4 22.2 62.9 10.1 8.2 6.1 3.3 42.2 4,343
County
Bomi 29.0 42.8 51.7 39.0 34.9 22.6 3.7 17.1 778
Bong 8.1 33.6 47.2 12.4 12.7 8.4 7.6 48.0 804
Gbarpolu 5.1 59.1 67.7 39.1 35.1 7.5 16.4 18.4 782
Grand Bassa 53.5 58.8 68.6 56.6 50.8 37.2 17.6 14.6 773
Grand Cape Mount 3.1 584 415 9.2 3.9 6.3 1.2 83.1 717
Grand Gedeh 14 43.8 44.4 5.7 0.9 0.4 0.1 53.0 746
Grand Kru 2.0 37.7 78.4 24.4 16.0 4.2 5.0 17.2 745
Lofa 11.9 28.8 75.0 17.5 10.1 1.0 11.2 17.4 743
Margibi 8.8 51.7 82.1 24.7 21.2 20.9 7.9 30.2 733
Maryland 39.5 67.4 70.4 35.3 37.7 42.1 21.8 23.6 808
Rural Montserrado 0.5 50.8 58.3 10.5 7.1 0.3 0.6 15.6 628
Urban Montserrado 25 9.2 64.0 3.7 2.8 0.9 0.9 48.5 628
Nimba 8.0 38.3 57.7 10.0 9.9 12.9 6.2 21.9 718
River Cess 10.9 34.4 66.6 14.2 1.8 35 0.6 31.9 748
River Gee 14.8 61.9 83.6 28.1 7.8 3.0 2.3 13.1 747
Sinoe 1.0 38.0 67.5 5.6 1.6 2.0 - 4.8 723
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 4.3 12.0 555 6.3 5.4 3.3 2.0 51.5 667
Fourth 4.8 21.6 67.2 8.6 7.0 4.9 2.1 39.5 1,377
Middle 10.6 34,7 64.9 14.3 12.1 9.1 5.8 335 2,503
Second 13.1 45,5 62.7 18.5 15.0 11.3 6.0 30.2 3,449
Lowest (poorest) 14.9 44.7 61.7 24.1 18.6 13.1 8.8 28.9 3,820
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Table A41. Nutritional status of children aged 6 59 months, by sex, age group, residence, county, and household wealth, CFSNS 2025

| Underweight Wasted
MAM
Severely SAM Moderate

Severely Under- Under- Severely Wasted GAM

Stunted Stunted weight weight Wasted (<i2and Wasted

(<-3SD) (<-2SD) Total (<-3SD) (<-2SD) Total (<-3SD) Oi 3 SD) (<-2SD) Total
Characteristic % % n \ % \ % n % % n
All children 6-59 months 10.3 26.3 5,529 5.0 155 5,642 3.0 5.5 8.5 5,440
Child sex
Male 12.0 30.0 2,743 5.7 184 2,810 3.7 6.4 10.1 2,710
Female 8.5 22.2 2,786 4.2 12.6 2,832 2.4 4.6 7.0 2,730
Child age
0-5 months n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a
6-11 months 4.1 9.6 494 4.3 10.6 509 4.0 57 9.7 491
12-23 months 104 29.1 1,212 7.2 19.6 1,236 4.1 10.0 14.1 1,193
24-35 months 12.7 31.1 1,251 4.2 14.3 1,279 2.4 4.9 7.3 1,232
36-47 months 9.7 25.6 1,301 4.3 12.8 1,333 2.3 25 4.8 1,275
4859 months 11.7 275 1,271 4.3 17.7 1,285 2.9 4.3 7.2 1,249
Residence
Urban 8.8 23.0 3,526 4.6 15.7 3,598 3.2 6.0 9.2 3,479
Rural 13.2 32.3 2,003 5.7 15.3 2,044 2.7 4.7 7.4 1,961
County
Bomi 12.5 25.1 308 5.8 19.1 314 3.3 6.7 10.0 304
Bong 11.9 30.4 307 3.9 8.1 313 1.3 4.2 5.5 307
Gbarpolu 19.1 36.9 311 8.2 18.4 322 3.0 10.9 13.9 294
Grand Bassa 14.0 32.2 422 6.2 19.7 435 2.1 7.0 9.1 418
Grand Cape Mount 12.1 38.2 255 11.0 27.6 256 9.4 104 19.8 253
Grand Gedeh 12.9 37.1 346 35 9.4 345 0.8 2.8 3.6 345
Grand Kru 20.9 50.9 507 5.8 12.8 515 1.2 1.6 2.8 506
Lofa 8.0 28.8 283 5.7 14.8 286 3.0 3.3 6.3 282
Margibi 14.7 29.7 310 6.2 16.8 326 7.4 4.4 11.8 297
Maryland 7.6 22.0 248 1.3 6.7 244 3.0 4.7 7.7 235
Rural Montserrado 13.3 32.4 332 4.7 14.8 336 1.9 5.9 7.8 324
Urban Montserrado 8.2 21.1 518 4.6 16.6 518 3.2 6.4 9.6 507
Nimba 104 27.7 393 4.3 114 402 1.4 1.8 3.2 389
River Cess 8.9 24.8 387 3.9 154 406 2.7 3.5 6.2 389
River Gee 17.1 32.3 261 5.0 18.2 274 6.3 6.4 12.7 258
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Stunted Underweight Wasted

MAM
Severely SYAVY Moderate

Severely Under- Under- Severely Wasted GAM

Stunted Stunted weight weight Wasted (<i2and Wasted

(<-3SD) (<-2SD) Total (<-3SD) (<-2SD) Total (<-3SD) Oi 3 SD) (<-2SD) Total
Characteristic n % % n
Sinoe 11.1 29.4 341 6.7 17.7 350 2.4 6.7 9.1 332
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 5.0 16.0 385 3.1 11.8 392 2.2 6.8 9.0 370
Fourth 9.4 23.6 673 5.0 15.5 682 3.7 4.2 7.9 656
Middle 10.5 28.5 1,123 5.1 18.5 1,150 3.6 6.3 9.9 1,102
Second 15.2 334 1,569 6.6 17.5 1,614 3.7 5.9 9.6 1,554
Lowest (poorest) 13.9 34.5 1,779 5.7 15.7 1,804 2.1 4.4 6.5 1,758
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Table A42. Nutritional status of children aged 6 59 months by sex, age, residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025

Normal Weight Overweight Obese Pitting oedema
Bilateral
Weight Overweight Obese
(-2 to +2SD) Total (> +2SD) (> +3SD) Total Oedema Total
Characteristics
All children 6-59 months 87.1 5,424 4.7 5,424 1.5 5,424 0.9 5,805
Child sex
Male 85.6 2,702 4.9 2,702 1.3 2,702 1.1 2,894
Female 88.5 2,722 4.6 2,722 1.6 2,722 0.6 2,911
Child age
0-5 months n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a
6-11 months 82.5 489 5.7 489 3.4 489 1.7 534
12-23 months 83.9 1,189 3.9 1,189 1.6 1,189 1.3 1,285
24-35 months 88.2 1,225 4.9 1,225 1.5 1,225 0.4 1,308
36-47 months 88.1 1,270 6.7 1,270 1.3 1,270 0.4 1,358
48-59 months 90.3 1,251 3.1 1,251 0.6 1,251 1.0 1,320
Residence
Urban 87.7 3,471 3.4 3,471 1.2 3,471 1.0 2,103
Rural 85.8 1,953 7.4 1,953 2.0 1,953 0.6 3,702
County
Bomi 89.2 304 2.9 304 0.9 304 0.6 338
Bong 85.2 303 9.2 303 4.3 303 0.1 314
Gbarpolu 72.6 292 17.7 292 7.8 292 - 328
Grand Bassa 87.2 417 5.3 417 1.8 417 1.3 459
Grand Cape Mount 75.3 248 6.1 248 0.4 248 1.2 259
Grand Gedeh 91.0 345 5.0 345 1.0 345 0.2 346
Grand Kru 72.0 508 25.4 508 8.5 508 0.1 519
Lofa 89.8 283 3.7 283 1.0 283 0.7 292
Margibi 77.6 294 11.0 294 3.3 294 0.4 340
Maryland 77.5 235 14.5 235 4.2 235 1.1 259
Rural Montserrado 90.1 324 3.0 324 1.2 324 1.9 347
Urban Montserrado 88.1 507 2.4 507 0.6 507 1.1 528
Nimba 93.7 388 3.5 388 0.8 388 0.6 412
River Cess 90.3 389 3.4 389 1.0 389 - 419
River Gee 75.3 256 13.0 256 3.6 256 - 275
Sinoe 87.5 331 4.4 331 0.9 331 0.1 370
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 88.9 370 3.3 370 1.4 370 0.6 401
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Normal Weight Overweight Obese

Pitting oedema

Normal Bilateral
Weight Overweight Obese Pitting
(-2 to +2SD) Total (> +2SD) Total (> +3SD) Total Oedema Total
Characteristics % n % n % n % n

Fourth 88.9 655 2.4 655 0.6 655 15 715
Middle 85.4 1,097 5.0 1,097 1.2 1,097 1.3 1,184
Second 84.6 1,551 6.2 1,551 2.0 1,551 0.4 1,654
Lowest (poorest) 85.8 1,751 8.4 1,751 2.4 1,751 0.4 1,851
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Table A43. Prevalence of acute malnutrition among children agedi®9 months by sex, age, residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025
Wasted

(MUAC and
Oedema)
Characteristics Combined Acute Malnutrition (cGAM) (<-3SD)
n %
All children 6-59 months 8.9 481 5.1 5,609
Child sex
Male 10.7 268 4.9 2,788
Female 7.2 213 52 2,821
Child age
0-5 months n.a n.a n.a n.a
6-11 months 10.6 59 6.7 508
12-23 months 14.5 164 7.8 1,232
24-35 months 7.4 114 4.6 1,268
36-47 months 4.9 67 3.3 1,320
48-59 months 7.9 77 4.5 1,281
Residence
Urban 9.7 298 4.4 3,567
Rural 7.6 183 6.8 2,042
County
Bomi 9.7 32 8.8 311
Bong 55 19 4.7 313
Gbarpolu 12.6 40 6.9 321
Grand Bassa 9.6 50 10.5 438
Grand Cape Mount 20.6 53 4.4 258
Grand Gedeh 3.8 11 3.2 344
Grand Kru 2.9 15 6.8 504
Lofa 6.8 19 5.9 287
Margibi 10.6 36 13.2 328
Maryland 8.3 26 23.7 257
Rural Montserrado 9.1 33 8.3 336
Urban Montserrado 10.3 49 3.7 516
Nimba 3.6 15 2.1 396
River Cess 5.7 25 5.0 398
River Gee 11.9 27 2.9 257
Sinoe 8.1 31 4.1 345
Wealth quintile
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WWESE)

