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This analysis of the household income and expenditure survey has been undertaken with the support of technical
assistance provided by the UNDP Pacific Centre in Fiji. The report and analysis is one in a series of national poverty
reports that are being compiled cooperatively between national statistics offices, SPC, ADB and UNDP Pacific Centre
based on recent Household Income and Expenditure Surveys (HIES). The work in Solomon Islands benefited from
support and technical inputs from the Solomon Islands Government Statistician, Nick Gagahe, who guided the analysis.
In the National Statistics Office the primary collaborators were Willington Piduru, Deputy Government Statistician;
Douglas Kimi, Chief Statistician (Social); Dever Reggie, Chief Statistician (Surveys and Census); Joachim Gaiafuna, Chief
Statistician (Economics); Andrew Kakate, Principal Statistician (Economics); and Anna Luvu, Senior Statistician (CPI) who
were responsible for coordinating and supervising the general conduct of the surveys and the processing of survey
data. It was a pleasure to work with these staff of the National Statistics Office and the analysis has benefited from their
insights, technical support and dedication.

The support and encouragement of the Hon Minister for Finance and Treasury and the Permanent Secretary for
Finance (Economic Reform, Budget and Statistics), Shadrach Fanega, is acknowledged with appreciation.

Technical support was also provided by staff of the Statistics Programme at SPC, notably by Graeme Brown and
Gerald Haberkorn, Regional Statisticians, as well as Chris Ryan and Greg Keeble and Kim Robertson, SPC/ADB Consultant
to the Regional Poverty Programme. Valuable inputs and comments have been provided on working drafts of the paper
by UN colleagues, notably Jean-Louis Rallu of UNFPA, Fiji and my colleagues at the UNDP Pacific Centre, especially Carol
Flore, Jeff Liew, Roderic Evers and Kai Carter. The analysis also benefited from the insights of Michelle Llegu, Coordinator
of the SPC/ADB Participatory Poverty Assessment.

However, none of those who have contributed their advice and insights are responsible for any errors in the
analysis presented here.

This report and analysis of the poverty lines is not the end of the story; it focuses only on the “headline” poverty
lines and indicators and the broad characteristics of those in the lowest expenditure deciles. Further work is needed
to make estimates of the poverty incidence of US$1 and US$2 per day for monitoring MDG 1. This is being done with
assistance of both SPC and the Australian Bureau of Statistics.

It is hoped that this national poverty report and analysis will lead to further and more detailed investigation of
some of the broader socio-economic aspects of the survey data enabling greater policy substance to be added to the
key poverty indicators and characteristics. It is hoped that this will also further develop the various conclusions and
hypotheses relating to poverty in Solomon Islands which are covered in this report.

Further enquiries regarding the Report should be addressed to the Solomon Islands National Statistics Office in
the first instance with a copy to the undersigned.

David F Abbott

Pacific Regional Macroeconomic and Poverty Reduction Advisor
UNDP Pacific Centre

David.abbott@undp.org

www.undppc.org.f]

July 18,2008
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1. Poverty as measured by national poverty lines is a relative measure of hardship. It assesses the basic costs of a
minimum standard of living in a particular society and measures the number of households and/or the proportion
of the population that are deemed to not be able to meet these basic needs. The costs and basic-needs for
individual households may differ across the country from the urban to the rural areas. It is therefore necessary to
analyse each of these specific regions to provide an understanding of the relative costs and standards of living of
households and people living in the different parts of the country.

2. Poverty analysis is primarily concerned therefore with identifying within each society who the poor are, where
they live and what are the characteristics that set these poor households apart from those that are better-off. In
order to be able to develop targeted pro-poor poverty reduction or alleviation strategies it is necessary to try to
understand why some are poor and others are not. Is the lack of education a common characteristic? Is the age,
gender or employment status of the head of household a common factor? By analysing household income and
expenditure data it is possible to begin to gain a better understanding of these issues and how they might be
addressed in order to reduce hardship and poverty.

3. For Solomon Islands household income and expenditure data from the 2005/06 Urban and Rural Household
Income and Expenditure Surveys (HIES) has been used to estimate national and regional Food and Basic Needs
Poverty Lines - for Honiara, provincial-urban centres and rural areas. From these the incidence levels, depth and
severity of poverty in Solomon Islands and across these regions have been measured. Estimates have also been
made of Gini coefficients on levels of income inequality. An analysis of the characteristics of the poorest 30% of
households has also been undertaken.

4. Every country experiences some incidence of poverty, but the levels of incidence measured by national poverty
lines are not directly comparable across countries. Thus two countries may have similar levels of relative poverty
measured by national poverty lines but might have very different levels of absolute poverty.

5. The measurement of absolute poverty, enabling cross-country comparisons of the extent of poverty, is
usually done through the estimating of the US$1 or US$2 per day PPP values used in Goal 1 of the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs). Presently this measure of poverty cannot be estimated for Solomon Islands or Pacific
Islands generally as the necessary PPP indices are not yet available; however estimates should be available in the
near future enabling a more detailed cross country analysis to be made.

6.  The Food Poverty Lines (FPL) for Honiara, provincial-urban and rural Solomon Islands households/families were
calculated from the actual diary food expenditure patterns recorded for households in the lowest three-deciles of
per capita adult-equivalent expenditure (p.c.a.e.).! For Honiara HH, Honiara market prices were used to cost local
foods, either own produce or purchased items. In the provincial urban and rural areas costs/values for local foods
were based on householders’ estimates of their worth. This resulted in the costs of local foods outside Honiara
being much lower than in Honiara, by a factor of at least half, and in some cases by two-thirds. This reflects the
fact thatin the rural areas a far greater proportion of food is home grown and markets, as such, do not really exist.
The food consumption costs so generated were then checked against the notional costs of the two minimally

" For an explanation of this and other terms used in the analysis refer to the main report.
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nutritious, low-cost diets for Solomon Island rural and urban households originally developed by the SPC Nutrition
Programme and the Solomon Island’s Ministry of Health.

The weighted average Food Poverty Line (FPL) in 2005/06 for the country as a whole was estimated to be SBD182.87
(SBD32.59 per capita adult equivalent (p.c.a.e.) per week. Fora Honiara household the weekly food poverty line was
estimated to be SBD446.40 (SBD62.17 per p.c.a.e.) per week. For provincial urban households the corresponding
food poverty line was SBD249.04 (equivalent to SBD42.33 p.c.a.e.) per week and for rural households SBD156.17
(SBD27.48 p.c.a.e.) per week.

The Basic Needs Poverty Line (BNPL), which includes an allowance for essential non-food expenditure has been
estimated as a national average expenditure of SBD265.77 per household (SBD47.37 p.ca.e) per week, and
SBD998.32 per week for a Honiara household (SBD139.04 p.c.a.e. per week). For provincial urban households the
corresponding basic needs poverty line was SBD465.41 (equivalent to SBD79.11 p.ca.e) per week and for rural
households SBD225.02 (SBD39.59 p.ca.e) per week. The amounts spent by households on non-food essentials
varies widely between the regions. In Honiara households spent 24% more on non-food items each week as they
did on food. In the rural areas in contrast food was the most important item in the budget (accounting for almost
two-thirds of expenditure) with non-food basic needs expenditure amounting to only 44% of food expenditure.
Thus, basic needs costs vary widely depending on household circumstances and are much higher in urban than
in rural areas. The weekly per capita adult equivalent poverty lines are summarised in table EST.

Weekly Adult Equivalent Per Capita Poverty Lines

Non-Food Weekly

Basic Needs Estimated cost per HH
SBD per capita adult Food Poverty  Factor (% Of Non-Food Basic Needs  lowest three
equivalent per week Line food) Expenditure  Poverty Line  deciles a.e

A B C D=A+C

Average all Households 3259 045 14.78 47.37 265.77
Lowest Quintile 62.17 1.24 76.87 139.04 998.32
Lowest Three Deciles 4233 0.87 36.78 79.11 46541
Highest Quintile 2748 044 1211 39.59 225.02

The Incidence of Poverty has been estimated by calculating: a) the proportion of households, and b) the proportion
of population which reported weekly per capita adult equivalent (p.c.a.e) expenditure less than the relevant food
or basic needs poverty lines, see Table ES2 and Section 5.

The average incidence of basic needs poverty, as measured by the Head Count Index (HCI) over all households,
is estimated at 18.8%, accounting for 22.7% of the population. Within this national average, Honiara households
recorded a poverty incidence of 24.6% whilst that for provincial urban households was 11.2%. In terms of
population, the incidence of basic needs poverty is estimated to have affected 32.2% of the Honiara population
and 13.6% of the provincial urban population. For the rural areas the rate of basic needs poverty was equivalent to
15.2% of households and 18.8% of the population.

Based on the population projected from the HIES, these estimates of poverty incidence therefore suggest that
22,220 people in Honiara were unable to afford a basic minimum standard of living. In the rural areas the number so
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affected is estimated to have been around 83,000. There are however many more households and individuals who
have expenditure only just above the basic needs poverty line and who are therefore vulnerable. It is estimated
that the approximately 18,500 rural people and 3,885 people in Honiara have expenditure no more than 10%
above the rural and Honiara BNPL respectively. With rising prices and/or declining incomes/expenditure these
people are highly vulnerable to slipping below the poverty lines.

Incidence of Poverty

Households Population
Food Basic Needs Food Basic Needs
National Average 86 18.8 10.6 22.7
Honiara 1.7 24.6 26 322
Provincial-Urban 0.6 11.2 0.8 136
Rural Areas 64 15.2 8.7 18.8

Analysis of the provincial data suggests that the provinces with the highest proportion of poor households were
Choiseul, Malaita, Makira and Temotu; essentially either those which are most remote or are the most densely
populated.

On average, rural Solomon Islands households provided substantially more of their own food (58.6%) than those in
both provincial urban areas (16.7%) and Honiara (8.5%). The greatest difference is found among HH in the lowest
expenditure quintile: amongst rural families the proportion was 69% compared to 14.5% and 6.9% of provincial
urban and Honiara HH, respectively. These figures reflect both the greater subsistence production and the levels
of food security of rural households, as well as the general lack of organised markets in these areas; it also signifies
the greater need for cash for food purchases in Honiara and the provincial-urban centres.

Households that appear to be the least disadvantaged in terms of the poverty line are those in provincial-urban
centres, following are rural area households. Honiara on the other hand displays a much higherincidence of poverty.
Figures suggest that although Honiara is a source of work and employment for many, there are, nevertheless,
many households whose expenditure cannot cover the basic-needs costs of a reasonable minimum standard of
living in the urban, cash-based environment.

The Poverty Gap Index (PGI), measuring the depth of poverty in Solomon Islands has been estimated at 7.5, which
is similar to Tonga and Samoa and less than that estimated for Fiji or FSM. The Squared Poverty Gap Index (SPGl),
which is a measure of the severity of poverty being experienced, is at 3.5 nationally. This suggests that Solomon
Islands experiences a similar level of poverty severity as other regional countries including Fiji, FSM and Tonga, for
which SPGI indices have been estimated in a similar manner.

Figures indicate that inequality in Solomon Islands is relatively low within each of the three regions of Honiara,
provincial-urban centres and the rural areas. The national population Gini Coefficient, which measures inequality
by per capita income, averages 0.31 within each of the three regions. However, this measure is higher at the
national level (0.39) as there are wide differences between expenditure levels in Honiara and rural areas which
distorts the aggregate picture.
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Gender plays a role in determining the incidence of poverty in Solomon Islands. The HIES analysis suggests
that female-headed households are slightly over-represented in the lowest three expenditure deciles. In rural
areas female-headed households are particularly over-represented in the lowest quintile (20%) of households,
suggesting that these households are amongst the very poorest in these areas. Overall, female-headed households
are estimated to account for 6.5% of all HH, but account for around 7.3% of all those HH falling below the basic
needs poverty line.

In Honiara 38.7% of children live in households in the three lowest deciles as compared to 34.3% in provincial
urban and 33.6% in rural areas. This suggests that children in Honiara are more likely to be living in the poorest
households compared to other parts of the country. Combining the figures for children in the poorest households
and those living in female-headed households indicates that those children living in such circumstances are
amongst the most disadvantaged in the country.

In rural areas 21.5% of household heads in the lowest three deciles have no education as compared with only 7.3%
of those in the highest three deciles. In comparison, only 4.7% of the poorest HH and 1.7% of those in highest
three deciles in Honiara have no education. In the poorest three deciles almost three-quarters of HH heads had no
attainment beyond primary level. Of those HH heads with only primary level education there was little difference
between the lowest and highest three deciles; in both groups the proportion was around 52%. In Honiara there
was, however, a significant difference with 43.5% of the lowest three deciles and only 9.4% of the highest three
deciles reaching only primary level.

Data suggests that the poor in Honiara are only one-  [gE#i
third as likely to have post primary education as the #
better-off. Even against the overall average of Honiara [
HH the poorest are only half as likely to have progressed i
beyond primary level. In rural areas, the poorest HH are - [l
only half as likely to have gone beyond primary level
compared with the average for all HH. Not surprisingly,
the highest proportion with post-secondary education
are found in the highest three deciles of urban HH
heads. The rural areas are clearly disadvantaged in
terms of attainment at post-secondary levels; even
amongst the highest three expenditure deciles the F
proportion of HH heads attaining this level is only
11.6%.

Employment is a critical factor in being not-poor in Honiara, where 78.8% of all HH heads are in some form of full or
part time employment; and even in the lowest three deciles the proportion is 75.6%. In contrast, in the rural areas
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only 16.6% of HH heads are in employment. This proportion falls to 9.5% for those in the lowest three deciles. This
suggests of course that many of those in employment are earning less than the poverty line and may be described
as the "working poor”. The recent increase in the minimum wage to SBD4.00 per hour for non-agricultural workers
and to SBD3.20 per hour for agricultural workers acknowledges these issues.

The lack of employment opportunities in the rural areas is reflected in the one-third of all HH heads engaged in
production for home consumption (46.4% of those in the lowest three deciles). This compared to 2.3% in total
and 4.6% of the lowest three decile HH heads in Honiara who were similarly engaged in home production. This
validates the conclusion concerning the very low level of own consumption by Honiara HH, and despite the lower
unit-values of rural own production, the much higher total value of own food production in the rural areas.

The level of unemployment is especially high in the rural areas where one-third of all males and all females in the
lowest three deciles reported as being unemployed. In contrast only 4.9% of rural males and 1.5% of rural females
reported as being in full time employment. In Honiara 32.0% of males in the lowest three deciles reported as
working full time, as did 19.3% of all Honiara females.

In both Honiara and rural areas, an open fire is the most popular form of energy use for cooking. Although gas and
electricity are available in Honiara, 57.3% in the lowest three decile HH and 32.7% in the highest three deciles use
open fires for cooking. This suggests that the cost of purchased fuel is a deterrent from its use and that firewood
is easily accessible, either in markets or from own-collection. In the rural areas there is very little use of energy
sources other than firewood and virtually all cooking is done this way in the poorest HH. Amongst the lowest
expenditure households, in both Honiara and rural areas, kerosene is the most widely used power source for
lighting.

Overall, an average 23.5% of HH in Solomon Islands use unsafe or unprotected water sources. In rural areas, this
percentage is higher (27.4%). In Honiara the town reticulated supply or a similar piped source is the most common
water supply. Over 60% amongst the low expenditure HH and 85% amongst the highest expenditure receive
water from these sources. However, almost 30% of the poorest HH in Honiara rely on unsafe water sources.