(MUAC and
Oedema)
Characteristics Combined Acute Malnutrition (cGAM) (<-3SD)
\ % n %
Highest (wealthiest) 9.1 36 2.9 391
Fourth 8.9 62 5.4 689
Middle 10.7 98 4.2 1,145
Second 9.5 151 8.3 1,596
Lowest (poorest) 6.5 134 6.5 1,788
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Table A44. Breastfeeding practices and duration among children aged @3 month, CFSNS 2025

Percentage Percentage
who started Percentage Exclusive Average age at Number of all
Percentage  feeding within breastfeeding among  breastfeeding 1223 cessation of children age 6

Characteristic ever breastfed 1 hour of birth children 0-5 months breastfeeding 23 months (n)
All Children 0-23 months 95.3 76.0 41.1 29.6 9.2 380
Child sex
Male 94.7 78.1 37.1 27.3 10.2 195
Female 96.0 73.8 45.6 32.2 9.3 185
Child age
0-5 months 94.5 81.3 41.1 n.a 5.3 5
6-11 months 954 71.9 n.a n.a 5.8 13
12-23 months 95.7 75.4 n.a 29.6 10.1 362
Residence
Rural 96.4 66.8 50.5 41.3 10.9 187
Urban 94.9 79.9 38.1 24.8 9.6 193
County
Bomi 96.4 71.4 74.4 38.8 10.9 32
Bong 98.1 84.2 62.5 43.6 11.0 17
Gbarpolu 98.6 94.6 94.1 48.1 13.2 13
Grand Bassa 96.2 56.3 44.7 32.4 8.0 45
Grand Cape Mount 97.6 5.6 47.8 28.0 9.0 28
Grand Gedeh 99.2 79.9 86.5 46.7 8.4 7
Grand Kru 95.3 76.2 68.2 62.8 9.4 15
Lofa 98.4 89.7 48.7 40.2 5.7 19
Margibi 97.4 70.8 30.0 41.3 11.0 27
Maryland 95.7 78.3 50.8 34.9 13.4 16
Rural Montserrado 90.8 66.9 72.1 43.6 11.1 14
Urban Montserrado 94.5 84.1 35.3 20.6 9.6 66
Nimba 95.1 47.5 23.4 41.7 11.8 30
River Cess 96.9 91.6 57.3 425 13.2 17
River Gee 954 91.1 46.1 36.0 9.1 13
Sinoe 93.3 42.3 46.5 38.7 16.2 21
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 93.4 83.3 21.9 16.5 10.2 43
Fourth 97.8 78.2 51.7 28.7 9.7 70
Middle 93.7 74.6 51.5 35.0 8.0 84
Second 95.6 70.7 53.4 37.0 11.3 96
Lowest (poorest) 97.0 66.3 50.8 41.9 10.4 87
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Table A45. Infant and young child feeding practices among children agedi3 month, CFSNS 2025

Among all children age 623 months

Minimum Minimum Minimum Number of all
dietary Meal Acceptable children age

diversity Frequency Diet 6-23 months
Characteristic (%) (%) (%) (n)
All children 12.1 25.9 2.4 1,819
Child sex
Male 12.6 26.4 3.3 918
Female 115 25.3 1.5 901
Child age
6-11 months 6.5 35.5 1.2 534
12-23 months 14.7 21.4 3.0 1,285
Residence
Rural 10.6 19.2 0.4 1,098
Urban 12.7 28.9 3.3 721
County
Bomi 7.5 11.0 - 120
Bong 7.6 42.1 - 113
Gbarpolu 5.2 4.4 2.8 80
Grand Bassa 18.5 2.3 1.2 147
Grand Cape Mount 5.6 20.5 1.5 75
Grand Gedeh 3.3 19.6 1.6 83
Grand Kru 1.7 46.0 - 101
Lofa 17.1 11.3 0.5 92
Margibi 25.2 18.2 5.3 103
Maryland 2.7 27.1 1.3 84
Rural Montserrado 9.0 9.3 - 119
Urban Montserrado 11.8 30.1 3.6 197
Nimba 14.7 34.6 1.6 136
River Cess 12.4 3.9 0.3 148
River Gee 12.5 33.9 - 95
Sinoe 11.9 10.0 0.8 126
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 15.8 39.2 6.0 140
Fourth 9.3 25.8 1.8 229
Middle 13.7 17.0 1.5 393
Second 8.4 20.9 0.3 514
Lowest (poorest) 11.8 19.6 0.6 543
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Table A46. Prenatal care coverage and nutrition counseling among nepregnant women, by age, residence,

county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025

Prenatal Care

Percentage Percentage
receiving Percentage Number of counseled on
ANC receiving IFA women (n) feeding

All non-pregnant women 67.5 66.4 6,800 63.5
Age
1014 7.4 7.3 1,040 7.4
1519 32.9 324 993 31.2
20-24 81.9 81.4 1,276 74.0
2529 90.1 87.0 1,084 82.7
30-34 96.6 95.1 819 92.5
3539 94.4 93.4 761 87.4
40-44 85.5 87.1 492 88.3
4549 87.7 85.0 335 87.3
Residence
Rural 78.4 76.3 3,974 73.2
Urban 63.0 62.4 2,826 59.5
County
Bomi 79.4 77.7 374 75.8
Bong 717 71.1 379 63.0
Gbarpolu 91.6 89.6 296 91.6
Grand Bassa 66.9 59.8 518 59.2
Grand Cape Mount 96.3 96.2 290 96.9
Grand Gedeh 66.7 66.7 467 66.3
Grand Kru 62.1 60.9 610 60.5
Lofa 84.9 84.5 331 83.5
Margibi 63.8 63.2 438 57.9
Maryland 72.7 71.7 310 72.7
Rural Montserrado 74.6 73.7 409 69.4
Urban Montserrado 61.4 61.2 710 58.0
Nimba 74.4 73.1 464 67.3
River Cess 74.6 74.0 457 74.6
River Gee 76.6 61.6 335 74.3
Sinoe 81.1 78.6 412 78.4
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 55.2 54.9 604 52.3
Fourth 64.9 64.7 1,007 61.4
Middle 73.7 73.0 1,421 69.1
Second 77.1 75.1 1,885 72.3
Lowest (poorest) 78.6 75.5 1,883 73.2
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Table A47. Exposure to breastfeeding messages among npregnant women and sources of information, by age, residence, county, and wealth quintile,
CFSNS 2025

Percentage Community
who heard Both radio health
breastfeeding and Health volunteers Number of

Characteristics messages Radio Television television facility CHP/CHA Other women (n)
All non-pregnant women 66.1 4.2 0.1 0.4 92.4 1.9 11 4,898
Age
10-14 9.1 22.1 - 0.4 67.2 3.7 6.7 145
1519 32.9 5.8 - 0.8 87.4 2.5 3.6 459
20-24 76.8 3.1 - 0.6 93.8 1.6 0.8 1,067
2529 85.9 3.6 0.3 0.2 93.7 14 0.8 987
30-34 95.0 5.2 0.1 0.2 92.5 15 0.5 774
3539 92.6 25 - 0.5 94.0 11 1.8 713
40-44 91.1 3.3 - 0.1 92.6 4.0 - 460
45-49 88.3 3.5 0.1 0.3 93.3 2.6 0.2 293
Residence
Rural 74.6 4.7 0.3 0.4 90.0 3.4 11 2,978
Urban 62.7 3.9 - 0.4 93.5 1.1 1.2 1,920
County
Bomi 78.8 0.4 - - 97.8 0.8 1.0 305
Bong 67.3 2.7 0.5 0.3 93.6 2.8 - 257
Gbarpolu 98.1 17.2 0.7 - 69.8 6.7 5.6 291
Grand Bassa 68.5 10.2 - 0.5 83.5 5.1 0.6 356
Grand Cape Mount 95.1 1.2 - 0.3 96.0 1.4 1.1 279
Grand Gedeh 68.9 0.5 - - 97.3 2.3 - 326
Grand Kru 62.8 25 - - 95.6 1.1 0.8 382
Lofa 83.3 0.2 - 0.6 90.5 8.7 - 280
Margibi 67.4 23.1 0.3 0.6 70.9 3.1 2.0 288
Maryland 76.9 36.5 - - 62.8 0.6 - 239
Rural Montserrado 53.6 0.8 0.9 - 96.2 - 2.1 218
Urban Montserrado 60.6 2.3 - - 96.0 0.5 1.3 424
Nimba 69.4 2.6 0.3 0.5 93.0 2.0 17 322
River Cess 74.1 - - 0.4 92.2 6.5 1.0 340
River Gee 76.4 0.3 - 0.3 98.8 0.6 - 257
Sinoe 81.1 25 - 7.9 86.5 1.0 2.1 334
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 54.1 2.9 - - 95.6 0.1 1.4 332
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Percentage Community
who heard Both radio health
breastfeeding and Health volunteers Number of

Characteristics messages Television television facility CHP/CHA women (n)
Fourth 64.6 3.3 - 0.5 93.1 1.6 1.6 653
Middle 72.3 4.6 - 0.6 92.6 15 0.7 1,030
Second 74.4 6.1 0.1 0.4 90.5 2.1 0.7 1,426
Lowest (poorest) 76.6 4.8 0.4 0.5 88.2 5.1 1.1 1,457
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Table A48. Minimum Dietary Diversity (MDD) among women aged 1049 years, by age, residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025
MDD (5+ Food

Number of women (n)

Characteristic MDD (4+ Food Groups) Groups)

All women of 1049 years 22.7 6.7 13,411
Age (years)

10-14 19.2 5.3 2,215
1519 23.5 7.0 2,150
20-24 25.3 7.9 2,143
2529 23.0 5.3 1,856
30-34 22.8 8.9 1,490
35-39 21.8 7.1 1,545
40-44 22.3 54 1,160
45-49 24.7 7.1 852
Age Categories (years)

10-14 19.3 5.3 2,215
1549 23.4 7.0 11,196
10-49 22.7 6.7 13,411
Residence

Rural 25.7 6.4 7,756
Urban 21.1 6.8 5,655
County

Bomi 1.8 1.0 681
Bong 28.5 3.2 849
Gbarpolu 0.6 - 727
Grand Bassa 34.8 11.8 852
Grand Cape Mount 48.5 14.2 691
Grand Gedeh 63.2 22.3 967
Grand Kru 31.0 7.3 1,115
Lofa 22.4 7.1 751
Margibi 20.2 6.2 1,022
Maryland 1.2 0.2 921
Rural Montserrado 10.1 1.0 707
Urban Montserrado 17.0 6.1 964
Nimba 33.8 8.0 834
River Cess 34.2 8.9 802
River Gee 16.1 3.6 727
Sinoe 9.2 0.8 801
Wealth quintile
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MDD (5+ Food

Number of women (n)

Characteristic MDD (4+ Food Groups) Groups)

Highest (wealthiest) 27.2 10.5 1,081
Fourth 14.5 4.5 1,949
Middle 22.6 5.5 2,992
Second 24.3 6.6 3,747
Lowest (poorest) 25.4 5.1 3,641

NOTE: Minimum Dietary Diversity (MDD) is presented using two thresholds for comparability across surveys. MDD (4+ food groegdts)theflprevious
definition applied in earlier national surveys, while MDD (5+ food groups) represents the internationallyd&edd#efinition recommended for universal
reporting. Both indicators are shown to allow trend analysis over time while aligning with updated global measuremett. standar
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Table A49. Food group consumption among women aged 149 years, by age, residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025

Other
Vitamin A - vitamin A-
Grains, rich dark rich
roots, and Legumes Nuts and Dairy Meat and green leafy  vegetables Other
Characteristic tubers and beans seeds products organ meats Eggs vegetables and fruits Other fruits vegetables
Women age 1049 99.1 6.9 12.7 3.4 51.7 6.4 38.1 12.5 6.2 15.0
All non-pregnant
women
10-14 98.8 6.8 12.7 3.9 48.2 5.9 34.0 10.4 5.9 13.7
1519 99.2 7.4 13.8 3.4 51.2 7.3 36.4 13.7 5.5 14.7
20-24 99.3 6.9 13.9 3.6 55.0 54 42.9 12.6 7.0 15.9
25-29 99.5 6.7 9.9 3.4 51.3 6.9 38.6 13.0 6.0 13.2
30-34 99.7 7.3 11.1 4.4 514 8.8 375 10.7 6.8 14.3
35-39 99.0 7.9 13.2 3.9 52.8 54 39.6 14.7 6.4 15.0
40-44 98.9 4.1 12.8 1.3 50.1 4.8 34.7 12.5 6.0 19.7
4549 98.0 7.1 15.2 0.7 56.5 59 445 14.0 5.6 17.7
Age Categories
10-14 08.8 6.8 12.7 3.9 48.2 5.9 34.0 10.4 5.9 13.7
15-49 99.2 6.9 12.7 3.3 52.4 6.5 39.0 13.0 6.2 15.3
Residence
Rural 99.0 5.3 17.9 1.5 59.8 2.1 48.6 11.5 4.6 22.9
Urban 99.2 7.7 10.0 4.3 47.6 8.6 32.8 13.0 6.9 11.1
County
Bomi 98.8 2.7 3.8 0.4 2.0 0.3 15.9 25.4 0.9 0.4
Bong 08.8 7.2 53 0.8 74.0 1.8 56.0 8.4 0.6 37.2
Gbarpolu 100.0 0.7 0.4 0.2 3.9 0.3 4.9 11.8 1.4 -
Grand Bassa 99.5 2.2 14.1 4.4 58.3 6.7 47.5 19.6 11.7 22.4
Grand Cape Mount 99.9 3.3 7.0 1.8 67.4 1.8 67.7 20.2 7.3 53.6
Grand Gedeh 99.7 9.9 46.8 8.0 94.1 17.1 40.9 5.3 10.4 545
Grand Kru 99.6 3.5 55.8 4.7 62.8 8.4 22.6 9.2 5.3 4.2
Lofa 99.3 15.6 9.5 0.5 46.2 1.4 76.7 15.1 12.0 5.8
Margibi 95.6 6.7 7.0 1.4 50.6 3.9 33.9 13.3 4.5 16.0
Maryland 100.0 0.6 8.0 0.8 23.5 1.2 9.0 12.8 1.8 1.6
Rural Montserrado 99.4 5.4 10.9 1.3 44,2 2.0 69.5 12.6 0.8 1.4
Urban Montserrado 99.3 8.5 7.7 4.7 39.8 9.9 27.8 12.2 7.8 4.2
Nimba 99.4 4.1 13.8 3.8 89.0 3.1 50.3 13.0 2.6 36.4
River Cess 100.0 4.8 23.8 2.2 87.5 1.7 495 10.5 7.3 30.0
River Gee 99.8 2.0 51.9 0.7 72.2 1.1 19.6 4.9 2.5 10.1
Sinoe 99.8 1.7 47.3 1.0 44.3 0.6 40.5 5.3 0.8 3.9

Wealth quintile
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Characteristic

Grains,
roots, and
tubers

Legumes
and beans

Nuts and
seeds

Dairy
products

Meat and
organ meats

Eggs

Vitamin A -

rich dark
green leafy
vegetables

Other

vitamin A-

rich
vegetables
and fruits

Other fruits

Other

vegetables

Highest (wealthiest) 98.6 11.4 11.9 7.3 50.4 15.1 31.8 15.7 10.6 7.9
Fourth 99.4 5.7 6.7 2.9 41.7 4.6 31.8 10.7 5.2 8.8
Middle 99.4 5.2 13.1 2.3 52.9 4.6 39.5 13.0 4.7 16.7
Second 99.0 5.8 15.0 14 57.8 25 46.0 11.7 4.2 23.6
Lowest (poorest) 99.3 4.5 19.6 1.0 60.0 1.6 47.2 10.4 4.4 23.8
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Table A50. Nutritional status of women and adolescent girls aged 189 years, CFSNS 2025
All women and adolescents 149 years

MUAC is below
the threshold Proportion of
for acute women with
Mean MUAC malnutrition Number of  height under Number of
(cm) () women (n) 145 cm women (n)
All non-pregnant women 27.7 0.8 13,404 2.8 10,467
Age
1014 21.6 17 2,215 n.a n.a
1519 25.3 0.8 2,145 6.4 2,005
20-24 27.4 0.5 2,142 3.1 1,970
2529 29.3 0.6 1,855 1.6 1,720
30-34 30.7 0.6 1,490 2.3 1,385
3539 31.3 0.2 1,545 1.2 1,459
40-44 31.6 0.1 1,160 1.7 1,110
4549 31.8 14 852 1.0 818
Residence
Rural 27.3 0.6 7,751 4.2 6,122
Urban 27.9 0.9 5,653 2.1 4,345
County
Bomi 27.8 0.8 681 3.5 514
Bong 28.2 - 848 1.7 689
Gbarpolu 30.7 0.3 726 4.3 657
Grand Bassa 27.2 1.1 850 7.7 662
Grand Cape Mount 27.0 0.5 689 6.9 529
Grand Gedeh 27.3 0.4 967 1.4 759
Grand Kru 26.3 0.4 1,115 4.7 847
Lofa 275 0.4 751 3.4 635
Margibi 25.6 3.7 1,022 3.8 753
Maryland 27.7 0.7 921 7.4 749
Rural Montserrado 27.2 0.9 707 3.6 503
Urban Montserrado 28.1 0.7 964 1.4 749
Nimba 275 0.1 834 2.3 609
River Cess 27.3 1.2 802 4.3 603
River Gee 26.8 0.9 726 6.8 573
Sinoe 28.2 0.4 801 4.8 636
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 28.1 0.7 1,081 1.2 806
Fourth 27.9 0.8 1,948 25 1,484
Middle 27.6 13 2,992 2.8 2,348
Second 27.4 0.4 3,745 3.9 2,911
Lowest (poorest) 27.1 0.6 3,637 4.7 2,917
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Table A51. Body Mass Index (BMI) distribution among nonpregnant, nonlactating women aged 1049 year, CFSNS 2025
Non-Pregnant and NonlLactating Women (1049 years)
BMI Category

Mean BMI Normal weight Overweight Obese Number of women

All non-pregnant women 25.4 5.6 50.6 25.8 18.0 10,318
10-14 n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a
1519 21.8 14.5 71.2 11.5 2.9 1,962
20-24 23.7 6.4 65.2 20.4 8.0 1,931
2529 26.1 2.4 46.3 31.2 20.1 1,698
30-34 27.1 3.2 38.1 32.8 25.8 1,358
3539 27.7 1.9 36.7 32.7 28.7 1,446
40-44 27.6 2.1 36.1 327 29.1 1,105
4549 27.8 2.5 34.4 31.8 31.3 818
Residence & County

Rural 24.7 5.2 55.5 27.1 12.1 6,019
Urban 25.7 5.8 48.0 25.1 21.0 4,299
Bomi 25.8 51 51.3 25.3 18.3 512
Bong 25.2 2.8 525 31.4 13.3 680
Gbarpolu 27.1 2.6 355 36.6 25.3 655
Grand Bassa 25.2 7.5 58.3 16.5 17.7 607
Grand Cape Mount 26.3 5.2 394 325 22.9 527
Grand Gedeh 24.4 5.2 535 32.3 9.0 757
Grand Kru 24.8 4.7 52.3 30.2 12.8 835
Lofa 24.6 4.8 55.4 29.8 10.0 634
Margibi 24.3 4.3 63.9 21.3 10.5 746
Maryland 26.6 2.7 41.7 32.1 235 745
Rural Montserrado 25.2 8.0 52.7 22.6 16.7 497
Urban Montserrado 25.8 6.7 46.1 24.4 22.8 741
Nimba 24.2 5.2 62.3 21.0 11.5 604
River Cess 24.4 7.4 54.2 24.8 13.5 600
River Gee 25.3 4.6 46.8 34.3 14.3 573
Sinoe 26.3 4.0 50.6 29.8 15.5 605
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 25.9 6.7 44.9 255 22.9 799
Fourth 25.9 6.2 47.5 25.1 21.1 1,464
Middle 25.6 3.7 51.6 25.2 19.4 2,318
Second 24.8 5.3 53.5 28.6 12.6 2,878
Lowest (poorest) 24.3 5.6 59.3 24.9 10.2 2,858