In rural areas, the most common form of sanitation is the over-water closet type, accounting for 54% of those in the
poorest HH and 41% in the top three expenditure deciles. For inland rural HH, pits and many other “not improved”
forms are commonly used and therefore are a source of potential health problems. In Honiara many of the low
decile households do not appear to have a satisfactory sanitation system with 50% using either a household pit
or bucket. While around 40% of the lowest three deciles have access to a septic tank, for the very bottom decile
the proportion is only around a quarter. Thus in Honiara there must be serious health concerns that in the lowest
decile a significant proportion of households have neither safe water nor safe sanitation. These are likely to be in
the peripheral squatter areas where conditions of living are poor and consequently health risks are high.

Poverty in the Solomon Island context does not mean hunger or destitution, but rather struggling to meet daily/
weekly living expenses, particularly those that require cash payments. Families constantly have to make choices
on a daily or weekly basis between the competing demands for household expenditure and the limited availability
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of cash income to meet that expenditure. Trade-offs are made between one bill and another, food or school fees,
utilities or bus-fares. Households deemed to be experiencing basic needs poverty are therefore facing hardship on
a daily basis. They struggle to pay bills and purchase adequate and suitably nutritious food. They borrow regularly
from “loan-sharks’, who charge very high interest rates, for small unsecured loans to meet family commitments
and community obligations. They are thus frequently, and occasionally constantly, in debt.

Urban drift, leading to higher levels of unemployment and growing numbers of people living in squatter
settlements and sub-standard housing conditions, result in a deteriorating social environment. Many of the poor
live in low-quality housing without proper access to water, sanitation and other basic services. Poor housing
conditions lead to poor health, poor employment prospects, and poor education attainment. Children frequently
miss school due to ill-health or because school fees have not been paid. Adults are frequently poorly educated
and thus unable to get anything but the lowest paid and often casual employment, if such employment is even
available. The cycle of poverty can therefore be perpetuated.

This analysis seeks to provide government with clearer, evidence-based indications of the extent and nature
of poverty in Solomon Islands. It suggests policy issues and possible policy options to address these. Increased
opportunities for employment or economic opportunity, not only in the urban centres but also in the rural areas,
together with improved basic education are amongst the critical.

1.1 Propotion of Population below US$1 Not available - Purchasing Power Parity exchange rates
(PPP) per day are not yet available for Pacific Island countries

Proportion of Population
below 22.7 322 13.6 18.8
Basic Needs Poverty Lines

Proportion of Population vulnerable to
falling into poverty; pcae <10% above
L

4.2 5.6 4.3 4.1

1.2 Poverty Gap Ratio

Depth of poverty 7.5 8.5 3.1 6.1
Squared PGR

Severity of poverty 35 34 1.0 2.8
1.2 Share of poorest quintile (20%)
in consumption by region 6.7 10.1 9.5 8.0
Gini Coefficient: (0 perfect equality
1 = perfect inequality 0.39 0.30 0.31 0.32
1.9 Proportion of households per adult
equivalent food expenditure below 36 17 06 6.4

minimum level of dietary energy
consumption
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National Poverty Lines and Estimates of the Incidence in of Poverty in Solomon Islands

The purpose of this paper is to provide estimates of National Poverty Lines and the incidence of poverty for
Solomon Islands based on an analysis of the household data from the national 2005/06 Household Income and
Expenditure Survey (HIES).

The HIES contains a wealth of information. This paper analyses the expenditure data to estimate the incidence of
poverty through the Head Count Index (HCI)? by comparing food and basic needs poverty lines with recorded
levels of expenditure. It also estimates indicators of the depth (Poverty Gap Index, PGIl) and severity (Squared
Poverty Gap Index, SPGI) of poverty in Solomon Islands and levels of income/consumption inequality through the
Gini Coefficient.

It further provides an analysis of the broad characteristics of low-expenditure households in terms of their socio-
economic status, demographics and level of household access to basic services. Together with the poverty
indicators these provide a good indication of which households are the most disadvantaged in Solomon Islands,
what common characteristics they might share and why they might be in this situation of disadvantage and
hardship. Such information will be useful for government to define targeted policies and interventions to assist in
alleviating their poverty and hardship.

Specifically the paper will:

- Discuss the definition and context of poverty in the Pacific and Solomon Islands in particular, Section 2;

- Outline the poverty analysis methodology used and provide an overview of some of the key household
and socio-economic indicators from the HIES, Section 3;

- Estimate food and basic needs poverty lines for Honiara, provincial-urban and rural households®; Sections
4 &5;

- Provide indications of the incidence, depth and severity of poverty, and estimates of the extent of
inequality in expenditure (or income) between regions and households in Honiara, provincial-urban and
rural areas, Section 6;

- Outline the characteristics of poor households, defined as those in the lowest three deciles of per capita
adult equivalent expenditure, Section 7; and

- Provide a summary of key policy issues arising from the analysis, section 8.

This report presents the first attempt to establish national poverty lines for Solomon Islands. It is therefore a
benchmark analysis that provides a basis for both identifying policies and monitoring the impact of targeted pro-
poor policies and strategies in the medium term development framework. Solomon Islands is a signatory to the
Millennium Declaration and has endorsed the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) as key development targets
for achievement by 2015 and support for which is an overarching goal of all the agencies that have contributed
to this analysis. The better understanding of hardship and poverty in Solomon Islands afforded by this analysis will
therefore help to integrate the core poverty reduction focus of the MDGs in to national strategies. The information
and data contained in the HIES and in the analysis will contribute to an improved ability to monitor progress
towards the goals.

2The Head Count Ratio is not the same as the Poverty Indicator in Millennium Development Goal 1. The MDG 1 indicator, based on US$1 per day, is not yet available for Solomon
Islands, or any other Pacific island Countries, as estimates of the Purchasing Power Parity exchange rates required to calculate the MDG indicator have not yet been finalised by SPC
and the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS). The MDG 1 indicator, when available, will enable direct comparisons of ‘absolute” poverty levels to be made between countries. National
poverty lines, which are used in this analysis, enable assessments of relative poverty within countries.

3 The survey defined households as units “where normal family or household living arrangements are exercised”; and therefore excludes institutional housing such as schools,
hospitals etc.



Solomon Islands: Analysis of Poverty from 2005/2006 HIES

This analysis of poverty and hardship in Solomon Islands is one of a series of national poverty reports being
compiled cooperatively by national statistics offices, SPC, ADB and UNDP Pacific Centre based on the recent
round of household surveys. These national reports benefit from a standard methodology as agreed at the SPC
coordinated Regional Heads of Planning and Heads of Statistics Meeting held in Noumea in September 2007 and
a subsequent technical workshop held in November.

10.

11.

Traditional Solomon Island society, as well as Pacific societies generally, embraces caring for and sharing with
family and clan. As a result, there is a continuing belief that poverty cannot and should not be a part of normal
life in the Pacific region. The suggestion that there might be poverty in some form is not, therefore, something
that many people have been prepared to readily accept. Indeed, the usual images of poverty (starving children,
landless peasants, and men and women toiling with ox ploughs) do not immediately spring to mind in relation to
the Pacific or Solomon Islands.

While Solomon Islanders might not be well off in financial or material terms, their strong family and community ties
have traditionally provided social safety nets for the most disadvantaged and vulnerable. However, the increasing
monetisation of Pacific economies, the impact of television and internet, and increasing rural/urban migration
leading to greater urbanisation, have begun to undermine these traditional structures.

As a consequence poverty and hardship, as now defined and understood in the Pacific, (see Section 2.2), are
being increasingly accepted as concerns which need greater attention from the development community. Some
countries in the Pacific region, including Fiji Islands, Papua New Guinea (PNG), and Timor-Leste, have fully embraced
the need to deal with increasing levels of hardship and poverty and their societal implications. Other countries,
though perhaps not yet acknowledging hardship and poverty as serious issues, are nevertheless accepting that
there are growing numbers of disadvantaged people who are being left behind as economic and social structures
change in response to both external and internal developments. However, poverty and hardship must be seen as
issues that are best dealt with before they become serious.

What does poverty mean then in the Solomon Island context? In so far as an internationally recognised “official”
definition exists it is widely accepted as the USS1 per capita per day of Millennium Development Goal 1. But, as
yet, this figure is not available for Solomon Islands (or Pacific countries generally) because the “purchasing power
parity” indices on which this definition is based are still being developed for the Pacific situation. Instead, for an
income or expenditure based poverty indicator, we need to look at national basic-needs poverty lines.

National basic needs poverty lines are estimated from the cost of a minimally-nutritious, low-cost diet which
delivers a minimum of 2100 calories (Kcal) per day plus adequate additional nutrition to provide a sound and
balanced, but basic, diet. To this is added an amount for essential non-food expenditure (e.g. housing, transport,
education, clothing, utilities) which is required to provide an overall basic needs standard of living. Households
which have per capita incomes or expenditure below the basic needs poverty line are then deemed to be living
in poverty.
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Poverty is therefore measured at the household level; it is not possible to disaggregate poverty on an intra-
household basis. Thus if the average per capita expenditure/income of a household falls below the poverty line
then all members of that household are deemed to be equally poor, similarly if a household has an average per
capita income/expenditure above the poverty line then none of the members are considered to be poor.

Data for estimating national basic needs poverty lines at the household level are becoming available as more
surveys and analysis are undertaken to quantify the extent of hardship and poverty in Pacific societies. From the
work which has been done to date it is estimated that, on average across the Pacific region, approximately one-
in-four households have per capita expenditure/incomes below what would be considered as the basic needs
poverty line in their respective countries. On this measure poverty is estimated to be highest in PNG (37.5%, 1996),
Fiji (28.8% in 2002/03), Tuvalu (29.2% 2005) and in Port Vila, Vanuatu (27.2%, 2006) compared with the lowest in
Tonga (22.3%, 2001), Samoa (20.3%, 2002), and Cook Islands (12.0%, 1998).

But poverty and hardship need to be defined in ways which are more easily understood in Pacific societies. Poverty
means different things to different people at different times and in different places. This has given rise to much
misunderstanding and confusion. Poverty can be either absolute as in the US$1 per day situation or it can be
relative where people are disadvantaged compared to their neighbours in terms of national or localised regional
poverty lines. This latter is the nature of hardship and poverty being estimated in this paper. In the Pacific it is
often said that everyone is poor but no-one suffers poverty. In the sense of experiencing absolute poverty and
destitution this is generally true. But within every society there are those who are more disadvantaged and poorer
than others.

Poverty and hardship may be temporary and widespread because of the impact of a natural disaster or the affects
of conflict situations. In the Solomon Islands these circumstances may have arisen as a result of the displacement
of many people during “the tensions” or during the recent tsunami in Western Province. It has also occurred in
Fiji where many people have been displaced and suffered hardship as a result of the non-renewal of leases on
their sugar-cane farms. Poverty and hardship may also be long-term, personal and chronic due to causes such as

unemployment, sickness or disability.

Most discussions of poverty centre on its most extreme manifestations: absolute poverty and destitution. There
are, however, many other ways in which people can be poor or can suffer hardship. Indeed people can be
reasonably well fed and moderately healthy but still live in relative poverty and suffer varying degrees of hardship.
Their incomes might be insufficient to meet their food and other basic needs. Additionally, they might lack access
to basic services, such as water and sanitation or health and education facilities, freedom of choice, or socio-
economic opportunities. This “poverty of opportunity” # is just as important in defining the extent of poverty
and hardship in a society as the lack of income. In fact, often the conditions and circumstances that give rise to
poverty of opportunity (poor access to, or standards of, service delivery, poor governance, limited employment
opportunities, and social exclusion) are the underlying causes of income poverty.

However defining poverty by level of cash income, or level of cash expenditure, alone might not be appropriate
in the Pacific where most economies include high levels of subsistence production and own consumption,
particularly in the rural areas. The current analysis takes account of this subsistence production/consumption
by valuing it as part of both income and expenditure, thus providing a better picture of overall well-being, see
Section 2.4.

4 First used in the Pacific context in the UNDP 1999 Pacific Human Development Report, defined as “the inability of
people to lead the kind of lives they aspire to.”
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Household survey data on subsistence production also provides a sounder basis for estimating the non-monetary
sector in national accounts. Historically in many countries, calculating the value of such subsistence production
in the national income (gross domestic product) has not been complete; it may have been inadequately assessed
in GDP estimates or occasionally it is missing entirely. The data now available from the HIES will help to rectify this
situation to provide a better understanding of the importance of subsistence agriculture to livelihoods and to
food security.

Overall in the past, data from censuses and HIES has often not been collected with poverty and hardship in
mind, or has not been fully analysed for poverty indicators. There might also have been a lack of community
participation in assessing poverty and hardship, and the socio-cultural aspects may have been ignored. This is
now changing. There is a growing recognition of the importance of the data generated by HIES, both in terms of
the information it can provide on poverty, but also the importance of accurately capturing subsistence production
and consumption for national accounts purposes.

Recognising the importance of obtaining a “people perspective” on issues of hardship and poverty a series of
Participatory Assessments of Hardship (PAH)° were conducted by ADB in ten PICs, including Solomon Islands, over
the period 2001 — 2006. These involved extensive consultations with traditional leaders, focus groups, local CSOs
and individuals throughout the various countries. Through these consultations a working definition of Pacific
poverty, or perhaps more correctly “Hardship’, was defined in Human Development terms as:

An inadequate level of sustainable human development, manifested by:

- alack of access to basic services such as health care, education and clean water;

- alack of opportunities to participate fully in the socio-economic life of the community,; and

- alack of access to productive resources and income generation support systems (rural credit ,capital, markets,
skill) to meet the basic needs of the household, and/or customary obligations to the extended family, village
community and/or the church.

The findings of the participatory assessments highlighted hardship and poverty as real issues in the lives of
many people in both urban and rural areas, and on outer islands and atolls. The concerns of the people showed
remarkable consistency not only between the urban and rural areas within each country, but also across the
region. In other words, despite the wide differences in geography and resource endowments, and culture and
ethnicity among the atoll states of Micronesia and the high islands of Melanesia and much of Polynesia, the
concerns of the people were very similar.

The causes of hardship and poverty centre around the need for income, a reasonable standard of basic services,
and skills to meet opportunities and challenges as they arise. These are the challenges which face governments
and policy makers in framing national, sector and community level interventions aimed at alleviating the causes
of hardship and poverty and achieving the MDGs.

Progress is now being made as planners, policy makers and statisticians come to realise the importance and
benefits of both sound evidence-based policy making and the engagement of communities in the policy
process.

5 RETAs 6002, 6047 and 6157 covering FSM, Kiribati, Fiji, PNG, RMI, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga ,Tuvalu and Vanuatu
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2.3What is the Poverty Line

The estimation of poverty lines and the incidence, depth and severity of poverty in society is not an exact science.
There is considerable academic as well as empirical debate about the "best”methodology. Box 1 summarises the
view of the World Bank, one of the leaders in the debate on global poverty, its measurement and the development
of policies and strategies to alleviate the hardship experienced by those who are poor.

25.

26.

27.

Not withstanding the issues raised by the World Bank, the “Cost of Basic Needs” method has been used in
undertaking this analysis. This method has been used on similar analyses in other Pacific Island countries® and
elsewhere in the world and provides a sound and well-tested methodology.