210



Table A52. Household land ownership for farming and land tenure status, by residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025
Percentage of households by land tenure

Household Personal Personal or Number of

own land for or Family Family Rented or Squatter households
Characteristics farming with deed | without deed Leased agreement Other (n)
All households 19.5 19.5 56.9 1.6 14.6 7.5 11,738
Residence
Rural 37.7 17.1 59.0 1.0 14.5 8.4 7,407
Urban 6.5 31.7 46.2 4.8 14.9 25 4,331
County
Bomi 31.8 4.7 77.1 0.3 9.7 8.2 776
Bong 16.4 49.9 19.1 1.8 25.9 3.3 803
Gbarpolu 20.6 6.7 74.4 0.4 18.4 - 766
Grand Bassa 17.3 7.4 37.9 2.1 8.4 44.2 770
Grand Cape Mount 17.3 13.7 25.1 - 34.3 26.9 707
Grand Gedeh 28.2 14.7 70.9 6.7 7.6 - 745
Grand Kru 12.0 1.8 27.5 1.4 64.5 4.7 739
Lofa 56.2 9.2 82.3 2.2 6.2 0.1 743
Margibi 14.5 44.6 27.5 3.7 21.6 2.7 733
Maryland 19.1 27.9 60.0 0.7 7.5 3.9 806
Rural Montserrado 17.3 44.1 13.0 - 38.6 4.3 628
Urban Montserrado 1.9 74.3 25.7 - - - 627
Nimba 54.2 20.4 73.3 1.8 4.2 0.3 717
River Cess 56.7 28.5 34.9 - 355 1.2 739
River Gee 20.9 2.7 51.3 - 34.1 11.8 745
Sinoe 25.0 4.2 49.6 0.4 26.1 19.8 694
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 3.4 77.2 20.9 - 1.8 - 667
Fourth 6.5 34.3 51.8 3.1 9.2 1.6 1,375
Middle 13.2 19.2 56.5 3.4 15.9 5.1 2,495
Second 32.4 16.3 62.0 1.4 13.8 6.5 3,421
Lowest (poorest) 40.0 175 55.3 1.0 16.1 10.1 3,776
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Characteristics

Male

Table A53.Household composition by sex and age group, by residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025

15-35 years 36+years 15-35 years 36+years <15 years

All households 39.3 57.4 46.5 56.7 15.6
Residence

Rural 39.2 59.4 47.1 57.8 0.9
Urban 40.2 46.6 43.3 50.9 0.2
County

Bomi 38.0 65.7 51.3 57.0 0.1
Bong 38.2 51.8 43.2 59.8 0.1
Gbarpolu 38.7 61.8 45.4 45.9 0.0
Grand Bassa 31.9 64.4 53.3 50.4 0.1
Grand Cape Mount 35.5 63.0 49.9 54.5 0.1
Grand Gedeh 39.7 67.6 34.2 73.4 0.0
Grand Kru 39.5 59.7 51.4 64.5 0.0
Lofa 49.5 45.7 54.3 48.0 0.1
Margibi 61.1 59.8 42.3 61.4 0.0
Maryland 41.9 74.5 48.6 64.7 0.0
Rural Montserrado 425 67.9 354 73.4 0.0
Urban Montserrado 39.3 19.1 37.9 7.3 -
Nimba 34.0 58.4 43.2 62.0 0.4
River Cess 39.4 39.8 38.6 35.0 0.0
River Gee 35.5 68.6 34.1 66.8 0.0
Sinoe 38.6 70.6 43.9 70.7 0.1
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 21.7 49.5 15.6 37.5 0.0
Fourth 48.7 45.9 38.5 37.7 0.0
Middle 39.0 61.5 50.6 60.5 0.2
Second 40.3 57.9 49.4 56.3 0.3
Lowest (poorest) 38.1 57.4 45.1 59.0 0.5
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Table A54a. Average area cultivated and prevalence of crop cultivation by crop type, residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025
Average area Crop cultivation

Characteristics

cultivated

Cassava

Sweet potato

All households 6.1 64.6 56.3 31.2 15.6 10.3
Residence

Rural 6.0 56.7 48.2 26.7 14.1 9.3
Urban 6.5 8.1 8.0 45 1.6 1.1
County

Bomi 3.5 2.7 4,1 1.3 0.4 0.5
Bong 39.3 55 3.8 2.3 0.4 0.5
Gbarpolu 3.1 1.6 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1
Grand Bassa 3.8 3.7 5.3 0.5 0.1 0.2
Grand Cape Mount 2.8 4.4 6.3 1.0 0.3 0.4
Grand Gedeh 4.3 25 2.1 1.8 0.5 0.3
Grand Kru 2.7 0.9 1.1 0.3 0.1 -
Lofa 25 16.1 8.2 10.1 6.2 25
Margibi 15.6 1.4 1.6 14 0.1 0.3
Maryland 14 21 1.2 0.1 0.1 0.1
Rural Montserrado 1.9 0.4 0.9 0.4 0.4 0.3
Urban Montserrado 25 - 0.8 0.1 - 0.1
Nimba 3.1 15.8 11.8 7.7 4.3 3.1
River Cess 25 2.9 3.3 0.9 1.1 0.9
River Gee 1.4 2.0 1.6 0.9 0.3 -
Sinoe 1.8 2.9 3.6 2.2 1.2 1.0
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 18.4 0.5 1.0 0.4 0.1 0.2
Fourth 10.0 2.1 2.2 1.2 0.2 0.3
Middle 8.6 8.1 6.4 3.2 2.1 1.1
Second 3.4 22.8 19.7 11.6 6.2 3.9
Lowest (poorest) 6.3 31.3 27.0 14.7 7.1 4.9
All households 6.1 2,044 1,897 907 484 335
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Table Ab54b. Average area cultivated and prevalence of crop cultivation by crop type, residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025
Crop cultivation

Average area Beans, pulses,  Green and
Characteristics cultivated FEVES
All households 6.1 7.4 10.4 17.8 41.9 28.9
Residence
Rural 6.0 6.5 9.5 15.9 38.0 25.4
Urban 6.5 0.8 1.0 2.1 3.9 3.6
County
Bomi 35 0.1 0.5 1.3 1.7 1.4
Bong 39.3 0.2 0.1 1.3 3.6 2.5
Gbarpolu 3.1 0.2 - - 0.7 0.3
Grand Bassa 3.8 0.1 0.7 0.6 3.1 1.1
Grand Cape Mount 2.8 0.2 0.2 04 1.5 1.1
Grand Gedeh 4.3 0.5 - 0.9 2.2 1.4
Grand Kru 2.7 - - 0.1 0.5 0.3
Lofa 2.5 3.8 6.8 4.9 10.5 7.8
Margibi 15.6 - 0.4 0.5 1.0 0.7
Maryland 1.4 0.1 - 0.3 0.6 0.3
Rural Montserrado 1.9 0.1 0.4 1.0 1.0 0.9
Urban Montserrado 2.5 - - 0.1 - 0.1
Nimba 3.1 1.4 1.1 4.3 9.4 6.9
River Cess 2.5 0.4 - 0.5 2.2 1.2
River Gee 1.4 - 0.4 1.3 0.9
Sinoe 1.8 0.5 0.1 1.4 2.4 2.1
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 184 0.1 - 0.3 0.2 0.2
Fourth 10.0 0.2 0.2 0.7 0.9 1.2
Middle 8.6 0.9 1.2 2.4 4.7 3.3
Second 3.4 2.9 4.3 6.6 15.3 10.7
Lowest (poorest) 6.3 3.3 4.7 8.1 20.8 13.6
All households 6.1 240 252 551 1,364 896
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Table A54c. Average area cultivated and prevalence of crop cultivation by crop type, residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025
Crop cultivation

Characteristics

Bitter ball

Tomatoes

Eggplants Cabbage

All households 6.1 34.1 6.8 1.1 9.6 0.7 5.9
Residence

Rural 6.0 31.1 5.8 1.0 8.2 0.5 4.0
Urban 6.5 3.0 1.1 0.1 1.4 0.2 1.6
County

Bomi 3.5 1.8 0.2 0.1 0.5 - 0.2
Bong 39.3 3.2 0.3 - 0.4 0.1 0.2
Gbarpolu 3.1 0.4 0.1 - - - 0.1
Grand Bassa 3.8 1.8 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2
Grand Cape Mount 2.8 15 0.2 0.1 0.8 - -
Grand Gedeh 4.3 1.9 - - 0.8 - 0.4
Grand Kru 2.7 0.5 0.1 - 0.1 - -
Lofa 25 8.7 3.6 0.8 1.7 0.1 0.2
Margibi 15.6 0.8 0.2 - 0.3 - 0.6
Maryland 14 0.6 - - 0.1 - 0.2
Rural Montserrado 1.9 1.0 0.3 - 0.3 0.1 0.1
Urban Montserrado 25 - - - - - 0.8
Nimba 3.1 6.8 1.8 - 2.3 0.2 0.2
River Cess 2.5 1.8 - - 0.1 - 1.5
River Gee 1.4 1.2 - - 1.1 - -
Sinoe 1.8 2.1 - - 0.8 - 0.8
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 18.4 0.2 0.1 0.1 - - 0.2
Fourth 10.0 0.8 0.2 - 0.3 - 1.3
Middle 8.6 3.6 1.2 0.1 1.5 0.2 0.7
Second 3.4 12.3 2.8 0.4 3.8 0.2 1.2
Lowest (poorest) 6.3 17.2 2.7 0.5 4.1 0.3 2.4
All households 6.1 1,138 159 29 332 22 265
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Table A55a. Access to and use of postarvest and processing infrastructure among households, by facility type, residence, county, and wealth quintile,
CFSNS, 2025

Drying floor Storage (cereal /grains Rice mill Cassava grinder
Characteristics Access Access Access Access
All households 320 244 101 65 766 546 299 135
Residence
Rural 11.6 77.6 3.9 61.9 38.0 72.3 10.9 42.8
Urban 6.7 84.1 9.9 36.1 35.7 56.0 18.8 41.8
County
Bomi 7.5 86.9 2.9 85.8 8.6 56.3 14.8 35.8
Bong 6.0 52.1 6.8 35.5 32.6 77.4 15.5 49.6
Gbarpolu 62.0 72.5 2.8 84.8 30.1 72.4 9.4 46.3
Grand Bassa 2.1 48.2 - 2.1 - -
Grand Cape Mount 3.0 - - 2.0 54.6 31.7 67.9
GrandGedeh 3.5 79.9 1.1 100.0 4.6 87.6 6.1 47.7
Grand Kru - 0.7 100.0 - 0.7 -
Lofa 39.6 86.1 6.4 54.6 84.2 86.9 0.9 -
Margibi 4.2 25.1 4.3 23.4 5.7 59.4 11.2 37.3
Maryland 3.8 17.7 0.7 100.0 2.1 31.0 3.6 41.4
Rural Montserrado 2.9 50.0 - - 14.3 69.5
Urban Montserrado - 32.1 - 58.8 454 20.8 100.0
Nimba 2.0 77.4 6.8 69.7 65.6 56.6 19.6 27.1
River Cess 4.2 79.6 4.9 78.9 2.4 71.4 5.9 55.8
River Gee 1.3 - - 2.3 17.2 1.1 -
Sinoe 0.3 100.0 2.3 85.0 0.3 - 15.6 25.4
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest 1.8 100.0 9.0 41.3 35.1 9.2 345 79.8
Fourth 8.5 83.3 135 21.6 32.1 79.0 10.1 42.7
Middle 10.0 68.7 6.9 63.7 455 66.4 16.8 33.1
Second 12.9 77.3 5.3 53.1 46.0 70.9 14.5 42.0
Lowest (poorest) 10.2 81.6 2.6 67.0 29.3 72.3 8.1 421
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Table A55b. Access to and use of postarvest and processing infrastructure among households, by facility type, residence, county, and wealth quintile,
CFSNS, 2025

Thresher Power tiller/hand tractor Steel mill Winnower
Access

All households 35 5 22 4 300 89 105 66
Residence
Rural 1.0 3.9 0.5 7.9 15.9 30.4 3.9 68.7
Urban 4.7 80.0 5.3 6.8 19.1 435 2.4 86.5
County
Bomi 0.8 46.2 0.4 100.0 2.2 17.2 1.0 37.4
Bong 0.2 - 4.2 - 4.1 57.8 15.7 93.0
Gbarpolu 4.9 - 1.6 51.0 3.3 - 2.8 -
Grand Bassa 15 - - 2.0 20.6 9.1 71.0
Grand Cape Mount - - 0.2 - -
Grand Gedeh 3.4 17.5 0.8 - 1.3 50.7 -
Grand Kru 0.7 100.0 - 0.5 100.0 -
Lofa 1.0 - 1.6 17.8 11.5 9.9 3.3 68.2
Margibi 3.0 33.1 - 9.2 52.0 2.0 -
Maryland 1.4 - 0.7 - 20.0 20.0 3.6 -
Rural Montserrado - - 3.2 27.5 -
Urban Montserrado 26.7 100.0 20.8 - - 5.4 100.0
Nimba 1.0 - 0.4 - 49.2 36.7 1.4 46.9
River Cess - 0.6 - 0.7 - 9.5 64.6
River Gee 0.5 - - 0.5 - -
Sinoe 1.5 - - 0.8 - -
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest 1.7 100.0 21.8 - 2.8 100.0 6.0 100.0
Fourth 10.5 98.5 1.0 15.8 16.0 52.8 1.8 44.1
Middle 15 26.6 1.1 44.9 26.1 32.8 1.6 94.9
Second 15 - 0.1 21.0 23.1 30.3 2.9 50.0
Lowest (poorest) 0.7 - 1.2 - 8.8 32.8 5.0 76.7
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Table A56. Use of agricultural inputs and practices among households, by residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025

Natural/
organic Improved
Chemical fertilizers/ Pesticides/ Improved farming

Characteristics fertilizers compost herbicides Local seed seed practices None
All households 6.5 55 4.8 66.3 4.8 2.6 29.9
Residence
Rural 4.2 4.9 3.2 68.7 4.0 1.7 28.6
Urban 18.1 8.7 13.3 54.7 8.9 7.5 35.6
County
Bomi 3.0 1.3 1.6 37.0 2.5 2.3 61.3
Bong 16.8 13.2 1.2 77.5 7.6 5.0 15.1
Gbarpolu 15 24.4 0.9 62.3 1.8 1.1 35.6
Grand Bassa 2.0 8.0 35 73.4 2.8 3.0 22.8
Grand Cape Mount 0.2 0.2 0.2 73.1 1.1 0.8 26.0
Grand Gedeh 8.3 0.9 11.5 60.3 2.4 1.0 37.6
Grand Kru 2.6 1.4 1.3 449 3.1 1.4 54.2
Lofa 4.2 2.6 0.3 87.5 2.2 0.4 12.3
Margibi 26.3 19.3 18.5 55.5 12.6 11.2 34.3
Maryland - 13.1 0.7 56.3 7.8 1.4 38.1
Rural Montserrado 20.7 16.5 10.5 77.3 27.4 15.4 11.0
Urban Montserrado 59.3 32.6 27.2 17.1 20.8 20.8 40.7
Nimba 4.1 2.1 9.2 57.0 5.8 1.7 39.1
River Cess 2.6 45 1.3 69.7 0.9 0.6 29.6
River Gee - - 0.6 74.8 2.1 2.1 23.7
Sinoe 0.9 1.3 0.7 74.8 2.7 0.7 25.2
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 33.4 315 25.7 31.4 30.4 34.2 47,5
Fourth 33.8 11.2 17.9 54.0 9.9 5.6 30.3
Middle 7.9 4.3 10.8 58.9 4.7 2.8 36.0
Second 4.1 3.6 3.5 66.9 3.9 1.5 30.8
Lowest (poorest) 3.2 5.4 14 71.6 3.8 1.6 26.0
All households 133 158 98 2,039 113 61 982
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Table A57. Main sources of agricultural inputs and practices among households, by input type, CFSNS 2025

Natural/
organic
Chemical fertilizers/ Pesticides/ Improved Improved

Main Source of Inputs fertilizers compost herbicides Local seed seed farming practices
Government 2.1 1.3 0.4 0.2 4.1 3.3
NGOs 1.0 - - - 1.9 3.2
Market/shop/traders 81.4 39.7 89.4 26.1 41.1 30.3
Relatives/ friends/family members 6.8 13.8 1.7 15.2 9.2 22.5
Local creditors 1.1 1.1 2.3 04 1.0 1.9
Own production stock 25 41.6 3.5 57.4 29.7 31.9
Agribusiness centers/Farmer based orgs 0.4 0.9 13 0.2 0.5 -
MOA StarP/MOA RETRAP/MOA SADFONS 1.3 - 0.6 0.1 4.7 5.4
Other 3.3 1.7 0.7 0.5 7.9 1.7
Number of households (n) 133 158 98 2,039 113 61
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Table A58. Seasonal rice production (metric tons) by residence, county, and wealth quintile, showing lean, {m&vest, harvest, and posharvest

periods, CFSNS 2025

| Rice Production (MT)

Characteristics

Lean Season

Pre-harvest

Harvest

Postharvest

All households 113,143.48 218,341.47 279,227.99 214,450.45
Residence

Rural 104,863.24 191,771.31 255,004.90 199,718.30
Urban 8,280.24 26,570.16 24,223.09 14,732.15
County

Bomi 3,052.79 4,605.98 14,085.05 7,685.27
Bong 64,286.87 84,556.54 119,253.28 109,430.59
Gbarpolu 1,793.80 2,070.48 7,998.52 5,445.95
Grand Bassa 975.69 4,999.47 8,524.22 2,162.80
Grand Cape Mount 3,140.19 1,925.02 7,495.14 5,315.24
Grand Gedeh 3,958.93 3,634.83 9,946.85 7,593.51
Grand Kru 164.99 283.88 1,055.43 649.11
Lofa 6,008.84 3,832.55 35,192.75 12,372.47
Margibi 2,927.02 18,817.73 7,067.52 5,116.88
Maryland 400.25 20,211.74 3,428.38 1,267.33
Rural Montserrado 84.00 1,719.10 1,761.30 1,089.49
Urban Montserrado - - - -

Nimba 15,578.93 58,041.60 34,143.91 38,561.06
River Cess 3,097.41 2,609.98 11,924.92 8,203.05
River Gee 5,121.11 9,040.98 3,965.78 2,127.39
Sinoe 3,597.70 3,336.06 12,635.66 7,475.38
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 948.33 1,367.55 1,784.31 1,390.01
Fourth 2,286.09 21,271.35 8,062.60 4,815.31
Middle 7,880.26 27,559.55 24,530.04 14,801.31
Second 29,527.52 67,713.51 61,909.04 58,772.95
Lowest (poorest) 72,501.29 100,429.50 182,942.00 134,670.90
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Table A59. Average household rice consumption, storage, and sales (kg) by residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS 2025
Average

Characteristics

Rice

Rice

Rice

Consumption (kg) Average Stored (kg) Average Sold (kg)  Number of households
|

All households 185.0 281.1 73.7 11,821
Residence

Rural 416.2 621.0 144.6 7,478
Urban 16.7 33.5 22.1 4,343
County

Bomi 161.7 214.0 122.0 778
Bong 1,006.3 1,578.4 271.4 804
Gbarpolu 302.7 281.5 46.2 782
Grand Bassa 74.9 139.9 3.0 773
Grand Cape Mount 91.5 131.3 16.9 717
Grand Gedeh 189.9 275.6 9.9 746
Grand Kru 42.2 41.0 4.8 745
Lofa 310.1 302.7 44.6 743
Margibi 85.3 85.0 157.8 733
Maryland 52.9 58.0 525.7 808
Rural Montserrado 49.1 47.9 - 628
Urban Montserrado - - - 628
Nimba 132.8 523.2 116.9 718
River Cess 477.8 138.4 101.3 748
River Gee 239.7 4.3 4.6 747
Sinoe 408.1 236.5 46.6 723
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 2.7 9.0 3.3 667
Fourth 17.0 43.8 49.4 1,377
Middle 56.6 105.7 93.1 2,503
Second 212.9 360.6 74.2 3,449
Lowest (poorest) 598.2 833.5 141.0 3,820
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Table A60a. Household cultivation of selected cash and perennial crops (percent of cultivating households), by residence, county, agaltiv quintile,
CFSNS 2025