2.4Estimating the Poverty Line for Solomon Islands
Following the “Cost of Basic Needs” methodology the estimation of poverty lines and, from them, the extent or
Incidence of Poverty (IP) in Solomon Islands is a four step process:
a) calculating the Food Poverty Line (FPL);
b) estimating a non-food basic-needs component;
¢) combining the FPL with the non-food basic needs component gives an estimate of the Basic Needs Poverty
Line (BNPL) ; and finally,
d) estimating the Incidence of Poverty against the BNPL benchmark from the HIES data gives the Head Count
Index (HCl) and other poverty indicators measuring inequality and the depth and severity of poverty
between households.

The Basic Needs Poverty Line is therefore made up of two components: a) the cost of food and, b) the amount
of expenditure required for essential non-food basic needs. It is therefore intended to represent the minimum
expenditure per week, month or year that is required by an individual, household or family; firstly, to provide a
basic, low-cost, minimally nutritious diet, (measured in terms of the minimum daily calorie intake required for basic
human survival, which is internationally benchmarked at an average of around 2100 calories/day per capita’),
termed the “Food Poverty Line” (FPL), and secondly, an additional amount which is required to meet the costs of
purchasing essential non-food basic needs (e.g. housing/shelter, clothing, utilities, school fees, other education

6 ADB Regional Poverty Programme RETA6022, 6047 and 6157 undertook similar poverty analyses in Samoa, Tonga, and FSM and jointly
with UNDP in Tuvalu and Fiji, World Bank/ADB estimates of poverty in PNG and East Timor.
7 This is the FAO/WHO recommended daily minimum adult calorie intake for a moderately active adult.

Estimation of National Poverty Lines and Poverty Incidence

11



28.

29.

30.

31

Solomon Islands: Analysis of Poverty from 2005/2006 HIES

related costs, health, and transport) and to meet family/community/church obligations. Most of these non-food
costs require cash payments and are often the underlying cause of the greatest financial hardship.

Together the FPL and the non-food component make up the benchmark “Basic Needs Poverty Line” (BNPL). The
Incidence of Poverty is then measured against the FPL and BNPL by estimating the proportion of households
and/or population which have an adult equivalent per capita expenditure (including subsistence) less than the
either the FPL and/or BNPL values, referred to as the Head Count Index or Ratio. Households with per capita adult
equivalent expenditure below the FPL are deemed to be in “severe” poverty since their expenditure is below that
required to meet basic food needs. Those with expenditure below the BNPL are deemed to be in “basic-needs”
poverty.

In the Pacific region as a whole, many households, particularly in the rural areas, are able to provide a high
proportion of their daily food needs from their own subsistence production (Tables 6 & 7); this is certainly true
in Solomon Islands, see section 3.2.2. However, their ability to generate cash income for non-food basic needs is
often very limited, albeit that in the rural areas the need for non-food expenditure may itself be low due to lack
of access to shops and services. This, as the following analysis will attempt to illustrate, means that low rates of
incidence of severe poverty (income/expenditure below the food poverty line) are seen along side quite high
levels of basic-needs poverty.

Linked to this an analysis of dietary patterns and levels of reliance on either own-produced or purchased food
between the urban and rural areas highlights important issues for consideration in relation to nutrition and food
security.

The depth and severity of poverty between households and population in the different regions (Honiara, provincial-
urban, and rural areas) can be estimated by using the Poverty Gap Index (PGI) and the Squared Poverty Gap Index
(SPGI), Section 6.4. Estimates of inequality are made using the Gini Coefficients and expenditure distributions,
Section 6.5.

32.
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The 2005/06 HIES comprised a total of 3,822 households made up of samples® of 433 Honiara HH, 486 provincial-
urban HH and 2,903 rural households. These sample households represented a total of 86,734 households
comprising 9,984 Honiara HH (4.8% sample), 2,505 provincial-urban HH (19.4% sample) and 74,246 rural HH (3.9%
sample).

The survey results indicated a total estimated population of around 533,672. This was made-up of 69,189 (13% of
total) in Honiara, 16,308 (3.0%) in the provincial-urban centres and 448,173 (84.0%) in the rural areas. This compares
with the most recent 1999 population census of 409,042 and implies an average annual increase of around 10%.
However, it is widely believed that there was significant under-counting in the 1999 census.’

Information was collected on both household income and expenditure, and included information on the
production and consumption of home produced foods and other commodities. In the survey the value of
subsistence production/consumption was valued in two ways. For the urban centre of Honiara the “opportunity

8 A stratified probability proportional to size (PPS) sample selection methodology was used based on national enumeration areas, see details in Household
Income and Expenditure Survey 2005/06, National Report, Solomon Islands Statistics Office.
9 See Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2005/06; National Report (Part One) section 2.1, Solomon Islands Statistics Office, Honiara, September 2006
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cost” of producing for own consumption was valued at the price recorded in the Honiara Consumer Price Index
(CPI). For the rest of the country the value of production for own consumption was estimated on the basis of
householders'valuations of what the items might be worth if sold locally. Since there are few organised markets in
the rural areas, and thus no established price mechanism (and produce is often exchanged rather than sold), this
tended to result in significant variations in estimated values between households.

A review of the rural valuations suggested that on average local produce has an “opportunity cost” or “shadow
price”of between one quarter and one half of the Honiara market price. This had implications for the overall value
of household expenditure between the Honiara and other regions and is reflected in the different levels of the
food and basic-needs poverty lines between the regions.

Where items were purchased from markets or stores the actual prices paid were recorded, or in absence the CPI
price was used.

The survey also collected information on household demographics, employment, education attainment, and
household characteristics, including access to water and sanitation, energy utilization for cooking and lighting.
There was also a separate questionnaire on health issues on which a separate report has been issued by the
Ministry of Health.”® The survey fieldwork was conducted in the fourth-quarter of 2005 and first-quarter of 2006.
Support was provided to the conduct of the survey by SPC.

Whether data on income or expenditure is used as the basis for the calculation of the poverty line and incidence
of poverty depends primarily in the perceived accuracy and reliability of the two data sources. In most cases
expenditure data is usually regarded as the more reliable, see Box 2, although the choice between income and
expenditure may rest primarily on the reliability criteria. In the Solomon Islands survey much more detail was
available on expenditure and, in addition, recorded income was generally lower than recorded expenditure.
This analysis therefore uses per capita household expenditure, adjusted for adult equivalence, ' as the basis for
the estimation of the poverty lines and incidence levels. All analysis in this paper, unless otherwise indicated, is
therefore based on a household'’s adult equivalent per capita (p.c.a.e) weekly expenditure as recorded in the
survey.

The detailed calculation of poverty lines and the estimation of poverty incidence has therefore been conducted on
the basis of adult equivalent per capita household expenditure and the proportion of households and population
deemed to have adult equivalent per capita expenditure below the food and basic needs poverty line levels. For
the broader analysis of poverty characteristics the lowest three deciles of households has been used as the basis
for detailed scrutiny.

In the survey the overall national average household size was reported as 6.2 (4.9 a.e). However for poor, low-
expenditure households (for this purpose those with expenditure in the lowest three deciles) the average HH size
was 7.0 (5.6 a.e), see Table 1. The largest average household size was found in Honiara where the lowest quintile
HH had an average of 9.3 persons (7.6 a.e).

10 Analysis of Health Indicators from 2005/06 HIES, Ministry of Health & Ministry of Finance, Honiara, 2007.

1 Adult equivalents are derived from “equivalence factors” where children under the age of 15 years are counted as half an adult, thus a household with two adults
and two children would be equivalent to 3 adult equivalents. This methodology has been adopted to take account of the downward bias that would otherwise
occur in households with more children.
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Household Size

National Honiara Provincial - Urban Rural Areas
Adult equilvalent per capita HH Adult Adult Adult Adult
expenditure quintiles Actual Equivalent Actual Equivalent Actual Equivalent Actual Equivalent
Average all Households 6.2 49 6.9 57 6.5 52 6.0 4.7
Lowest Quintile 74 59 9.3 76 78 6.2 74 59
Lowest Three Deciles 7.0 56 88 72 74 59 7.1 57
Highest Quintile 5.1 4.1 54 45 5.1 4.1 45 35

41. The table illustrates that over the three areas of Honiara, provincial-urban centres and the rural areas, the size of
family and the number of children per HH declines with expenditure. This is a finding that is consistent with the
situation in other parts of the Pacific region. Urban poor HH tend to be the largest and most disadvantaged, rural
HH tend to be smaller, and better-off HH in all areas tend to be smaller in overall size and number of children. The
characteristics of low-income/expenditure and poor households is discussed in more detail in Section 7.

3.2.2 Household Expenditure
42. Average household expenditure by locality is shown in Table 2. This table also indicates average weekly per capita
adult equivalent (p.ca.e) expenditure as recorded by the survey. At the national level average p.c.a.e expenditure

14 Estimation of National Poverty Lines and Poverty Incidence
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45.

for the poorest quintile is only one-tenth of
that of the highest quintile HH. This captures

SBD per week

the wide difference between urban and Ranked by adult equivalent per Provincial -
rural expenditure levels. The average vveekly capita HH expenditure deciles National Honiara Urban Rural
HH expenditure for Honiara amounted to Average all Households 578.24 1443.32 952.54 449.29
SBD1443 32 (SBD254 17 p.ca e) Compared Lowest Quintile 194.75 728.80 456.60 181.76

. ) ) o . Lowest Three Deciles 220.14 782.76 487.60 207.62
with only SBD449.29 (SBD94.70 p.c.a.e) in the

. . Highest Quintile 1341.79 2922.17 1930.39 891.69
rural areas. For HH in the lowest three deciles .
. SBD a.e per capita per week
the corresponding figures were SBD782.76 Average all Households 118.88 254.17 187.76 94.70
(SBD] 09.02 p.C.a.e.) for Honiara HH, SBD487.60 Lowest Quintile 32.84 95.85 73.62 3056
(SBD82.88 p.cae) for provincial-urban HH = LowestThree Deciles 39.24 109.02 82.88 36.53
and only SBD207.62 (SBD36.53 p.ca.e) for = Highest Quintile 32935 650.30 466.20 253.23
ratio H20/L20 10.0 6.8 6.3 8.3

rural HH. Within each of the three areas the
ratio of expenditure from highest to lowest quintiles is lower than the national level average of 10.0, being 6.8 in
Honiara, 6.3 in the provincial-urban centres and 8.3 in the rural areas.

Although rural HH p.ca.e. expenditure is significantly lower than that in the Honiara and other urban areas, this
does not necessarily translate directly into the poverty indicators. The lower rural expenditure is primarily a function
of the lower valuation of own production/ consumption as described above. It is also reflected in the estimates of
“relative” poverty within the regions rather than “absolute” poverty between regions.

The pattern of expenditure between households in the urban and rural areas, discussed in Section 4 below, is
also significantly different, indicating that the overall cost of basic needs for rural households is less than that
experienced by Honiara households in particular. This is due to the lower non-food expenditure needs of rural
households; often “essential” items such as power, communications, housing and transport costs will be much

lower (or non-existent) for rural households than compared to their urban counterparts.

Food and non-food expenditure is shown in
Tables 3 and 4. This shows a familiar pattern
of increasing non-food expenditure as a

Food Produced for Own Consumption

proportion of total weekly expenditure, both  Per capita HH expenditure Provincial -
. . . . deciles National Honiara Urban Rural
by increasing total expenditure and proximity
Average all Households 61.90 86.26 71.23 57.64
to urban centres. Thus, the figures show that
Lowest Quintile 22.45 42.73 40.40 20.86
rural households average p.c.a.e. weekly food :

. Lowest Three Deciles 27.00 48.75 4435 25.35
expendlture amounted o SBD5764 aﬂd for Highest Quintile 13247 156.88 117.02 135.05
those in the lowest three deciles, SBD25.35.

This compared with the average p.cae.
weekly food expenditure for Honiara HH of Weekly Household Non-Food Expenditure
SBD86.26, and for the lowest three deciles,
SBD48.75. Thus the average Honiara HH spent  pe; capita HH expenditure _ Provincial -
approximately 15 times as much per Capita deciles National Honiara Urban Rural
a.e on food as the average rural household Average all Households 56.98 167.91 113.53 37.06
For the lowest three deciles HHs the amount ~ -owest Quintile 1038 2312 3323 969

. - . Lowest Three Deciles 12.24 60.27 38.53 11.18
was almost twice as much. This is a reflection

Highest Quintile 196.88 49342 349.18 118.18
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of the higher proportion of own-production in the food consumption of rural households compared to those in
Honiara where most food is purchased; see Tables 5 to 8 following.

46. For non-food expenditure rural households average weekly p.c.a.e. expenditure amounted to SBD37.06, but for
those in the lowest three deciles it amounted to only SBD11.18. This compared with the weekly average p.ca.e.
non-food expenditure for Honiara HH of SBD167.91, and for the lowest three deciles, SBD60.27.

47. For non-food expenditure items therefore, the average Honiara HH spent 4.5 times as much on non-food items as
the average rural HH. For the lowest three deciles the gap was even wider at 5.4 times, with Honiara HH spending
an average of SBD60.27 p.ca.e. weekly on non-food items compared to only SBD11.18 for rural HH. This is a
reflection not only of the higher costs of urban living, but also the lack of access to services in the rural areas.

48. The patterns of food purchases and food
produced for own consumption are shown
in tables 5, 6 and 7, and in Chart 1. These

Food purchases by Household

tables and Chart provide greater detail onthe  pe; capita HH expenditure Provincial -
composition of household food expenditure deciles National | Honiara Urban fural
pattems, and Clearly demonstrate  the Average all Households 32.34 78.89 59.31 23.86
importance of home production for rural =~ towesteuntie 738 978 S 648
households. Conversely it also illustrates the Léwemmée ?edles s s e o
Highest Quintile 86.24 145.78 69.04 62.47

weakening food security situation for those
living in the urban centres. If imports of food
are disrupted, or supplies from the rural areas
into the urban markets are curtailed, a severe
food shortage could rapidly eventuate.

Food Produced for Own Consumption

Per capita HH expenditure Provincial -
deciles National Honiara Urban Rural
49. Table 5 shows that food purchased by the | Average all Households 29.56 7.37 11.91 33.78
aVerage rura| househo|d amounted to Lowest Quintile 14.87 2.95 5.87 14.39
SBD23.86 pcae Compared to SBD78.89 Lowest Three Deciles 17.51 3.16 8.02 16.93
Highest Quintile 46.23 11.10 20.98 72.58

purchased by the average Honiara HH, a ratio
of 3.3. For those in the lowest three deciles however the amounts were SBD8.43 and SBD45.58 for rural and Honiara
HH respectively, a ratio of 5.4.

50. The corollary of this is illustrated in

Table 6.The average rural HH prOduced Proportion of Own Production in Food Consumption
food for own consumption valued at
SBD33.78 p.Ca.e. compared to only Per capita HH expenditure Provincial -
deciles National Honiara Urban Rural

SBD7.37 for Honiara HH. For those

HH in the lowest three deciles the Average all Households 47.8 8.5 16.7 58.6
. Lowest Quintile 66.2 6.9 14.5 69.0
comparative amounts were SBD16.93 :
d SBD3.16 tively. Th Lowest Three Deciles 64.9 6.5 18.1 66.8
p.ca.e. an ! respectively. e Highest Quintile 349 7.1 17.9 53.7

low level of own production and heavy
reliance on purchased food in the urban centre of Honiara is clear.
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Table 7 and Chart 1 show the
proportion of own production in food
consumption for the three regions
and the overall national average.
The difference in the level of the
contribution of own production tofood
consumption between the rural and
urban areas is striking. More so perhaps
when also considering that the “farm-
gate” prices used in estimating rural
food values are much lower than those
used in valuing home production of
Honiara households.