Plantain/
Characteristics Mango Coconut Breadfruit Pawpaw Pineapple Butter pear Oil palm Banana
All households 0.4 2.1 0.1 0.1 2.7 0.2 15.5 13.4
Residence
Rural 86.1 77.0 100.0 100.0 97.8 77.5 80.5 91.0
Urban 13.9 23.0 - - 2.2 22.5 19.5 9.0
County
Bomi - 11.3 - - 2.8 - 4.0 1.3
Bong - - - - - - 2.2 -
Gbarpolu 3.2 0.8 - - - - 0.3 2.3
Grand Bassa - 6.2 - - 16.5 - 2.8 2.9
Grand Cape Mount 12.0 2.5 - - - - 8.7 1.9
Grand Gedeh 36.8 - - - 5.6 - - 11.3
Grand Kru 4.4 8.1 78.2 - 1.1 7.4 0.7 3.2
Lofa - 11.0 - - 58.5 - 23.9 10.2
Margibi - - - - - - - -
Maryland - - - - 6.3 - 0.6 2.8
Rural Montserrado - - - - - - - 1.8
Urban Montserrado - - - - - - 8.1 -
Nimba 35.6 8.9 - - - 71.4 45,2 52.8
River Cess - 22.7 - - 3.6 13.5 35 2.1
River Gee - - - - - - - 2.5
Sinoe 8.0 28.6 21.8 100.0 55 7.7 - 4.9
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) - 5.7 - - 1.1 - 15 0.3
Fourth - 6.9 - - - - 12.3 0.2
Middle - 13.5 15.3 - 14.1 - 15.2 13.6
Second 17.1 27.2 - 33.3 52.3 - 48.0 34.7
Lowest (poorest) 82.9 46.8 84.7 66.7 325 100.0 23.0 51.2
All households, n 7 44 4 3 33 4 143 168
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Table A60b. Household cultivation of selected cash and perennial crops (percent of cultivating households), by residence, county, agaltv quintile,

CFSNS 2025

Coffee

Characteristics

All households 3.3 20.9 5.2 0.2 1.7 0.1 2.1 0.1
Residence

Rural 100.0 89.1 61.0 100.0 92.3 100.0 38.7 100.0
Urban - 10.9 39.0 - 7.7 - 61.3 -
County

Bomi - 2.9 1.8 - - 64.1 - 29.3
Bong - 26.5 15 - - - 3.7 -
Gbarpolu - 0.1 - - - - 10.1 -
Grand Bassa - 8.4 10.5 - 4.0 - - -
Grand Cape Mount - 0.7 - 77.3 56.6 - - -
Grand Gedeh - - - - - - - -
Grand Kru - 0.4 0.9 - - - - -
Lofa 71.1 1.3 2.7 - 33.6 - - -
Margibi - 6.8 3.8 - - - - -
Maryland - 24 1.4 - - - 10.0 -
Rural Montserrado - 1.1 0.7 - - - 8.4 -
Urban Montserrado - - - - - - 58.1 -
Nimba 28.9 441 76.1 - - - 9.2 70.7
River Cess - 5.0 0.5 - - - 0.5 -
River Gee - - - - - - - -
Sinoe - 0.3 - 22.7 5.8 35.9 - -
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) - 2.9 - - - - - -
Fourth - 5.8 6.5 - 2.8 - 57.5 -
Middle 29.4 10.6 224 49.6 15.8 - 13.6 29.3
Second 34.7 349 51.1 27.7 61.6 71.3 11.6 70.7
Lowest (poorest) 35.9 45.8 19.9 22.7 19.8 28.7 17.3 -
All households, n 28 220 41 4 25 3 22 2
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Table A61. Average Number of Livestock Owned per Household, Disaggregated by Animal Type, Residence, County, and Wealth Quintile, CBSN
2025

Average Ownership of livestock (number) Total number

number of Other of households
Characteristics animals owned Cattle Goat Sheep Pig Chicken Duck poultry
All households 12.4 1.2 0.7 0.3 0.6 8.7 0.9 0.1 1,353
Residence
Rural 12.1 0.8 0.8 0.3 0.5 8.8 0.9 0.1 1,081
Urban 13.4 2.6 0.5 0.4 0.8 8.4 0.8 0.0 272
County
Bomi 12.6 0.2 - 0.1 0.2 9.9 2.2 - 85
Bong 14.9 3.0 0.7 0.0 0.6 9.8 0.7 0.0 111
Gbarpolu 3.3 - 0.3 - - 2.9 0.1 - 22
Grand Bassa 13.3 1.0 0.9 04 0.2 8.5 2.4 - 154
Grand Cape Mount 11.8 1.0 0.7 0.7 0.1 8.8 0.4 0.1 115
Grand Gedeh 14.3 0.5 1.1 04 0.9 10.0 14 0.1 121
Grand Kru 5.7 1.3 25 0.2 0.7 0.6 0.4 - 15
Lofa 11.2 0.6 0.7 0.3 0.9 8.3 0.3 0.2 182
Margibi 9.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 8.4 0.5 - 89
Maryland 6.0 0.5 1.1 0.1 - 3.5 0.7 0.2 39
Rural Montserrado 9.1 - 0.1 - 0.3 8.1 0.6 0.0 200
Urban Montserrado 20.2 7.8 - 0.7 1.1 10.2 0.4 - 9
Nimba 11.5 0.8 1.0 0.3 1.0 7.9 0.6 - 106
River Cess 24.1 - 2.4 0.9 0.4 18.9 1.6 - 18
River Gee 10.9 1.1 2.8 1.0 - 5.9 0.2 - 19
Sinoe 16.0 0.2 2.3 11 0.4 10.5 14 0.1 68
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest 15.0 3.6 0.8 0.6 0.3 8.9 0.7 - 49
Fourth 12.0 1.6 0.7 0.6 0.8 7.6 0.8 0.1 125
Middle 17.1 2.9 0.8 0.4 11 10.8 1.0 0.1 256
Second 11.3 0.6 0.7 0.3 0.6 8.1 0.8 0.1 397
Lowest (poorest) 10.6 0.5 0.6 0.1 0.2 8.4 0.8 0.0 515
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Table A62. Prevalence of Fishing Activities and Type of Fishing Environment Used by Households, by Residence, County, and Wealth QleinCFSNS

2025
Type of fishing
Natural
Household freshwater Lagoon
practicing Creek/ pond or (salt Own fishing
Characteristics fishing River Stream lake Swamps water) farm Other
All households 9.0 6.2 49.1 62.3 1.8 21.1 - 0.6 0.3
Residence
Rural 17.8 4.2 50.3 63.5 13 20.8 - 0.7 0.1
Urban 2.5 18.2 41.9 55.8 4.4 245 - 0.6
County
Bomi 18.1 - 74.3 48.2 - 1.0 - - -
Bong 18.5 - 23.0 75.3 - 12.6 - - -
Gbarpolu 4.4 - 25.8 78.9 - 1.6 - - -
Grand Bassa 12.9 24.4 50.7 32.2 - 12.0 - 0.8 -
Grand Cape Mount 9.2 38.3 53.8 15.4 21.7 8.6 0.7 - -
Grand Gedeh 5.6 - 24.4 86.8 - - - - -
Grand Kru 12.1 50.5 45.3 46.5 14.1 29.0 - - 3.1
Lofa 3.1 - 38.3 92.9 7.2 3.0 - - 4.1
Margibi 14.2 4.1 60.5 48.9 0.6 43.3 - - 0.5
Maryland 14 4.3 18.1 67.7 - 9.9 - - -
Rural Montserrado 18.0 - 29.8 74.7 - 7.8 - - -
Urban Montserrado -
Nimba 26.8 1.8 704 67.1 1.1 414 - 1.8 -
River Cess 18.5 16.4 7.3 79.4 - - - - -
River Gee 4.8 - 46.0 55.0 - - - 2.2 -
Sinoe 9.6 5.9 24.8 78.9 - 3.9 - - -
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest 0.3 2.4 0.5 04 - 1.1 - - -
Fourth 1.6 7.0 3.6 2.7 - 4.7 - - -
Middle 6.7 24.2 15.9 13.0 50.3 25.1 - 31.0 65.5
Second 13.7 28.7 33.6 30.3 375 37.3 - 69.0 -
Lowest (poorest) 211 37.7 46.4 53.5 12.2 31.8 100.0 - 34.5
All households, n 1,245 138 524 775 36 193 1 5 4

NOTE: No households reported fishing in artificial ponds.
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Table A63. Walking distance to the nearest daily market by household characteristics (percent distribution), CFSNS 2025
Walking distance to the closest daily market

< 30 mins 30-60 mins 1-2 hours 2-5 hours > 5hours
Characteristics
All households 53.9 225 11.9 7.7 4.0
Residence
Rural 35.9 12.8 24.1 17.9 9.2
Urban 66.8 29.6 3.0 0.3 0.3
County
Bomi 26.3 25.4 18.0 21.3 9.0
Bong 40.9 19.5 19.7 13.0 6.9
Gbarpolu 42.7 8.7 25.5 16.2 6.9
Grand Bassa 55.3 16.0 13.5 13.7 1.6
Grand Cape Mount 37.1 11.3 321 16.3 3.3
Grand Gedeh 70.7 8.2 3.0 2.3 15.8
Grand Kru 19.7 8.5 15.6 37.3 19.0
Lofa 44.4 19.1 23.3 11.8 1.4
Margibi 26.1 28.7 24.4 10.0 10.8
Maryland 44.9 35.2 6.9 12.2 0.9
Rural Montserrado 39.6 15.8 30.3 13.7 0.6
Urban Montserrado 64.6 33.1 2.2 - -
Nimba 76.6 7.5 9.3 3.1 3.4
River Cess 46.0 7.8 11.5 15.8 18.9
River Gee 37.1 24.4 13.2 20.3 4.9
Sinoe 67.7 11.2 6.7 4.5 9.8
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 68.5 28.4 2.9 0.1 0.2
Fourth 62.2 33.0 3.3 0.9 0.6
Middle 62.7 22.8 8.2 35 2.7
Second 45.4 16.3 20.7 11.6 6.1
Lowest (poorest) 32.8 13.3 22.9 21.0 10.0
Total 5,425 2,121 1,878 1,618 779
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Table A64. Walking distance to the nearestveekly market by household characteristics (percent distribution), CFSNS 2025

Walking distance to the weekly market

< 30 mins 30-60 mins 2-5 hours > 5hours
Characteristics
All households 40.1 21.5 18.1 13.8 6.6
Residence
Rural 18.8 13.2 29.1 27.0 11.8
Urban 55.5 27.5 9.8 4.3 2.8
County
Bomi 23.2 26.9 19.1 21.8 9.1
Bong 324 21.5 28.2 16.9 1.1
Gbarpolu 18.1 10.9 27.9 33.8 9.2
Grand Bassa 41.0 14.4 17.4 21.5 5.7
Grand Cape Mount 9.5 8.1 48.7 28.5 5.2
Grand Gedeh 34.7 8.8 9.1 10.0 37.3
Grand Kru 18.0 8.0 16.3 37.6 20.1
Lofa 33.9 21.8 25.5 17.6 1.2
Margibi 15.8 14.6 19.9 26.8 22.9
Maryland 34.9 28.9 14.0 12.1 10.2
Rural Montserrado 20.5 16.3 40.8 21.5 0.9
Urban Montserrado 61.1 29.6 7.6 1.6 -
Nimba 38.0 19.2 24.3 12.0 6.6
River Cess 5.8 5.6 16.5 40.3 31.7
River Gee 11.2 11.0 12.8 45.9 19.1
Sinoe 43.4 16.1 12.0 13.3 15.2
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 61.1 24.2 10.2 3.2 14
Fourth 51.9 30.8 10.0 4.0 3.4
Middle 443 24.2 154 10.4 5.8
Second 28.1 17.2 25.9 19.9 8.9
Lowest (poorest) 17.9 12.0 27.2 30.0 12.9
Total 3,237 1,953 2,571 2,630 1,430
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Table A65. Average household transportation costs to access markets and services during dry and rainy seasons, by household charstatsr{Liberian

dollars, LRD), CFSNS 2025

Characteristics

Average transportation cost (LRD)

During dry season

During rainy season

All households 966.36 1,205.53 11,821
Residence

Rural 1,697.90 2,182.48 7,478
Urban 433.55 494.89 4,343
County

Bomi 758.41 839.68 778
Bong 1,182.44 1,358.11 804
Gbarpolu 4,210.88 6,005.53 782
Grand Bassa 728.46 1,024.67 773
Grand Cape Mount 2,257.35 2,553.71 717
Grand Gedeh 942.32 1,357.54 746
Grand Kru 2,603.68 3,514.19 745
Lofa 1,835.63 2,239.46 743
Margibi 442.92 483.61 733
Maryland 652.61 662.42 808
Rural Montserrado 667.98 790.06 628
Urban Montserrado 273.11 288.07 628
Nimba 1,626.98 1,986.94 718
River Cess 2,286.62 3,580.37 748
River Gee 959.43 1,102.85 747
Sinoe 1,388.56 2,450.97 723
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 314.93 335.78 667
Fourth 426.69 500.19 1,377
Middle 807.86 989.25 2,503
Second 1,403.05 1,764.32 3,449
Lowest (poorest) 1,782.33 2,310.22 3,820
Total 11,821 11,821 11,821
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Table A66. Average number of livelihood activities per household and relative contribution of main,
secondary, and tertiary activities to total household income, by residence, county, and wealth quintile, CFSNS
2025

Percent relative contribution to total

Average income of:

livelihood Main Second Third
Characteristics activities activity activity activity Total N
All households 1.42 86.6 12.8 0.6 11,821
Residence
Rural 1.41 86.5 12.7 0.8 7,478
Urban 1.43 86.7 12.8 0.5 4,343
County
Bomi 1.26 91.4 7.9 0.7 778
Bong 1.37 86.8 12.9 0.4 804
Gbarpolu 1.29 91.0 8.5 0.5 782
Grand Bassa 1.17 93.2 6.7 0.1 773
Grand Cape Mount 1.39 87.2 12.5 0.3 717
Grand Gedeh 1.38 86.1 13.4 0.6 746
Grand Kru 1.53 82.9 16.0 1.1 745
Lofa 1.34 89.0 10.9 0.2 743
Margibi 1.38 88.8 10.3 1.0 733
Maryland 1.31 89.0 10.9 0.2 808
Rural Montserrado 1.23 93.5 6.4 0.1 628
Urban Montserrado 1.50 85.1 14.3 0.6 628
Nimba 1.55 82.8 15.8 1.4 718
River Cess 1.63 80.3 18.1 1.5 748
River Gee 1.50 84.1 15.7 0.2 747
Sinoe 1.50 84.8 14.2 1.0 723
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 1.51 85.3 13.9 0.8 667
Fourth 1.45 85.9 13.7 0.4 1,377
Middle 1.39 87.5 12.0 0.5 2,503
Second 1.40 87.1 12.3 0.6 3,449
Lowest (poorest) 1.38 87.2 12.1 0.7 3,820
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Table A67. Distribution of household income sources by seasonality, gender, and age of income earners,

CFSNS 2025.
Characteristics

Seasonal Income

Main Source

Second Income

Third Income

Yes, seasonal 214 2,867 30.6 1,347 34.0 130
No, it is continuous throughout year 78.6 8,897 69.4 2,883 66.0 220
Total (n) 100.0 11,764 100.0 4,230 100.0 350
Gender

Male 53.6 5,911 19.3 914 35.7 120
Female 28.5 3,151 65.3 2,432 36.3 136
Both male and females 17.9 2,763 15.3 886 27.8 94
Children 0.1 16 0.2 10 0.2 1
Total (n) 100.0 11,841 100.0 4,242 100.0 351
Age

Children (less than 18 years) 0.3 43 0.5 22 0.7 2
Adults (18 years and above) 98.0 11,560 97.6 4,154 96.7 342
Both adults and children 1.7 238 1.9 66 2.7 7
Total (n) 100.0 11,841 100.0 4,242 100.0 351

230




Table A68. Contribution of family members to household livelihoods by age, gender, and child labor, CFSNS

2025
Average
Average number of
number of female (36
female (1535 years and Share of
years) above) Income

workers workers contributed Child workers
Characteristics contribution contribution OAEEE contribution
All households 0.80 0.70 35.6 0.71
Residence
Rural 0.80 0.72 35.9 0.83
Urban 0.78 0.59 35.4 0.63
County
Bomi 0.72 0.7 57.43 0.66
Bong 0.61 0.69 44.5 1.68
Gbarpolu 0.61 0.55 35.7 0.29
Grand Bassa 0.66 0.57 21.7 0.20
Grand Cape Mount 0.94 0.62 27.6 0.98
Grand Gedeh 0.65 0.82 33.9 0.31
Grand Kru 1.23 0.79 30.0 0.40
Lofa 0.69 0.52 47.2 0.47
Margibi 1.01 0.68 394 0.45
Maryland 0.67 0.67 37.3 0.20
Rural Montserrado 0.55 0.75 37.0 0.21
Urban Montserrado 0.57 0.07 34.8 0.56
Nimba 0.57 0.64 28.6 1.63
River Cess 2.87 2.00 30.3 0.18
River Gee 0.43 0.70 284 1.85
Sinoe 0.69 0.76 28.3 0.11
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 0.58 0.42 38.4 0.97
Fourth 0.75 0.47 29.6 0.27
Middle 0.79 0.71 34.3 0.75
Second 0.77 0.64 37.7 0.66
Lowest (poorest) 0.83 0.77 38.1 0.92
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Table A69. Household savings behavior and average amount saved by background characteristics, CFSNS
2025

Total (n)
household Number of
Saved Amount saved contribution households
Characteristics money (LRD) and savings (n)
All households 27.0 17,835.26 3,145 11,793
Residence
Rural 25.3 13,294.67 1,877 7,456
Urban 28.1 20,865.62 1,268 4,337
County
Bomi 19.4 11,671.49 124 778
Bong 18.6 11,679.79 145 802
Gbarpolu 19.9 18,294.38 174 779
Grand Bassa 30.6 19,713.61 247 773
Grand Cape Mount 21.2 16,388.42 166 711
Grand Gedeh 30.2 18,604.99 229 744
Grand Kru 23.3 32,740.40 172 744
Lofa 18.1 12,892.73 127 743
Margibi 27.0 10,152.95 211 731
Maryland 22.9 17,291.50 189 808
Rural Montserrado 16.1 12,468.74 106 627
Urban Montserrado 26.8 25,284.89 155 626
Nimba 45,2 8,511.10 315 718
River Cess 45.9 10,846.11 348 748
River Gee 31.8 16,838.30 245 747
Sinoe 26.9 26,639.47 192 714
Wealth quintile
Highest (wealthiest) 36.5 31,842.31 269 665
Fourth 28.1 16,540.27 489 1,376
Middle 26.4 13,356.90 744 2,498
Second 25.2 11,805.77 829 3,439
Lowest (poorest) 19.7 10,014.51 814 3,810
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Characteristics

Households with

access to loan

Table A70. Household access to credit and recent borrowing by background characteristics, CFSNS 2025

Loan
borrowed in
the past 30

days

Households n

All households 22.9 13.5 11,795
Residence

Rural 25.9 17.2 1,765
Urban 20.8 10.7 1,063
County

Bomi 13.8 125 105
Bong 12.0 16.8 94
Gbarpolu 9.0 2.8 94
Grand Bassa 14.3 7.9 98
Grand Cape Mount 15.8 3.3 122
Grand Gedeh 18.5 7.4 136
Grand Kru 26.2 15.0 204
Lofa 43.8 18.6 329
Margibi 25.1 15.1 187
Maryland 14.4 11.9 126
Rural Montserrado 34.2 26.9 204
Urban Montserrado 16.9 7.6 101
Nimba 51.6 34.8 363
River Cess 41.8 24.1 311
River Gee 30.2 20.1 225
Sinoe 17.3 35 132
Wealth quintile

Highest (wealthiest) 18.5 6.0 148
Fourth 19.4 10.6 327
Middle 27.7 16.8 677
Second 25.7 16.4 820
Lowest (poorest) 23.1 16.9 856
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Table A71. Household access to credit and recent borrowing by background characteristics, CFSNS 2025
Purchased