The relative proportions of food and non-food expenditure are shown in Table 8 and Chart 2. This illustrates very
clearly the changing pattern of food and non-food expenditure in total expenditure between rural and urban HH

9% of food expenditure
— N w N w (o)) ~ o
o o o o o o o o o

Proportion of Own Production in Food Consumption

National

B Average all Households

Chart 1

Honiara

W Lowest Quintile

Provincial - Urban

Lowest Three Deciles

and between the differing levels of expenditure as discussed in the previous paragraphs.

This pattern of higher proportional food expenditure in the rural areas compared to the urban areas is to be
expected andiscommonto other regional countries. Urban living inevitably involves greater non-food expenditure;
many rural households will not have power, water or communications bills to pay. They will often spend less on
transport and housing costs. Thus their need for non-food expenditure is less. Moreover, since rural cash incomes

are lower, the resources available for non-food expenditure is less.

Proportion of Household Food Non-Food Expenditure

Food
38.1
446
44.7

241

National
% of total expenditure Food Non-Food
Average all Households 59.9 40.1
Lowest Quintile 68.4 316
Lowest Three Deciles 68.8 31.2
Highest Quintile 40.2 59.8
Basic Needs Factor 0.45
Chart 2
Proportion of HH Food & Non-Food Expenditure
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1.24

Non-Food

Rural Areas
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Food
38.6
549
535
25.1
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Non-Food
61.4
451
46.5
749

0.87

Rural
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Food
60.9
68.3
69.4
533

Rural Areas
Non-Food
39.1
31.7
30.6
46.7

0.44
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The first step in measuring poverty is the calculation of the Food Poverty Line (FPL). Two methods are typically
used to derive food poverty lines: either using “model diets” or using actual food expenditure and consumption
patterns of the lowest three decile p.ca.e households from the daily expenditure diaries. The one method can
be used to validate the results of the other since they approach the same issue, a basic diet, from different
perspectives. The model diets approach from the nutrition perspective, while the other approaches from actual
consumption patterns. From the FPL we need to be comfortable that actual food expenditure could meet basic
nutrition needs.

ForSolomonlslands,thefood poverty line was derived, therefore, from the actual food expenditureand consumption
patterns of the lowest three expenditure decile p.c.a.e households as recorded in the daily expenditure diaries. This
is the preferred approach as it gives a better reflection of local consumption preferences than the model diets. The
derivation of the FPL using this method is described in the following section.

For comparative purposes the model diets developed by the SPC Nutrition Programme and the Solomon Islands
Ministry of Health are given at Annexes 1 and 2 for Honiara and rural households respectively. Research undertaken
in other Pacific countries has shown that there is generally very little difference in using the“model menu”approach
and the actual food expenditure and items from the household expenditure diaries, see next section.

Asalready noted in Section 2.4 above the FPLis anchored to a basic minimum nutrition requirement of 2100 calories
(Kcal) per adult per day. This nutrition benchmark has been established by WHO and is a common reference point
for almost all food poverty line estimates globally. Referencing the nutrition benchmark to the basic energy needs
of an “average adult”links to the underlying analytical approach using a “per capita adult equivalent” basis for the
estimation and analysis of the poverty lines. Within the household the “average” adult equivalent benchmarks
implicitly recognise that food energy needs and other basic needs differ from child to adult and across gender, but
average out over households.

For the “model” menu approach diets were developed by the SPC nutritionists and the respective ministries of
health which met the requirements of being both low-cost and minimally nutritious for each geographic region
(or for other important sub-groups such as different ethnic groups). Typically the urban menus contained a
greater proportion of purchased items compared with rural menus, reflecting observed patterns of household
expenditure on purchased and own account food consumption, as shown in Tables 5 & 6 above. To obtain the FPL
the menus are then priced according to CPI prices where

available, and according to average recorded diary prices The Food Poverty Line

for other areas where CPl is not available and where home  The food component of the poverty line is almost universally anchored
production was more signiﬁcant. An average adult in a  to nutritional requirements for good health. This does not generate a
Iovv—expenditure family Iiving on either of these menus unique monetary poverty line, since many bundles of food goods yield

. .. the same nutrition. In practice, a diet is chosen which accords with
would therefore receive an adequate level of nutrition.

prevailing consumption patterns, about which one might expect to
arrive at a consensus in most settings. Ravallion 1998
The model diets or menus are representative baskets of

items and a similar estimating technique is used to that used for calculating the CPI. The basket of goods used
for the CPI does not represent any individual family’s actual consumption, but rather an average or is symbolic of
what is consumed overall, see Boxes 3 and 4. The menus do not necessarily represent what low-income families
actually eat, (often the diets of low-income households are very poor in nutrition), but rather what such families
could eat in order to stay healthy if they are only able to afford a low-level of food expenditure.
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Estimated Food Expenditure and Calorie Intake
Honiara Households

Principal Diary Items Lowest Three Per Capita (a.e) Expenditure Deciles

Weighted Grossed-up unit price:  unit: kg unless
Expenditure % of Diary expenditure all from otherwise  kcal value per  kcal per day cost per
Food Item per Diary Expenditure value Honiara CPI indicated 100g pera.e day
A B C D E F G H |
11103 Cooking bananas $381,506 0.7 $429,889 217 kg 110 27.7 0.05
11105 Coconut (drinking) $518,947 1.0 $584,761 1.40 nut 16 0.9 0.07
11106 Coconut (dry nut) $575,446 11 $648,425 0.90 nut 283 259 0.08
11110 Mangoes $223,737 0.4 $252,111 4.00 68 55 0.03
11112 Pawpaws $201,737 0.4 $227,322 213 51 6.9 0.03
11118 Watermelons $441,842 0.8 $497,876 420 24 3.6 0.06
11132 Bananas (Ripe) $173,890 0.3 $195,943 2.50 103 10.3 0.02
11202 Cabbage (slippery) $2,200,545 4.1 $2,479,620 4.00 65 513 032
11203 Cassava $1,579,244 30 $1,779,524 2.30 177 174.2 0.23
11209 Kumara $2,412,184 4.5 $2,718,098 2,60 129 1716 035
11211 Taro $229,584 0.4 $258,700 3.00 99 109 0.03
11217 Onion and chives $205,636 0.4 $231,715 13.00 26 0.6 0.03
11216 Tomatoes $215,042 0.4 $242,314 7.30 15 0.6 0.03
11217 Other fresh vegetables $219,683 0.4 $247,544 4.00 30 24 0.03
11225 Chinese Cabbage $214,114 0.4 $241,268 7.00 65 29 0.03
11245 Spring Onions $219,064 04 $246,846 13.00 26 0.6 0.03
11246 Peanuts $144,186 03 $162,472 12.80 568 9.2 0.02
11247 Beans (Snake Beans) $321,790 0.6 $362,599 6.00 30 23 0.05
12101 Fresh Beef $360,219 0.7 $405,902 38.67 198 26 0.05
12103 Meat in brine $570,001 1.1 $642,288 38.67 198 42 0.08
12109 Tinned Corned Beef $645,864 [IAT $636,501 16.50 3409 192 3.0 0.08
12113 Tinned luncheon meat $378,474 0.7 $426,472 4.81 1989 192 43 0.05
12201 Chicken $1,497,559 28 $1,678,480 34.00 231 14.6 0.21
12202 Chicken parts $551,250 1.0 $621,160 19.00 231 9.6 0.08
12301 Tuna/Bonito $2,140,519 4.0 $2,411,981 9.00 204 69.6 0.31
12303 Reef fish $702,368 13 $791,442 20.00 130 6.5 0.10
12304 Other fish $2,063,599 30 $2,325,306 20.00 130 19.2 0.30
12312 Other tinned fish $175,190 03 $197,407 5.01 180g 290 26 0.03
12319 Second grade Taiyo $3,472,944 6.5 $3,913,385 5.01 180g 290 519 0.50
13101 Bread all sorts. $2,254,476 4.2 $2,540,390 9.00 242 86.9 0.32
13102 Buns $1,105,718 21 $1,245,946 15.00 439 46.4 0.16
13105 Cabin biscuits $1,723,245 32 $1,941,788 178 859 414 48.8 0.25
13106 Doughnuts (puta) $591,598 1.1 $666,624 5.00 100g 439 74 0.08
13107 Other cakes and pastries $169,868 03 $191,410 15.00 242 39 0.02
13116 PNG biscuits $229,461 0.4 $258,561 178 859 242 38 0.03
13206 Noodles $2,624,194 49 $2,956,995 2.01 85g 99 15.8 0.38
13207 Rice $10,014,832 187 | $11,284919 475 123 3718 144
13209 Flour $1,385,737 26 $1,561,477 4.50 349 154.1 020
15101 Cooking oil $602,551 11 $678,967 6.18 500ml 878 61.4 0.09
15102 Butter/margarine $310,898 0.6 $350,326 13.00 4509 727 1.2 0.04
16101 Soft drinks $252,667 0.5 $284,710 4.09 355ml 165 15 0.04
16201 Sugar $1,129,172 21 $1,272,374 3.55 5009 390 88.9 0.16
16202 Twsities etc $161,019 0.3 $181,439 1.83 509 250 16 0.02
16211 Brown sugar $112,874 0.2 $127,189 8.00 390 79 0.02
17104 Tea $104,210 0.2 $117,426 197 509 0 0.0 0.01
17118 Salt $162,380 03 $182,973 4.49 0 0.0 0.02
17139 Coffee Mix $991,978 19 $1,117,871 1.00 20g 100 238 0.14
17143 Betelnut $1,024,714 19 $1,154,669 1.10 [100g whole nut: 352 14.1 0.15
18120 Fish and Chips $532,190 1.0 $599,683 10.00 plate 375 29 0.08
Total Food per Diary Listed items $48,438,946 $54,581,997 1626.9 6.94
Total Food Exp Lowest 3D $54,581,997
C1 Diary % of Total 0.887
calories Cost $
J. Calories per day from Dairy 1627 M Per Diary 6.94
K. Basic Needs Energy Requirement 2100 N | Per basic needs 8.96
L. Diary % of basic needs 0.775 o Per week 62.75

Note: All purchased items priced from Honiara CPI, other prices from average diary values
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Estimated Food Expenditure and Calorie Intake
Provincial Urban Households

Principal Diary Items Lowest Three Per Capita (a.e) Expenditure Deciles

Weighted Grossed-up unit price:  unit: kg unless
Expenditure % of Diary expenditure all from otherwise  kcal value per  kcal per day cost per
Food Item per Diary Expenditure value Honiara CPI indicated 100g pera.e day
A B C D E F G H |
11103 cooking bananas $160,760 159 $175,621 1.00 kg 110 119.77 0.11
11105 Coconut (drinking) $124,103 1.22 $135,576 1.00 nut 16 179 0.08
11106 Coconut (dry nut) $114,399 113 $124,975 0.75 nut 283 29.24 0.08
1112 Pawpaws $40,173 0.40 $43,887 1.50 51 9.25 0.03
11115 Pineapples $48,675 0.48 $53,174 2.50 53 6.99 0.03
11118 Watermelons $60,106 0.59 $65,663 2.50 24 391 0.04
11132 Bananas (Ripe) $31,603 0.31 $34,525 1.50 103 14.70 0.02
11202 Cabbage (slippery) $252,014 249 $275,310 2.50 65 44.38 0.17
11203 Cassava $406,778 4.01 $444,381 1.50 177 325.11 0.28
11207 Pumpkin top $43,988 043 $48,054 2.00 60 8.94 0.03
11208 Yam and Pana $36,081 0.36 $39,416 2.00 115 14.05 0.02
11209 Kumara $568,677 5.61 $621,246 1.50 129 331.25 0.39
121 Taro $61,857 0.61 $67,575 2.00 99 20.74 0.04
11214 Onions and chives $36,851 0.36 $40,257 7.00 26 0.93 0.02
11217 Other fresh vegetables $55,272 0.55 $60,382 2.00 30 562 0.04
11225 Chinese cabbage $37,557 037 $41,029 3.00 65 5.51 0.03
11243 Fern cabbage $31,317 0.31 $34,212 3.00 29 2.05 0.02
11245 Spring onions $35,744 035 $39,048 7.00 26 0.90 0.02
11247 Beans (snake beans) $78,300 0.77 $85,538 3.00 30 5.30 0.05
12105 Pork fresh $71,902 0.71 $78,549 10.00 198 12.05 0.05
12109 Tinned Corn Beef $92,778 0.92 $101,355 16.50 3409 192 249 0.06
12113 Tinned luncheon meat $48,795 0.48 $53,306 4.81 1989 192 261 0.03
12201 Chicken $44,618 0.44 $48,742 34.00 231 2.05 0.03
12202 Chicken parts $33,067 033 $36,124 19.00 231 272 0.02
12301 Tuna/Bonito $433,962 4.28 $474,078 4.00 204 149.90 0.29
12303 Reef fish $257,576 254 $281,387 4.00 130 56.70 0.17
12304 Other fish $375,220 3.70 $409,905 4.00 130 82.60 0.25
12312 Other tinned fish $34,253 0.34 $37,420 5.01 180g 290 242 0.02
12319 Second grade Taiyo $693,350 6.84 $757,444 5.01 180g 290 48.93 0.47
13101 Bread all sorts $109,305 1.08 $119,409 9.00 242 19.91 0.07
13102 Buns $253,737 2.50 $277,193 15.00 439 7545 0.17
13105 Cabin biscuits $268,994 2.65 $293,861 178 859 44 36.02 0.18
13106 Doughnuts (puta) $87,409 0.86 $95,489 5.00 100g 439 5.20 0.06
13116 PNG Biscuits $37,698 0.37 $41,183 178 859 242 295 0.03
13150 Other bread and biscuits $50,466 0.50 $55,131 9.00 242 9.19 0.03
13206 Noodles $496,019 4.89 $541,872 201 859 929 14.07 0.34
13207 Rice $2,382,597 23.51 $2,602,848 4.75 123 417.88 161
13209 Flour $274,141 271 $299,483 4.50 349 144,01 0.19
14101 Milk powder $50,344 0.50 $54,997 27.80 400g 66 0.32 0.03
15101 Cooking oil $78,023 0.77 $85,236 6.18 500ml 878 37.54 0.05
16101 Soft drinks $49,304 0.49 $53,862 4.09 355ml 165 478 0.03
16201 Sugar $191,005 1.88 $208,662 3.55 5009 390 71.06 0.13
16202 Twisties $41,124 0.41 $44,926 1.83 509 250 1.90 0.03
16208 Ice blocks $34,772 0.34 $37,986 1.00 509 100 118 0.02
16211 Brown sugar $36,038 0.36 $39,369 8.00 390 11.90 0.02
17104 Tea $31,576 0.31 $34,495 197 509 0 0.00 0.02
171 Soya Sauce $32,632 0.32 $35,648 6.00 500ml 33 0.61 0.02
17118 Salt $37,148 0.37 $40,582 4.49 5009 0 0.00 0.03
17139 Coffee Mix $102,892 1.02 $112,403 1.00 20g 100 139 0.07
17143 Betelnut $260,756 2.57 $284,861 1.00 | two nuts 100g 352 18.65 0.18
18120 Fish and Chips $112,719 .1 $123,139 10.00 plate 375 7.16 0.08
Total Food per Diary Listed Items $9,328,477 10190816 2194.08 6.32
Total Food Exp Lowest 3D $10,190,816 ElerEs @ $
C1 Diary % of Total 0915 | J. Calories per day from Diary 2194 M Per Diary 6.32
K. Basic Needs Energy Requirement 2100 N | Per basic needs 6.05
L. Diary % of basic needs 1.045 o Per week 62.33

Note: All purchased items priced from Honiara CPI, other prices from average diary values
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11103
11105
11106
11112
11115
1118
11128
11131
11132
11135
11202
11203
11208
11209
11211
11212
1217
11231
11243
11247
11248
12105
12116
12301
12303
12304
12319
12350
13102
13105
13106
13109
13206
13207
13209
16201
16210
17118
17143
18109

Food Item

A
cooking bananas
Coconut (drinking)
Coconut (dry nut)
Pawpaws
Pineapples
Watermelons
Breadfruit
Ngalinut
Bananas (Ripe)
Egg Plant
Cabbage (slippery)
Cassava
Yam and Pana
Kumara
Taro
Pulaka
Other fresh vegetables
Swamp taro
Fern cabbage
Beans (snake beans)
Peanuts
Pork fresh
Kaipea (crabs)
Tuna/Bonito
Reef fish
Other fish
Second grade Taiyo
Other shell fish
Buns
Cabin biscuits
Doughnuts (puta)
Puliini and puddings
Noodles
Rice
Flour
Sugar
Nambo
Salt
Betelnut

Plate of food takeaway

Total Food per Diary Listed Items
Total Food Exp Lowest 3D

C1 Diary % of Total

Estimated Food Expenditure and Calorie Intake

Rural Households

Principal Diary Items Lowest Three Per Capita (a.e) Expenditure Deciles

Weighted

Expenditure % of Diary

per Diary Expenditt
B C

$6,580,358
$1,640,370
$4,453,066
$748,169
$1,191,603
$628,904
$1,534,328
$775,054
$868,142
$516,110
45,435,702
$7,947,441
$2,690,382
$34,349,900
$7,941,882
$1,574,733
$2,066,071
$1,308,485
$497,289
$795,594
$486,860
$1,759,583
$765,283
$2,994,991
$3,593,471
$8,684,333
$3,269,266
$729,639
$1,162,131
$1,331,333
$825,950
$1,379,915
$4,475,763
$22,652,176
$1,252,703
$2,559,670
$510,875
$928,231
$2,643,819
$513,976
$146,063,553
$166,872,289
0.875

ure

42
1.0
238
05
08
04
1.0
05
06
03
35
5.1
17

218
5.1
1.0
13
08
03
05
03
11
05
19
23
55
21
05
07
0.8
05
09
28

144
08
16
03
06
17
03

Grossed-up
expenditure
value

D
$7,517,819
$1,874,063
5,087,466

$854,756
$1,361,363
$718,499
$1,752,913
$885,471
$991,820
$589,637
$6,210,092
$9,079,662
$3,073,663
$39,243,510
$9,073,310
$1,799,075
$2,360,411
$1,494,896
$568,135
$908,937
$556,220
$2,010,259
$874,308
$3,421,669
$4,105,410
$9,921,535
$3,735,017
$833,586
$1,327,692
$1,521,000
$943,618
$1,576,503
$5,113,396
$25,879,286
$1,431,168
$2,924,330
$583,656
$1,060,471
$3,020,467
$587,198

Note: All purchased items priced from Honiara CPI, other prices from average diary values

J. Calories per day from Dairy

K. Basic Needs Energy Requirement

L. Diary % of basic needs

unit price:
all from
Honiara CPI

E

1.00
0.75
0.75
1.50
250
250
1.50
3.00
1.50
2.00
250
1.50
2.00
1.50
2.00
2.00
2.00
250
3.00
3.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
5.01
5.00
10.00
1.78
5.00
3.00
201
4.75
4.50
3.55
3.00
4.49
1.00
8.00

unit: kg unless

otherwise  kcal value per  kcal per day
indicated 100g pera.e
F G H

kg 110 179.0

nut 16 0.9

nut 283 41.6

51 6.3

53 6.2

24 15

30 7.6

433 27.7

103 14.7

24 1.5

65 349

177 2319

115 383

129 730.5

99 97.2

122 238

30 7.7

72 9.3

29 12

30 20

568 85

198 108

109 26

204 50.4

130 385

130 93.1

180g 290 84

350 12.6

439 126

859 414 6.5

100g 439 18

439 5.0

859 99 46

123 145.0

349 24.0

5009 390 348

30 13

5009 0 0.0

two nuts 100g 352 6.9

plate 375 1.2

19323

calories Cost

1932 m Per Diary
2100 N | Per basic needs
0.920 o Per week

Note: All purchased items priced from Honiara CPI, other prices from average diary values

Estimation of National Poverty Lines and Poverty Incidence

cost per
day

|
0.16
0.04
0.11
0.02
0.03
0.02
0.04
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.13
0.20
0.07
0.85
0.20
0.04
0.05
0.03
0.01
0.02
0.01
0.04
0.02
0.07
0.09
0.21
0.08
0.02
0.03
0.03
0.02
0.03
0.11
0.56
0.03
0.06
0.01
0.02
0.07
0.01
3.6

361
393
27.48
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Chart 3

Lowest Three Deciles Honiara HH: Top 10 Food Items

Cassava

Cabin biscuits

Other fish Rice

Tuna/Bonito

Cabbage (slippery)

Bread all sorts
Second grade Taiyo

Kumara

Noodles

Chart 4
Lowest Three Deciles Rural HH: Top 10 Food Items

Reef Fish

Coconut (dry nut)
Noodles

Cabbage (slippery) Kumara

Cooking
bananas

Taro

Cassava

Other fish Rice
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60.

62.

63.

64.

65.

The food expenditure from the diaries of HH in the lowest three deciles in each of the regions was analysed, Tables
9 Honiara, 10 Provincial Urban and 11 Rural. It was observed that approximately 90% of food expenditure was
accounted for by around 50 or so items in each of the regions. The top ten items of consumption by households
in the lowest three deciles for Honiara and rural areas are illustrated in Charts 3 & 4.

The top 50 or so items together with their share in food intake are shown in columns A, B and C of the tables. To
get the daily per capita a.e Kcal value and per capita a.e daily cost of these diary expenditure items as the basis for
the calculation of the FPL, the following steps were taken:
the diary amounts were grossed up to the total recorded expenditure for the three deciles by the appropriate
factor, (C1) to give a notional total food expenditure based on the listed items, column D;
each item was priced using the Honiara CPI for all purchased items, and either the Honiara market CPI price
for all Honiara local produce or an average of the observed diary prices/values for HH in the provincial-urban
orrural areas, columns E & F;
the Kcal (energy) value from the South Pacific Food Composition Tables was applied to each food item,
column G;
the daily Kcal value represented by each item was then calculated, column H; and finally
the daily cost of each item according to its share in the overall daily food intake was estimated, column I.

Summing the daily Kcal values of the three expenditure patterns (J) shows that Honiara HH were notionally
acquiring an average of 1,627 kcal per capita a.e per day, provincial urban HH 2,194 kcal per capita a.e per day and
rural HH 1,932 kcal per capita a.e per day. In order to get to the minimum kcal daily food energy intake (K) these
values must be grossed-up to 2100 Kcal by the ratio of the recorded Kcal value to the minimum (L).

The notional estimated daily cost of the food items (M) is then grossed up also by the factor (L). This gives the
adjusted daily cost of acquiring the minimum 2100 kcal per day from the listed items.

Finally, the daily cost is converted to a
weekly value (O). Thus the cost of acquiring
a minimum adult equivalent diet in Honiara : :

is estimated at SBD8.96 per day and SBD62.17 P:recgajglrttajg/H Pe;;(;a heek  PerHHperweekae
per week. For provincial-urban HH the costs

Weekly Adult Equivalent Per Capita Food Poverty Lines

SBD average for HH in
| t three decil
are SBD6.05 per day and SBD42.33 per week, owestthree decies
Nati | A 4.66 32.59 182.87
andforrural HHSBD3.93 perdayand SBD27.48 2" Her9e
. Honiara 8.96 62.17 446.40
per week. These are the Food Poverty Lines
. . Provincial Urban 6.05 42.33 249.04
used in the analysis, Table 12.
Rural Areas 3.93 27.48 156.17

This table indicates that a low-expenditure Honiara HH would need to spend almost three times (SBD446.40) as
much as a rural household (SBD156.17) each week to acquire a basic minimum food intake for all members of the
HH. This takes account of the larger HH size of Honiara HH as well as the higher cost of food purchases in Honiara
compared to the prices/values of food either produced for home consumption or purchased in rural/provincial
markets.
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Step Two: The Non-Food Component

The next problem is making an allowance for non food consumption. In principal, one could proceed the same way for non-food goods--identify a normative

bundle of such goods, and cost that bundle separately in each region, sector or date. However anchoring the nonfood part of the poverty line is pften difficult.

There is even less agreement on the normative standard (comparable to food requirements). And comparable data on nonfood proces are rarely available.

Consistency with the consumption behaviour of those who are found to be ‘food poor’is a defensible guide. A “basic nonfood good” cab be defined as one thata

person wants enough to forgo a“basic food". One can thus measure the nonfood component of the poverty line as the expected value of nonfood spending by a

household that is just capable of affording the food component of the poverty line. This value constitutes the minimum allowance for nonfood goods consistent

with being able to afford the bundle of food goods needed to reach food-energy requirements by prevailing diets. But again, that choice is a value judgement,

and in some settings a more generous allowance might be considered appropriate. The key point is that the allowance should be equally ‘generous’for different

groups if the poverty comparison is to be of use in guiding policies for fighting absolute poverty. World Bank, 1994

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

The FPL is the core of the BNPL calculation. However in practice, even a low-income (low-expenditure) family
cannot be expected to survive on food alone; there are always other minimum costs of basic needs for survival.
Therefore an allowance for non-food basic needs expenditure is added to the value of the Food Poverty Line
to arrive at the “Basic Needs Poverty Line” The allowance for basic non-food expenditure is estimated from the
HIES based on the non-food costs reported by households. The costs of non-food basic needs might include
expenditure for housing/shelter, essential transport and communications, school fees, medical expenses and
clothing.

There are a number of generally accepted methods of calculating non-food expenditures for the poverty lines. The
World Bank suggests that a “non-food factor” should be applied to the Food Poverty Line based on the proportion
of non-food expenditure actually incurred by households which have an average total income equal to or less
than the Food Poverty Line, see Box 5. This is intended to represent the bare minimum additional expenditure
required to meet non-food basic needs. Households whose total income is equal only to the Food Poverty Line
have to choose very carefully between food and non-food items; any expenditure on non-food items can be seen
as being an essential trade-off between basic food and basic non-food.

Alternative methods may be to calculate an absolute amount of non-food expenditure for a particular category
of households. This could be for the lowest income quintile, the lowest three deciles or for any particular decile
as may be chosen. The higher-up the income deciles that the reference point is chosen, so the greater will be the
level of expenditure on non-food items.

For this analysis, and to be consistent with other analyses undertaken for Pacific Island countries, the average
non-food expenditure for HH in the lowest three deciles is taken as the basis for the non-food factor. For Solomon
Islands the factor is given in Table 8 above. For Honiara the non-food factor is 1.24, meaning that p.c.a.e. non-food
expenditure accounts for 1.24 times the amount of food expenditure. For the provincial-urban and rural areas the
factors are 0.87 and 0.44, respectively. The national average of 0.5 is dominated by the weight of the number of
rural HH.

Applying these factors to the respective FPL gives the cost of non-food basic needs for Honiara as SBD76.87 p.c.a.e
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72.

73.

74.

per week; for provincial urban
centres, SBD36.78 per week and

Weekly Adult Equivalent Per Capita Food Poverty Lines

for rural households the amount is NorFood Weekly
on-Foo ’
SBD12.11. Nationally, the weighted = SBD per capita adult Food Poverty  Basic Needs Estlr?;tez Basic Needs |c<\)/3t FietthH
. equivalent per week Line Factor (% of £ on d(')to Poverty Line © des i ree
average for non-food basic needs food) HPEElE e

a.e

costs is estimated at SBD14.78
p.ca.e. per week. These non-food

National Average 32.59 0.45 14.78 4737 256.77
costs are shown in Table 13. Honiara 62.17 124 76.87 139.04 998.32
Provincial Urban 42.33 0.87 36.78 79.11 465.41
The need for higher basic-needs g areas 27.48 0.44 12.11 39.59 225.02

non-food expenditure in urban

centres is an extremely important factor in determining relative poverty. For instance, a rural household with
a relatively high level of expenditure might be relatively poor with the same expenditure in an urban situation
where there is a need to meet a wide range of non-food essentials, often unavailable in the rural areas. It is
therefore important to remember that national, and more particularly regionally based poverty lines, measure
relative poverty in a specific set of local circumstances; locally derived food costs and specific, and available, non-
food "essentials” The benchmark poverty lines will therefore vary depending on these circumstances. Thus, care
must be taken when interpreting the “national” figure since HH with identical consumption patterns (food and
non-food) will have higher expenditure levels in Honiara than in the other two regions as a result of the differences
in local produce valuations.

The actual average non-food expenditure recorded by households with adult equivalent per capita expenditure
in the lowest three expenditure deciles provides the essential non-food basic needs component which is added
to the food poverty line to give the Basic Needs Poverty Line (BNPL).

The BNPL is calculated by adding the estimated non-food basic needs expenditure to the food poverty line. It may
be seen from Column D of Table 13 that there are wide variations between the BNPL across regions. These reflect
differences in household size between Honiara and rural HH, especially those in the lowest three deciles.

Nationally from Table 13 it is seen that the estimated BNPL amounted to SBD47.37 p.c.a.e. per week (equivalent to
SBD265.77 adult equivalent for the average size low expenditure HH). For Honiara the weekly a.e HH expenditure
required to meet the BNPL was SBD998.32, and for the rural areas SBD225.02.

75.

On the basis of the per capita a.e. Food and Basic Needs Poverty Lines in Table 13, the incidence of poverty
observed from the household per capita expenditure in the HIES data is summarised in Table 14: Incidence of
Poverty for Population and Households and in Charts 5 & 6. The incidence of poverty is measured by the "Head
Count Ratio”which indicates the proportion of either households or population which had expenditure less than
the relevant poverty line.