Characteristics

Purchased

(%) (LRD) (%) n

Value of
purchased

Consumed

Not purchased

Produced,
gathered or
item/services

received

Value of
item/services
produced,
gathered or

(%) received (LRD) n

Food Consumption & Expenditure in the past 7 days

Cereal 86.3 1,642.55 0.1 870 3.90 1,354.01 475
Tubers 45.0 414.37 0.1 2,117 6.10 555.76 816
Pulses and nuts 46.3 263.09 0.1 874 3.10 232.12 384
Vegetables 59.0 379.75 0.2 2,741 7.40 280.25 749
Fruits 30.9 435.80 0.1 1,238 9.30 399.38 474
Meat 59.1 1,300.85 0.0 450 3.30 1,127.81 301
Fish 85.6 1,389.23 0.0 540 1.90 752.4 289
Fats or oils 81.7 741.90 0.1 897 2.90 594.14 380
Milk or dairy products 23.5 605.00 0.0 44 0.60 582.95 64
Eggs 25.6 355.15 0.0 138 0.90 204.69 75
Sugar including sweets 31.6 287.49 0.0 92 1.60 459.15 99
Condiments 90.3 458.97 0.0 194 2.20 264.59 310
Non-alcoholic beverages 35.7 535.64 0.0 97 1.80 296.05 160
Snacks/meals outside 23.2 661.45 0.0 114 2.90 559.74 326
Non-food Consumption & Expenditure in the past 30 days

Hygiene products 94.0 1,718.69 10,821 2.40 1115.97 277
Transport 28.9 4,542.95 3,706 0.80 4436.24 101
Purchase of fuel 6.4 14,597.84 732 0.20 2406.52 17
Water supply for household use 23.8 1,854.81 1,653 0.90 3435.04 78
Purchase of electricity 38.8 2,899.60 2,015 0.80 2170.34 72
Other sources of energy 54.8 1,868.99 5,253 2.70 977.28 426
Services for the dwelling 7.2 2,375.54 468 0.10 2742.46 18
Communication 69.4 2,722.78 6,706 2.60 2804.91 269
Sports/recreation or culture 5.4 4,250.81 545 0.30 6190.76 31
Alcohol and tobacco 12.9 2,141.38 1,725 2.00 1280.57 248
Non-food Consumption & Expenditure in the past 6 months

Health services 60.2 9,073.98 6,621 4.10 5,521.00 493
Medicines and health products 61.8 6,115.42 6,804 4.10 3,748.20 546
Clothing and footwear 78.9 14,096.25 8,965 3.80 11,172.84 429
Education services 48.5 27,198.36 5,136 2.30 19,964.22 249
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Purchased Not purchased

Produced, Value of
gathered or item/services
Value of item/services produced,
Purchased purchased Consumed received gathered or
Characteristics (%) (LRD) (%) (%) received (LRD)
Education goods 34.5 6,689.28 4,081 1.20 5,675.12 149
Rent for housing 23.4 29,816.75 1,955 1.10 12,270.09 113
Nonrdurable furniture & utensils 30.4 4,076.08 3,564 0.90 1,902.53 158
Household routine maintenance 8.3 30,556.98 757 0.20 3,205.37 31

235



Table A72. Determinants of Household Food Security in Liberia: Adjusted Odds Ratios (AOR) and 95% Confidence Intervals, CFSNS 2025
Model 2: + Shocks &

Variables

Socioeconomic Characteristics

Categor

Model 1: Socioeconomic
& Geographic Baseline Vulnerability Model 3. Living Conditions

95% CI

95% CI

95% CI

Wealth quintile (ref: Wealthiest) Fourth 0.45*+* (0.400.50) | 0.43*** (0.380.49) 0.41%** (0.360.47)
Middle 0.31*+* (0.2710.35) | 0.29*** (0.250.33) 0.28*** (0.2410.31)
Second 0.12%+* (0.1000.13) | 0.11 % (0.100.12) 0.10%*** (0.090.11)
Poorest 0.09*** (0.08 0.10) | 0.08*** (0.070.09) 0.08*** (0.070.09)
Residence (ref: Rural) Urban 0.72%* (0.690.75) | 0.70*** (0.670.73) 0.69*** (0.660.72)
Sex of HH head (ref: Female) Male 1.06** (1.021.10)| 1.05* (1.0 1.08) 1.04* (1.0111.07)
Household size (per member) Continuous 0.93*** (0.920.94) | 0.91*** (0.900.92) 0.90*** (0.890.90)
Age of HH head (years) Continuous 1.00 (0.991.00) | 1.00 (0.99 1.00) 1.00 (0.991.00)
Shocks and Stability
Any shock experienced (ref: No) Yes 1.22%** (1.151.30) 1.17*%* (1.091.25)
Number of shocks Continuous 0.68*** (0.66'0.70) 0.65*** (0.63 0.68)
Household Vulnerability
HH has O1 disabl ed |VYes 1.36*** (1.281.44) 1.32%** (1.231.41)
Access to Basic Services
Improved drinking water (ref: No) Yes 1.65*** (1.601.70)
Improved sanitation (ref: No) Yes 1.14%* (1.10°1.18)
Sample Size (N) 11,827 11,432 10,986

Significance Level: *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.05, *p <0.10
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Table A73. Determinants of Child Stunting in Liberia: Adjusted Odds Ratios (AOR) and 95% Confidence Intervals, CFSNS 2025
Model 1: Socioeconomic

& Demographic Model 2: + Any Shock Model 3. Living Conditions

Variables

Categor

95% CI

AOR

95% CI

AOR

95% CI

Socioeconomic & Demographic

Wealth quintile (ref: Wealthiest) Fourth 3.42%+* [3.1513.72] | 3.43*** [3.1513.73] 3.15%+* [2.893.43]
Middle 2,78 [2.55/3.02] | 2.78*** [2.553.03] 2.63** [2.411 2.86]
Second
Poorest

Residence (ref: Rural) Urban

Child sex (ref: Female) Male 1.16*+* [1.1411.19]) | 1.17* [1.1511.20] 1.17%* [1.1411.19]

Child age group 6i 11 months 0.40**+* [0.3910.42] | 0.41% [0.3910.42] 0.41%** [0.3910.42]
12/ 23 months 0.84*** [0.8210.85] | 0.84*** [0.8210.85] 0.84*** [0.8210.86]
241 59 months

Household size Continuous 0.98* [0.97 1.00] 0.99 [0.97 1.00] 0.98** [0.971.00]

Food Security & Shocks

Household food insecure (ref. Secure) Yes 1.09*** [1.06/1.11] 1.07*** [1.051.09]

Any shock experienced Yes 0.89*** [0.8710.91] 0.90*** [0.880.91]

Care, Health & Environment

Minimum dietary diversity Yes

Recent diarrhea Yes

Improved drinking water Yes 1.07*** [1.05'1.10]

Improved sanitation Yes 0.85*** [0.83/0.87]

Observations (N) 3531 3531 3531

Significance: *** p<0.001 ** p<0.05 * p<0.10
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Table A74. Determinants of Child Wasting in Liberia: Adjusted Odds Ratios (AOR) and 95% Confidence Intervals, CFSNS 2025
Model 1: Socioeconomic

& Demographic Model 2: + Any Shock Model 3. Living Conditions

Variables

Categor

95% CI

AOR

95% CI

AOR

95% CI

Socioeconomic Characteristics

Wealth quintile (ref: Wealthiest) Fourth 3.13%+* [2.6603.69] | 2.82*** [2.393.32] 2.28*+* [1.9412.70]
Middle 2.29%* [1.9412.71] | 2.12*%* [1.7912.51] 1.86*** [1.5712.20]
Second
Poorest

Residence (ref: Rural) Urban

Child sex (ref: Female) Male 1.36*** [1.3001.41] | 1.36*** [1.3111.42] 1.34%* [1.291.40]

Child age group 6i 11 months 1.58*+* [1.50/1.66] | 1.58** [1.511 1.66] 1.62%** [1.5411.70]
12/ 23 months 1.94%+* [1.8812.01] | 1.94%** [1.882.00] 1.96*** [1.90/ 2.03]
241 59 months

Household size Continuous 0.97* [0.931.00] 0.96** [0.9310.99] 0.95** [0.9210.98]

Food Security & Shocks

Household food insecure (ref. Secure) Yes 1.36*** [1.3111.41] 1.31%** [1.2711.36]

Any shock experienced Yes 1.25%** [1.211 1.29] 1.27*%** [1.231.31]

Care, Health & Environment

Minimum dietary diversity Yes

Recent diarrhea Yes

Improved drinking water Yes 1.08*** [1.04i1.11]

Improved sanitation Yes 0.67*** [0.64i 0.69]

Observations (N) 3484 3484 3484

Significance: *** p<0.001 ** p<0.05 * p<0.10
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Table A75. Determinants of Child Underweight in Liberia: Adjusted Odds Ratios (AOR) and 95% Confidence Intervals, CFSNS 2025
Model 1: Socioeconomic

& Demographic Model 2: + Any Shock Model 3. Living Conditions
95% ClI AOR 95% ClI AOR 95% ClI

Categor

Variables

Socioeconomic & Demographic

Wealth quintile (ref: Wealthiest) Fourth 3.43*+* [3.0313.87] | 3.20*** [2.911 3.72] 3.60*** [3.18 4.07]
Middle 3.15%+* [2.7813.57] | 3.07*** [2.711 3.47] 3.22%*+* [2.84i 3.65]
Second
Poorest

Residence (ref: Rural) Urban

Child sex (ref: Female) Male 1.80*** [1.7511.85] | 1.80*** [1.751.85] 1.81%** [1.761 1.86]

Child age group 6i 11 months 0.84*** [0.81710.88] | 0.84*** [0.811 0.88] 0.83*** [0.8010.87]
12/ 23 months 1.31%* [1.2811.34] | 1.31% [1.28 1.34] 1.30*** [1.2711.34]
241 59 months

Household size Continuous 1.23*+* [1.2011.25] | 1.23*** [1.201 1.25] 1.23** [1.20/1.26]

Food Security & Shocks

Household food insecure (ref. Secure) Yes 1.07*** [1.051.10] 1.08*** [1.0611.11]

Any shock experienced Yes 1.16*** [1.1371.19] 1.15%** [1.1211.18]

Care, Health & Environment

Minimum dietary diversity Yes

Recent diarrhea Yes

Improved drinking water Yes 1.06%** [1.031.08]

Improved sanitation Yes 1.16%** [1.1311.19]

Observations (N) 3603 3603 3603

Significance Level: *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.05, *p <0.10
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