25



Solomon Islands: Analysis of Poverty from 2005/2006 HIES

76. Table 14 and Chart 5 show that the level of
food poverty, those households with per
capita adult equivalent expenditure less than

Incidence of Poverty

the Food Poverty Line (generally referred to as Households Population
“absolute” poverty), the poorest of the poor, is
low. The data suggests that on average about . average ~ e e .
8.6% of all households, representing 10.6% |1 1iara - P~ 2 P
of the population have expenditure which = 5o incial Urban 06 112 08 136
would be insufficient to meet basic food = g, Aress aa 157 a5 08
needs as defined by the food poverty line. For
Honiara and the provincial-urban centres the level of absolute Charts

ar

poverty appears to be very low, 1.7% and 0.6% respectively of
households and 2.6% and 0.8% of the respective populations. | 12
For the rural areas the corresponding figures are 6.4% of = 10
households and 8.7% of the population'?,

Incidence of Food Poverty

e}

R 6
77. Eventhose HH experiencing food poverty may not necessarily 4
be going hungry. Rather, they are likely to be consuming 2 ‘
a very poor diet with inadequate nutrition, and are thus L E—— Honiara Provim-:wban Rural Arens
more likely to experience health problems as a result. These Average
health problems then translate into lowered learning abilities
in children at school and less likelihood of adults getting Chart6
employment; a perpetuation of the poverty cycle. The Incidence of Basic Needs Poverty
reported increases in non-communicable diseases, many of =~
which are related to diet (diabetes, hypertension, and high =~ *°
blood-pressure), suggest that many households do indeed = %
have a poor level of nutrition whilst at the same time having '« %
plenty to eat. "
10
s N
78. The estimated incidence of basic needs poverty is also 0 National Homiara  Provincial-Urban  Rural Areas
shown in Table 14 and illustrated in Chart 6. Nationally it is Average B rousenods B ropulaton
estimated that 18.8% of households representing 22.7% of
the population, had weekly p.c.a.e. expenditure less than the basic
needs poverty line. For Honiara households the proportion having Depth and Severity of Poverty
p.ca.e. expenditure below the BNPL is estimated at 24.6% (32.2% Poverty Gap Posv‘lfffg’ap
of the population). The corresponding figures for the provincial- Index Index
urban and rural areas were 11.2% of HH and 13.6% of population "o Average & >
in the former and 15.2% of HH and 18.8% of population in the rural """ & o
areas. Provincial Urban 3.1 1.0
Rural Areas 6.1 2.8
79. These estimates of poverty incidence therefore suggest that 22,220 people in Honiara, including 8,166 children

under 15 years, were unable to afford a basic minimum standard of living. In the rural areas the number so affected
is estimated to have been around 83,000, of which 31,734 are estimated to have been children.

12The national average is higher than might be expected because food expenditure costs rise more sharply
for urban HH, bringing a greater number of rural HH into the poverty net at the national level.
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There are also many more households and individuals who have expenditure only just above the basic needs
poverty line and who are therefore vulnerable. Itis estimated that additionally around 18,500 rural people (including
8070 children) and 3,885 people in Honiara (including 1450 children) have expenditure no more than ten percent
above the rural and Honiara BNPL respectively. With rising prices and/or declining incomes/expenditure these
people are highly vulnerable to slipping below the poverty lines.

Based on the aggregate national average basic needs poverty line it is estimated that 121,063 people were living
in basic-needs poverty in Solomon Islands. This included an estimated 47,238 children. Additionally those children
living in households where the per capita adult equivalent expenditure was no more than ten percent about the
level of the national BNPL numbered an additional 10,136. Thus approximately 57,000 children in Solomon Islands
were either already living below the poverty line or were highly vulnerable to falling into poverty.

These figures suggest that although Honiara is a source of work and employment for many, there are, nevertheless,
many households whose expenditure cannot cover the basic needs costs of a reasonable minimum standard of
living. There are many who would be classified as working poor. They may be in employment, either full or part-
time, but their incomes and thus expenditure is insufficient to meet all their family’s needs.

Households that appear to be least disadvantaged in terms of the poverty line are those in the provincial-urban
centres. Many in these centres are employed either by government or the provincial administrations. Indeed the
survey reveals that almost 70% of HH heads in the provincial urban centres were in some form of employment,
and even amongst the lowest three deciles the proportion was around 60%. These HH have the benefit of lower
local produce prices and less need to spend on non-food items. Thus they appear generally better-off relative to
those in Honiara.

The proportion of rural households below the rural poverty line is lower than the proportion of HH in Honiara
below the urban poverty line. Average expenditure is lower in the rural areas, primarily because food costs/values
are lower and there is little need (or opportunity) for non-food expenditure. Therefore, the basic needs poverty
line is lower and as a higher proportion of food comes from own production, the extent of poverty is itself lower.
However, as will be seen later in the report, these rural HH often lack access to essential basic services and are thus
more disadvantaged in terms of opportunity and access. This is termed the “poverty of opportunity”as opposed
to the poverty of income or consumption.

In considering the basic incidence of poverty it is also useful to estimate the number of those other households
and population who might be vulnerable to falling into poverty, that is those who are only just now living above
the BNPL. A sensitivity analysis has therefore been done with the BNPL being increased by 10% to estimate the
additional number of HH and population that would then fall below the BNPL.

For Honiara a 10% increase in the BNPL to SBD152.94 p.ca.e per week would bring an additional 510 households
and 3885 people into poverty. This would raise the incidence of households in poverty by 5.1 percentage points
to 29.7%, and would raise the proportion of the Honiara population below the poverty by 5.6 percentage points
to 37.8%.

For the rural areas raising the BNPL by 10% to SBD43.55 p.c.a.e per week would bring 2471 households into poverty
representing and additional 18,504 people. This would raise the incidence of rural households in poverty by 3.3

27



28

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

Solomon Islands: Analysis of Poverty from 2005/2006 HIES

percentage points to 18.5%, and would raise the proportion of the Honiara population below the poverty by 4.1
percentage points to 22.9%.

Nationally, a ten percent increase would put the BNPL at SBD52.11 p.c.a.e per week and would bring an additional
3,500 households below the poverty line. These HH would represent 22,495 people. The national incidence
of poverty at the household level would increase by four percentage points to 22.8%, and would increase the
proportion of the national population below the by 4.2 percentage points to 26.9%.

It can therefore be seen that there are many households and people who are very vulnerable to small changes in
personal or household circumstances. A small loss of income, or jump in prices, as being seen now in the cost of
basic foods, particularly rice, flour and cereal products that feature prominently in both urban and rural diets, can
quickly bring many new people into poverty.

The depth and severity of poverty are measured by the Poverty Gap Index (PGI)"* and the Squared Poverty Gap
Index (SPGI)' respectively, Table 15. The former is a measure of the depth of poverty being experienced by each
household below the basic needs poverty line. The latter measures the severity of poverty by giving more weight
to the poorest households whose poverty gap is greatest. The higher the indices the greater is the depth and/or
severity of poverty within the population.

The PGl for Solomon Islands is calculated as an index of 7.5 which is similar to Tonga and Samoa and less than
estimates for Fiji and FSM (Fiji, 11.2, FSM 9.8, Tonga 7.7, Samoa 6.5 )'°. This implies that the depth of poverty is similar
to the regional average. For Honiara the PGl was estimated at 8.5 and for the rural areas at 6.1. Not surprisingly,
given the reported low level of food poverty, the provincial-urban centres generated a low PGl of 3.1. The PGl is an
important poverty indicator being Indicator 2 of Target 1, Goal | of the MDGs.

The SPGI measuring the severity of poverty also suggests that Solomon Islands experiences generally a similar
level of poverty severity as other regional countries. The SPGI at the national level was measured at 3.5, compared
with national level SPGIs of 5.1 in Fiji, 4.8 in FSM, 4.0 in Tonga and 2.6 in Samoa. Across the regions the SPGl was 3.4
in Honiara, a low 1.0 in the provincial-urban centres (where the incidence of poverty is lowest) and 2.8 in the rural
areas.

Levels of income distribution and inequality can be illustrated in a number of ways. Table 16 summarises the Gini
Coefficients (where a higher coefficient indicates greater inequality and a lower one represents greater equality).
The figures indicate that inequality in Solomon Islands is relatively low within each of the three regions (averaging
0.31). However, the coefficient is higher (0.39) at the national level as there are wide differences, as have already
been seen, between HH expenditure levels in Honiara compared to the rural areas. Thus combining the two data
sets widens the gap between the expenditure of the lowest and highest households. This is also seen from the
data in Table 2 above and Appendix Table A1.

13 The Poverty Gap Index gives an indication of how poor the poor are and reflects the depth of poverty. The formula calculates the mean distance
below the basic needs poverty line as a proportion of the poverty line where the mean is taken over the whole population, counting the non-poor as
having zero poverty gap. The PGl is an important indicator as recognised by its inclusion as a specific indicator in MDG1.

Poverty Gap Index: ‘@*(Z (BNPL - i)/ aw)

i=1

where: N = total number of households, m = number of households below basic needs poverty line; and yi equals expenditure of each household.
14 Through the process of squaring the index the SPGI gives greater weight to those at the lowest consumption/income levels and thus better reflects
the severity of the poverty gap. In both the PGl and SPGI the higher the index the greater the depth and severity of poverty respectively.

15 Federated States of Micronesia, Assessment of Hardship and Poverty, ADB RETA-6047, February 2004; Samoa Assessment of Hardship and Poverty,
ADB RETA-6002, September 2003; Tonga Assessment of Hardship and Poverty, ADB RETA-6047, November 2003;
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94. Chart 7 shows the share of expenditure incurred by each decile; Appendix
Table A1 provides details of the proportion of expenditure by decile. On
average the poorest ten-percent of all households incurred about 2.6% of
expenditure while the top decile of households incurred around 31% of
all expenditure. There were variations between the three regions with the
lowest three deciles in Honiara having a slightly greater share of expenditure
(16.3%) compared to 13.8% in the rural areas. However in both Honiara and
the rural areas the top three deciles had 52.6% and 52.8% of expenditure

95.

96.

97.

respectively.

The ratio of the share of the bottom quintile
to the top quintile of HH (MDG Indicator 3 of
Target 1, Goal 1) was 6.9 at the national level,
4.0 for Honiara and 4.9 for the rural areas. The
higher ratio at the national level reflects the
bias of Honiara HH to the higher deciles when
aggregated with those in the rural areas where
expenditure is generally lower as a result of
the valuation of own-production.

The foregoing analysis has illustrated that
there are wide gaps between the expenditure
levels of households across the country, and
particularly between those in the urban and

Province
Choiseul
Western
Isabel
Central

Renbell

Gini Coefficients of Inequality

Per capita a.e expenditure

National Average
Honiara
Provincial Urban

Rural Areas

Location of Rural HH in Lowest Three Deciles

Guadalcanal

Malaita
Makira
Temotu

Total

Gini
Coefficient

0.39
0.30
0.31
0.32

Proportion of

Proportion of = Proportion of

Proportion of ~ HH in Lowest
all Rural HH 3D
6.7 9.7
17.3 11.8
6.1 47
54 35
0.9 0.3
18.6 12.8
294 335
9.9 15.3
57 8.4
100.0 100.0

Rural

all Rural Population

Population Lowest 3D
6.9 9.7
173 11.9
5.2 44
5.2 35
1.0 0.4
17.6 1.3
309 34.5
10.8 16.4
5.2 8.0

100.0 100.0

rural areas. It has highlighted however, that although the p.c.a.e. expenditure levels of those in the rural areas is on
average lower than households in Honiara, when it comes to their ability to meet basic needs, those in the rural
areas are in fact "better-off”. They produce more of their own food, and thus do not need to purchase so much,
and also they need less cash for non-food basic needs as there is generally less available in the way of services to
be purchased, and less “need”for expenditure on such things as transport, fuel and power, water, communications
and such other “essentials” required in an urban environment.

It is arguable of course that households
in the rural areas without, or with only
limited access to basic services are 35
inherently “poorer” than those with = 30
better access in Honiara. As noted at 25

the beginning however, this analysis is % 20
looking at ‘relative” poverty amongst | & 15
those living in similar environments =~ 10

and not at “absolute” poverty measured = 5 ] ' ' I ' I
0

against a single common benchmark
(e.g. USST or USS2 per day).

Chart 7
Distribution of HH Expenditure by Decile

IstDecile  2nd Decile  3rd Decile  4th Decile  5th Decile

B Average all Households

W Honiara

6th Decile  7th Decile

Provincial-Urban

Rural

8th Decile

9th Decile

Top Decile
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Chart 8
[ | Location of the Rural Poor: Households

40

35

30

. . 25
98. To gain a better understanding of the | :

. . 5 20
differences between the Honiara and | =

the rural areas in terms of access to
. .. . 10

services and general living conditions,

the next section begins to analyse these

issues. Although the actual incidence Chofieul  Westem  iabel  Cenal  Rencbel  Guaddlanal  Molata  Mokie  Temou
of poverty as measured by the BNPL B Proportion ofal Rura HH M Proportionof i Lowest 3D
above shows that 24.6% of Honiara HH
and 18.8% of rural HH fell below the Chart9
respective poverty Iines, the following o Location of the Rural Poor: Population
analysis of characteristics looks at HH in
the lowest three expenditure deciles in |,
each region. 2
:Ig 20

99. The following tables and charts therefore | = .
begin to analyse the characteristics of =,
the poor in the sense of those in the s '
lowest three deciles of adult equivalent 0
per capita expenditure. It compares the
circumstances of these households with
those households deemed “non-poor”.
Table 17 and Charts 8 and 9 illustrate the
location of the rural poor by household

Choiseul Western Isabel Central Renebell Guadalcanal Malaita Makira Temotu

M Proportion of all Rural Population M Proportion of all Rural Population in Lowest 3D

Proportion of Households Heads Aged 60+ Years By Decile

per capita HH. expenditure ‘ ; Provincial -

and popu|at|on respect|ve|y across the deciles National Honiara Urban Rural
provinces. The charts show that the Average all Households 124 4.1 48 13.7
provinces of Choiseul, Malaita, Makira, Lowest Quintile 189 &5 63 155
and Temotu are Over—represented in the Lowest Three Deciles 16.9 4.2 59 15.7

. . . Highest Quintil 9.5 32 45 13.2
lowest three deciles relative to their share i
of the rural population overall.

Chart 10

HH Heads Aged 60+ Years
100. On the other hand, the Western, Isabel 20

and Guadalcanal provinces are under- = 18
represented relative to their share of = 1°
rural HH and population. While the =
largest proportion of rural poor (lowest | ;2
three deciles of weekly per capita a.e.
household expenditure) are located in
Malaita province (33.5% of HH and 34.5%
of population); these proportions are
only slightly above Malaita's relative share
of the overall rural population (29.4% of Nationd onias bovncia Urban ol
HH and 30.9% of population). B Average all Households Bl Lowest Quintile Lowest Three Deciles Highest Quintile

% ofall HH
S

30 Estimation of National Poverty Lines and Poverty Incidence
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101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

Relativetoitsshareinthe overall rural population,

Makira/ Ulawa is the most disadvantaged Proportion of Households Headed by Females By Decile
province. The province accounted for 9.9% of all  per capita HH expenditure Provincial -
rural HH and 10.8% of the total rural population, deciles National Honiara urban Rurel
but had 15.3% of all rural poor HH and 16.4%  AveragealHouseholds 8 £5 e £:2
. L t intil 7.7 7.5 10.2 7.5
of the total rural poor population. Temotu was -2 @t
. . . Lowest Three Deciles 7.3 9.0 9.1 7.4
the next most disadvantaged; this province =
Highest Quintile 74 14.7 10.5 6.0

accounted for 5.7% of all rural HH and 5.2% of
the total rural population, but had 8.4% of all rural poor HH and 8.0% of the total rural poor population.

Table 18 indicates that a higher proportion of poor HH are headed by elderly persons. In the country as a whole
12.4% of HH were headed by those aged 60+; however in the lowest three deciles the proportion rises to 16.9%.
Between the three regions Honiara had the lowest proportion of HH headed by elderly persons, 4.1%. However, in
the lowest quintile the proportion was 5.6%. In the rural areas, on average 13.7% of HH were headed by the elderly
and in the lowest three deciles the proportion was 15.7%. This indicates that most of the elderly-headed HH are
in the rural areas and supports the suggestion that dependency ratios in the rural areas are increasing as young
people move away, either to the provincial-urban centres or to Honiara.

Chart 10 illustrates the gender perspective of elderly headed households in poverty. The chart shows that
approximately 38% of male elderly-headed households were in the lowest three deciles compared with
approximately 27% of female elderly-headed households. At the other end of the expenditure scale some 36%
of male elderly-headed households were in the top three deciles compared with 30% of those elderly female
headed households.

The proportions of female-headed households are shown in Table 19.This suggests that female headed households
are slightly disadvantaged overall. However such HH are also significantly over-represented in the highest quintile
of Honiara HH where they represent 14.7% of HH, compared to 8.8% of HH in Honiara as a whole. In the provincial-
urban centres and rural areas female-headed HH are slightly over-represented in the lowest three deciles. In the
provincial urban centres they account for 9.1% of those HH in the lowest three deciles, compared with 7.6%
of all provincial-urban HH. For the rural Chart 11

areas the Corresponding ﬁgures were Propotion of Female Headed Households

7.4% and 6.2%. Overall female-headed
households are estimated to account
for 6.5% of all HH, but around 7.3% of
those below the basic needs poverty
line.

Chart 11 illustrates that in the rural  #
areas female headed households
are particularly over-represented in
the lowest quintile of households,

Suggesting that these hOUSGhOldS are National Honiara Provincial-urban Rural
amongst the very poorest Of those in B Average all Households Ml Lowest Quintile Lowest Three Deciles Highest Quintile
the rural areas.

% Female Headed HH
(o)) [ee) 6

o N
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106. Table 20 provides an analysis of all females by

expenditure decile in the urban centres (Honiara Proportion of Females by Decile Age
and Provincial) and the rural areas. This indicates Urban Females Rural Females
in parti(ju|ar that 39% of all urban females p.ca.e expenditure deciles <15years> <15years> <15years> < 15years>
under 15 years were living in households in the Decile 1 157 135 1.3 13.0
lowest three deciles. This compares with 36.4% Decller 122 12 Uy 2]
of those aged 15 years and above in these Decle 3 102 108 1 106
deciles. The situation was similar in the rural Deles = > 107 106
. Decile 5 11.0 104 10.5 10.6
areas where the corresponding figures were :
34% and 35.7%. In contrast the table indicates Deces = = — =
Decile 7 9.4 8.6 10.3 9.1
that, notwithstanding the higher proportion e o .- - e
of female headed households in the highest Decile 9 76 90 -9 79
quintile in Honiara, in aggregate females are Decile 10 55 8.1 73 7.
under-represented in the highest quintiles in all Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000
both age groups and in both urban and rural Lowest 3D 390 364 340 357
areas. Lowest Quintile 28.6 256 23.0 25.1
Highest Quintile 13.0 171 15.2 15.0
Female Population 14722 26641 88155 130027

107. The survey results indicate that there were
223,603 (41.9%) children under the age of

. . Children by Decile and HH Head
15 (115,020 boys and 108,583 girls, a ratio of

Children in Honiara Children in Rural Areas
106 boys per 100 girls) in the total estimated Formale Fermale
population Of533'671 . Ofthese, 24'990 children p.ca.e expenditure deciles HousAelf‘wo\ds ngiaezcﬁmeocllds Hous/zlLolds ngiaezctiwi)cl’ds
were to be found in Honiara (equivalent to Dacay . 29 . —
36.1% of the Honiara population) and 6,796 Decile 2 139 102 17 17.0
in the provincial urban centres (41.7% of the Decile 3 11.0 226 1.1 12,9
provincial urban population). The remainder Decile 4 9.0 64 104 106
being the large majority, 191,817, were in the Decile 5 11 59 1.1 8.8
rural areas, and represented 42.8% of the rural Bedilele 57 08 22 ZS
population. Decile 7 8.1 6.9 10.7 59
Decile 8 9.6 16.1 9.3 12.7
108. Overall it is estimated that 32.9% of all children Dec»nle9 = = = =
Decile 10 7.0 31 7.3 5.9
live in HH in the lowest three expenditure — 1000 1000 1000 1000
deciles. Girls account for 33.5% of all children SY——— a7 o e 0
in these HH compared with 32.4% of boys. In s CUiE 277 171 225 28.1
comparison 24.8% of girls and 24.0% of boys live Highest Quintile 14.9 239 15.1 133
in HH in the highest three expenditure deciles. Female Population 24990 1387 121511 iial

Children are also slightly over-represented in
the lowest quintile, with 22.6% of children being in these HH. These results are illustrated in Chart 12.

109. The household analysis indicates that children in Honiara are more likely to be living in the poorest households
than in other parts of the country. In Honiara 38.7% of children live in households in the three lowest expenditure
deciles. This compares with 34.3% of those in provincial urban households and 33.6% in rural households.
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110. Combining an analysis of children in the poorest households
and those in female headed households suggests that
those living in such circumstances are amongst the most
disadvantaged. Table 21 provides a comparison between the
situation of children in all households compared with those
living in a female headed HH. Of the 8,841 children in female
headed HH in the rural areas 41.0% are living in HH in the
lowest three expenditure deciles, this compares with 33.6%
overall. In Honiara 39.9% of children in female headed HH are
in the lowest three deciles compared to 38.7% in all Honiara
HH Children in Honiara in female headed households are
however also slightly more likely to be in HH in the highest
quintile, 23.9% compared to only 14.9% across all Honiara
HH. Children in rural female headed
households are however less likely to be
in the highest quintile, only 13.3%. But in

80
the rural areas only 15.1% of all children = 70
live in highest quintile HH. 60
50
111. The table does show however that there § 40
are relatively far fewer children in female | 30
headed households since only a small | 20
proportion of households are indeed 10
headed by females. Sl e ——
112. A summary of the principal economic

Working part time
(W8S)

B Bottom three deciles

Chart 12

Boys and Girls: Proportion in Top and Bottom Deciles

Top three
deciles

Bottom Quintile Bottom three
deciles

W Girls

First decile

M Boys

Chart 13

Honiara Households: Economic Activity by Deciles and Sex

it

females

males | females | males | females | males | females | males | females

Working - produce
sale

Working - ¥ hold
consume

Unemployed Domestic duties

B Highest three deciles

activity of the heads of HH is shown in Table 22. In particular, the table indicates the significance of full/part time
wage employment for urban HH relative to those in the rural areas. In Honiara 78.8% of all HH heads are in some
form of full or part time employment; even in the lowest three deciles the proportion is 75.6%. In contrast, in the
rural areas only 16.6% of HH heads are in employment. This proportion falls to 9.5% for those in the lowest three

deciles.

113. The lack of employment opportunities in the rural areas is reflected in the one-third of all HH heads engaged in
production for home consumption (46.4% of those in the lowest three deciles). This compared to 2.3% in total
and 4.6% of the lowest three decile HH heads in Honiara who were similarly engaged in home production. This

Principal Activity of Heads of Household

% of HH heads engaged in Full/part time Employment

Per capita HH Provincial
expenditure deciles National | Honiara = Urban Rural | National
Average all Households 253 78.8 69.2 16.6 28.8
Lowest Quintile 10.8 734 60.6 10.9 45.5
Lowest Three Deciles 10.8 75.6 61.9 9.5 45.2
Highest Quintile 47.1 85.3 744 25.6 9.6

Produce for Own Consumption

Honiara

23

522

4.6

0.0

Unemployment
Provincial Provincial
Urban Rural | National Honiara = Urban Rural
1.1 33 233 11.8 20.1 25.0
0.0 445 226 16.2 27.8 233
22 46.4 237 14.7 238 234
0.8 18.1 18.4 4.6 14.8 222

Estimation of National Poverty Lines and Poverty Incidence
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validates the data in Table 6 indicating the very low level of own consumption by Honiara HH, and despite the
lower unit-values of rural own production, the much higher total value of own food production in the rural areas.

Charts 13 and 14 show the principal activities of Honiara and rural households by top and bottom three deciles
and by the sex of household head. These charts show the importance of being in some form of work as a basis for
being not-poor, especially in the rural areas. In Honiara those working full or part-time are almost as likely to be in
the lowest as in the highest three deciles. This suggests that many are working full-time on very low rates of pay.
However working for household consumption is likely to be associated with being below the poverty line while
in the rural areas this activity could be associated with being in the top three deciles.

Being unemployed (defined as though available and looking for work) was recorded as the situation for 11.8% of
all HH heads in Honiara and for 20.19% and 25.0% of HH heads in the provincial-urban and rural areas respectively.
However for those in the lowest three deciles the proportions were 14.7% for Honiara HH, 23.8% of provincial-
urban HH heads and 23.4% of those in the rural areas. Thus it would seem that the continuing migration into the
Honiara urban centre is a rational response to the fact that unemployment is much more likely in the rural and
provincial-urban areas than in Honiara.

However as the Charts show households with unemployed heads are more likely to be in the bottom three deciles
in both Honiara and the rural areas. The problem of unemployment extends through the whole population. The
level of unemployment is especially high in the rural areas where one-third of all males and all females in the
lowest three deciles reported as being unemployed.

In contrast only 4.9% of rural males and 1.5% of rural females reported as being in full time employment. In Honiara
32.0% of males in the lowest three deciles reported as working full time, as did 19.3% of all Honiara females.

Further details of economic activity by gender and by location are provided in Appendix Tables A12 through A15,
covering Honiara and the rural areas.

Charts 15, 16 and 17 show the highest educational level ‘ - Chart15 ,
attained by heads of households in Honiara and the rural Faucational Atainment of i Heacs: Hotara 1 by Decle
areas, further details are provided in Appendix Tables A2 for 45

rural households and A3 for Honiara households, In the rural 40

areas 21.5% of household heads in the lowest three deciles 35

have no education compared with only 7.3% of those in the 30

highest three deciles. In Honiara by comparison, only 4.7% of
the poorest HH heads and 1.7% of those in the highest three 20

% of HH
N
w1

deciles had no education. 15
10
Of those rural HH heads with only primary level education 5 B
there was little difference between the lowest and highest 0 o - econdiny o Secondiny
three deciles; in both groups the proportion was around B LovestTrvee Deces B Highest Thvee Decies

52%. In Honiara there was however a significant difference
with 43.5% of the lowest three deciles and only 9.4% of the highest three deciles reaching only primary level.
At secondary level there was little difference in the attainment level in Honiara, but the poorest rural HH heads
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were seven percentage points less likely to have achieved
completion of secondary education than those in the
highest three deciles, 20.8% compared with 27.8%. In the
poorest three deciles almost three-quarters of HH heads had
no attainment beyond primary level.

Not surprisingly, the highest proportion with post-secondary
education are found in the highest three deciles of urban
HH heads. 48.5% of this group had achieved some level of
post primary education, compared with only 14.6% of those
in the poorest three deciles. This suggests that the poor are
only one-third as likely to have post primary education as the
better-off. Even against the overall average of Honiara HH,
the poorest are only half as likely to have progressed beyond
primary level.

A similar situation exists in the rural areas where the poorest
HH are only half as likely to have gone beyond primary level
compared with the average for all HH.

The rural areas are clearly disadvantaged in terms of
attainment at post-secondary levels. Even amongst the
highest three deciles the proportion of HH heads attaining
this level was only 11.6%, and these were almost certainly
government employees in rural schools or medical facilities.

For the lowest three deciles 3.9% of HH heads had, however, achieved some level of post-secondary education.

Chart 16
Educational Attainment of HH Head: Rural HH: Lowest Three Deciles

NR, 1.9

Post
Secondary, 3.9

No Grade, 21.5

Secondary
208

Primary, 52.0

M NoGrade M Primary Secondary post Secondary M NR

Chart 17

Educational Attainment of HH Head: Rural HH:
Highest Three Deciles

NR, 1.9

Post
Secondary, 11.6

No Grade, 7.3

Secondary
278

Primary, 51.8

M NoGrade M Primary Secondary post Secondary M NR

Since this is the first survey to have linked educational attainment (and other household characteristics) with
expenditure it is not possible to say whether or by how much the “tensions” of the past few years have impacted
either educational levels or the state of poverty. However, given the breakdown in much of the institutional
structure during the “tensions’, it would be surprising if there were not some significant adverse impacts being felt
through the economy.

Chart 18 shows the nature of energy
used for cooking by Honiara HH. It is

Chart 18

Type of energy usage for cooking: Honiara HH

60
interesting that although both gas and ©
electricity are available in Honiara a 20
high proportion of households across all ' = “

expenditure deciles (57.3% of the lowest
three decile HH and 32.7% of those in
the highest three deciles) use open fires
for cooking. In the lowest three deciles
a further 152% used saw-dust stoves

. J
10

Electric plate  Electric stove  Gas Burner Gas Oven Kerosene Woodstove  Sawdust stove  Open Fire Other

B (owest Three Deciles M Highest Three Deciles
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and in the highest three deciles 21.9% of HH use gas burners. This suggests that the cost of purchased fuel is a
deterrent to its use and that firewood is easily accessible (at least currently), either in the market or from collection.
[t is only in the higher expenditure deciles where “clean'® " fuel becomes a major source of cooking energy. The
recent fuel and power prices rises will have strengthened this preference for fuelwood.

In the rural areas there is very little use of energy sources other than firewood; virtually 100% of cooking is done
with firewood in the poorest HH, and even amongst better-off households only around 3.1% of high expenditure
HH use gas. Details of fuel usage for cooking in both Honiara and the rural areas are provided at Appendix Tables
A4 & A5,

Thus while there may be significant health benefits (especially for women and young children) from the use of
‘clean” energy sources for cooking, the cost of such fuels compared to the “free” source of firewood is likely to
be difficult to overcome. Changing to clean fuels might also require significant changes in traditional cooking
methods and food types. Any change will therefore likely need to be slow and gradual.

The nature of power for lighting in

Honiara is shown Chart 19. Amongst the Chart 19

Energy for Lighting: Honiara HH

lowest expenditure households, in both | 100
the Honiara and rural areas, kerosene is | %0
the most widely used power source for &= &
lighting. In the rural areas this applies = 7°
across all deciles, averaging 89.5% _ %
amongst the poorest HH and even 87.9% =

40

amongstthoseinthehighestexpenditure
groups. For a small proportion of rural
households, around 2.6% of those in the
highest three deciles, solar energy is also
used as a source of lighting.

30
20

0 — e —
Electric Own

generator

Electric Mains Kerosene lamp Oil lamp

(coconut etc)

Solar power No lighting

B (owest Three Deciles Ml Highest Three Deciles

For Honiara HH the use of electricity for

lightingincreaseswiththehigherdeciles;inthe poorestHHonly40.9%are connected tothe power systemwhile 88.6%
of those in the highest three deciles are connected. In the lowest three deciles 56.4% of households use kerosene.
Detailsof powerusageforlightinginHoniaraandtheruralareasare providedin AppendixTables Aand A7.These show

the proportions of households usingeach
type of power by decile and by source of
power.

130. The next three charts look at access to
water. Charts 20 and 21 show access to
water for the lowest three and highest
three expenditure deciles in the rural
areas. Chart 22 shows the situation for
Honiara. Furtherdetailsonaccesstowater

16 Clean fuel or energy source is defined as electricity or bottled LPG gas.
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Chart 20

Access to Water Supply: Rural HH
Lowest three deciles; % of HH

other, 8.2

Tanker, 0.5

Piped into house, 15.3

River/lake/stream,
219 Piped into

community, 10.7

Rain water tank,

100 Piped outside

community, 24.7
Public Well, 5.5

Well in house, 4.0

Chart 21

Access to Water Supply: Rural HH
Highest three deciles; % of HH

other, 7.9

Tanker, 0.0

Piped into house, 16.1
River/lake/stream,
142

Piped into
community, 10.6
Rain water tank,

189

Piped outside
community, 22.2

Public Well, 6.1

Well in house, 4.0
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and sanitation in Honiara and the rural
areas are provided in Appendix Tables
A8 through A12. The data indicates that
around 27.4% of households in the rural
areas are using unsafe or unprotected
primary sources of water in terms of
public wells (21.9%), streams or rivers
(5.5%). This compares with an average of
23.5% of HH overall.

Even amongst better-off HH a high
proportion still rely on unsafe sources;
some 20.3% of the top three deciles use
public wells, rivers and streams as their
primary water source.

For those in Honiara the town reticulated
supply or a similar piped source is most
common, Chart 22. Amongst low
expenditure HH, just over sixty percent
have piped water, rising to 85% of those
in the highest expenditure groups. Even
in Honiara, however, that still means that
almost 30% of the poorest HH are relying
on unsafe water sources.

Around 13.2% of Honiara HHin the lowest
three deciles use public wells as their
primary water source compared to an

% of HH

% of HH

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

Piped
into house

Own flush
septic tank

average over all Honiara HH of 7.4%. Also 3.3% of the
poorest HH rely on rivers/lakes/streams as a primary
supply source. This compares with an average of 2.2%

over all HH.

Chart 23 extends this to look at access to improved
sanitation as a basis for improved health in Honiara.

Charts 24 and 25 look at the rural situation.

In Honiara many of the low decile households do not
appear to have a satisfactory sanitation system with
50% using either a household pit or bucket. While

around 40% of the lowest three deciles have access to a septic tank, for the very bottom decile the proportion is

only around one quarter.

Chart 22

Access to Water Supply: Honiara HH

L =

Piped Piped outside
into community  community

— L -

Wellin house Public well Rain water  River/lake/stream Tank
tank

W LowestThree Deciles M Highest Three Deciles

Chart 23

Access to Sanitation Facilities: Honiara HH

L

Shared flush Household pit

L

Household Communal pit  Closet over sea Other None
bucket toilet

B (owest Three Deciles M Highest Three Deciles

Chart 24

Access to Sanitation: Rural HH Lowest three deciles

None, 7.9

Other, 134

M No Grade

Own flush septic tank, 2.0

Shared flush, 0.8

Household pit, 10.2
Household bucket, 3.2
Communial pit toilet, 7.5

Closet over sea, 54.0

W Primary Secondary post Secondary M NR

Estimation of National Poverty Lines and Poverty Incidence
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Thus in Honiara there must be serious health concerns that in the lowest decile a significant proportion of
households have neither safe water nor safe sanitation. These are likely to be in the peripheral squatter areas
where conditions of living are poor and consequently, the health risks are high.

It has been noted above that there are many children living in households in the lowest deciles, and thus these
children are likely to be at very high risk in terms of their health.

For the rural areas, Charts 24 and 25, the most Chart 25
common form of sanitation is the over-water closet A i atiop et
type, accounting for 54% of those in the poorest HH

and even 41% of those in the top three expenditure
deciles. This over-water system would, of course, only
be available to those households on the coast; for
inland HH it is clear that either pits or “other” forms
of sanitation are used. This suggests that many of
these types of sanitation are not improved and are
therefore a source of potential health problems. M NoGrace M primay  secondary  Postseconcary M R

Own flush septic tank, 10.9
Shared flush, 1.0

None, 4.8
Other, 11.2

Household pit, 18.3

Household bucket, 8.2

Closet over sea, 41.0 .
Communial pit toilet, 4.6

As with the poorest HH in Honiara, poor access to safe water is frequently found alongside poor access to improved
sanitation in rural areas. The over-water closets pose serious health concerns where the surrounding reefs may be
a source of shellfish or where children play at the water’s edge.

It is also noted that 7.9% of poor households and 4.8% of the better-off recorded having no sanitation system at
all.

Details of the particular situation of female headed households in access to safe water and sanitation is provided in
Appendix Tables A16 and A17 for water and sanitation. These tables show that for female headed HH in the lowest
three deciles in Honiara 19.8% had no access to piped water. The tables also show that 47.5% of female headed
households in the lowest three deciles in Honiara had un-improved sanitation compared to only 20.4% of those
similar female headed households in the top three deciles.

In the rural areas 92.2% of female headed households in the lowest three deciles had unimproved sanitation
compared to 68% with unimproved sanitation in the top three deciles. Access to improved water was however
little different between the lowest three and highest three rural deciles with 49.8% and 51.2% of female headed
households in these groups not having access to an improved water supply.

Access to improved water and sanitation are therefore critical issues for households throughout the country, but
especially in the rural areas.

144.

Poverty is a multi-dimensional issue. The national poverty lines and levels of incidence of poverty between the
Honiara, provincial-urban and rural areas are the “headline” indicators. They are but the basic building blocks on
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which poverty alleviation strategies
can be founded. Far more important
from a policy perspective is to analyse
the specific characteristics, and where
possible, the causes of low-income/
expenditure and poverty in the
disadvantaged sections of society. We
need to know who-are-the-poor, why-
are-they-poor, and specifically, what are
the characteristics of the poor and poor
households so that targeted poverty
alleviation measures can be initiated.

The analysis in this paper has therefore aimed to provide a basis for this to be carried forward to the policy level.
The information available from the household survey can be used to effectively guide the formulation of specific
hardship and poverty alleviation policies. Additionally it provides new data for monitoring progress towards the
achievement of the MDGs and other national development priorities.

The BNPL measures the incidence of “income or expenditure” poverty but this is just one aspect of poverty
or hardship. Families might have low incomes, but through good household budgeting and prioritising of
expenditure, might still be reasonably well-fed and healthy. Nevertheless they are still likely to live in conditions
where they experience varying degrees of hardship. The analysis suggests that relative poverty exists in all parts of
the country, with the highest level being experienced in Honiara where one-in-four households and one-in-three
people lives below the urban basic needs poverty line.

In the rural areas where the poverty line, and arguably the minimum standard of living is itself lower, approximately
one-in-seven households and one-in-five people also live below the rural poverty line. The actual level of the basic
needs poverty line is however more than three times as high for those in Honiara, SBD139.04 p.c.a.e compared
with the rural BNPL of only SBD39.59 p.c.a.e. The rural BNPL is lower both because the cost of local food is lower,
and is largely from own production for the poor at least, but also because "basic needs”are lower since there is less
access to services.

As this paper indicates, the poorest households might lack access to basic services, especially water and sanitation
if they are in squatter areas in the urban centre of Honiara or in the remote parts of the rural provinces. Similarly
they might lack access to health, education and transport facilities. They lack access to economic opportunities
resulting in urban drift and growing numbers of un-and under employed youth. The weaknesses in access to
services and opportunities are especially chronic in the rural parts of the country; but they also affect those
who have drifted or migrated into Honiara. A combination of low educational attainment, socio-cultural factors
relating to age, gender and other personal characteristics further limit freedom of choice, or socio-economic
opportunity.

This poverty of opportunity, e.g. lack of access to basic health and education services, employment opportunities,
standards of good governance and equal opportunities across gender and age, is now regarded as just as
important in defining the extent of poverty and hardship in a society as is the lack of income/expenditure. Often
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the conditions and circumstances giving rise to the poverty of opportunity are the causes of income/expenditure
poverty. Alleviating poverty of opportunity will help to increase incomes and wealth.

As noted in the analysis, households with expenditure below the basic needs poverty line level will not necessarily
be going hungry, although their diet is likely to be poor in nutrition. It means, more likely, that whilst they are
probably not going hungry they are, nevertheless, struggling to meet their daily/weekly living expenses, particularly
those that require cash payments (power, water, transport, school fees, clothing, housing, medical costs etc). These
families will be constantly trying to balance their incomes with their expenditure and frequently something has to
be given up, a trade-off will have to be made between one bill and another, food or fees.

Urban drift leading to higher levels of unemployment and growing numbers of people living in squatter
settlements and sub-standard housing conditions
result in a deteriorating social environment. Poor
housing conditions lead to poor health, poor
educational attainment and poor employment
prospects, conditions which perpetuate poverty
and hardship. The levels of urban hardship and
poverty indicated by the analysis of the 2005/06
urban HIES point to a wide range of issues that ¥
need to be addressed by government policy. |
Increased opportunities for employment, not only [
in the urban centres but also in the rural areas, are
amongst the most critical.

The data suggests that almost one-third of the
population of Honiara and almost one-quarter of
those in the rural areas struggle to meet even the basic needs for a decent family life. Fortunately few people
appear to be going hungry but there are indications in the expenditure patterns of the poorest households that
many may be getting inadequate nutrition. This may be especially the case for children in the urban centres where
local produce may not be so readily available in household diets. The analysis shows that a high proportion of the
basic diet of the urban poor is based on imported foods.

Poverty and hardship in the Solomon Islands context means having to make choices on a daily or weekly basis
between the competing demands for household expenditure and the limited availability of cash income to meet
that expenditure. Households deemed to be experiencing basic needs poverty are therefore facing hardship on
a daily basis. They struggle to pay bills, and to purchase adequate food. They borrow regularly from “loan-sharks”
who charge very high interest rates for small unsecured loans to meet family commitments and community
obligations. They are frequently, and occasionally constantly, in debt.

Many of the poorest in Solomon Islands society live in low-quality housing without proper access to water,
sanitation and other basic services. Children frequently miss school due to ill-health or because school fees have
not been paid, or families simply cannot afford the costs of uniforms, books and other associated costs. Adults and
heads of poor households are frequently poorly educated and thus unable to get anything but the lowest paid
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employment, if such employment is even available. The cycle of poverty can therefore be perpetuated.

Perhaps the most critical issue is education. Without good basic education it is very difficult for the poor to move
out of poverty. Higher income derives from having the ability to take advantage of economic opportunities, this
means having an ability to read and write. The “tensions”of recent years have undoubtedly contributed to a decline
in the educational attainment of those in the areas most affected. The rapid increase in the Honiara population
appears to be putting ever greater pressure on the urban infrastructure. Thus, many of those in the new squatter
areas, and those who are likely to be amongst the poorest, do not have access to basic water and sanitation
services.

Urbanisation appears to be pushing prices higher in Honiara, thereby further disadvantaging those who are not
engaged in the cash economy. It is also widening the gap between those in Honiara and those in the rural areas.
Local level poverty alleviation measures offer an opportunity to create new opportunities in rural areas. But these
rely on stability, transport and adequate economic infrastructure.

With the logging industry expected to begin a decline in production in the near future there will be a large number
of newly unemployed young men. Many will be seeking alternative employment opportunities. At present the
most advanced developments are mostly centered on Guadalcanal province with the palm-oil plantation and
Gold Ridge. It is essential that government seeks to support new and sustainable enterprises in other provinces
where logging will cease. New forestry plantations or tree-crop ventures would provide some new opportunities
for employment creation in sustainable ventures.

Overseas migration in temporary worker schemes may also provide opportunities for some, but these often require
some minimum educational or technical qualification. With so many in Solomon islands having a maximum of
only a basic primary education there is a need for education service delivery and education outcomes to be
improved.

The analysis has provided much evidence for use in policy formulation; it has identified many issues which require
further, more detailed investigation, in terms of the extent of poverty by gender, province and other characteristics.
Further research needs to be undertaken to quantify these issues on the basis of the survey data so as to provide
government with clearer, evidence-based indications of the policy issues and possible policy options to address
these.

Perhaps for the first time in many years the data is available to inform and guide government in its pursuit of
improved development and better lifestyles for all Solomon Islanders.
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ANNEX 1
Solomon Islands Menu URBAN

food energy values Male Menu Female Menu Average adult
calorie calorie calorie
number calorie number  valuein  numberof valuein numberof valuein  CPICost of
Food item unit of units  value (kcal) unit of units diet units diet units diet Menu
Breakfast
Slices white bread gram 100 242 gram 200 484.0 180 435.6 190 459.8 1.71
Butter/magarine gram 100 727 gram 10 727 10 727 10 72.7 0.13
Jam/honey gram 100 325 gram 10 325 10 325 10 325 0.17
Tea gram 100 0 ml 250 0.0 250 0025 250 0.0 0.01
Milk gram 100 66 ml 40 264 40 26415 40 264 0.10
Sugar gram 100 394 gram 10 394 10 394 10 394 0.04
Lunch
Rice white boiled gram 100 123 gram 360 442.8 240 295.2 300 369.0 143
Tinned tuna gram 100 290 gram 50 145.0 50 145.0 50 145.0 0.25
Bele leaves gram 100 29 gram 100 29.0 100 29.0 100 29.0 043
Coconut cream gram 100 254 ml 40 101.6 40 101.6 40 101.6 0.04
Dinner
Cassava/kumara(boiled) gram 100 91 gram 250 2275 180 163.8 215 195.7 0.54
Fresh fish(baked/grilled) gram 100 130 gram 150 195.0 150 195.0 150 195.0 2.84
Coconut milk gram 100 16 ml 50 8.0 80 12.8 65 104 0.59
Drinks
Tea gram 100 0 ml 250 0.0 250 0.02.5 250 0.0 0.01
Milk gram 100 66 ml 40 264 40 264 1.5 40 264 0.10
Sugar gram 100 394 gram 10 394 10 394 10 394 0.04
Coconut milk gram 100 16 nut 125 20.0 125 20.0 125 20.0 1.13
Coconut flesh gram 100 81 gram 50 40.5 50 40.5 50 40.5 0.70
Snacks
Sweet biscuit gram 100 451 gram 25 112.8 25 112.8 25 112.8 0.14
Banana gram 100 103 gram 150 154.5 200 206.0 175 180.3 0.45
Total calorie value 2197.5 1994.1 2095.8 9.11

Weekly cost  63.76
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Table A1

Distribution of HH Expenditure %

Per capita HH Provincial -
expenditure deciles National Honiara Urban Rural
1st Decile 2.6 4.2 3.8 3.1
2nd Decile 4.1 5.9 57 49
3rd Decile 4.7 6.2 5.8 5.8
4th Decile 6.0 59 7.0 6.8
5th Decile 6.6 8.1 7.6 79
6th Decile 8.1 8.0 83 8.8
7th Decile 9.8 9.2 9.7 9.9
8th Decile 11.7 12.2 11.4 13.0
9th Decile 15.6 14.6 13.8 14.4
Top Decile 309 25.8 26.9 254
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Ratio of Q1:Q5 6.9 4.0 43 49
Total Expenditure SBDm 2607.98 749.33 124.04 1734.62
Highest Educational Attainment of Household Head: Households (% by grade) C36Rural
Per capita a.e Post
expenditure deciles  No Grade Primary Secondary secondary NR
Decile 1 27.1 50.2 14.8 5.2 26 100.0
Decile 2 21.0 47.8 26.2 3.0 2.0 100.0
Decile 3 16.3 57.9 214 33 1.1 100.0
Decile 4 14.6 57.3 21.6 26 3.9 100.0
Decile 5 13.1 53.0 245 8.2 1.3 100.0
Decile 6 125 50.2 28.2 6.9 23 100.0
Decile 7 6.9 54.2 284 9.0 1.5 100.0
Decile 8 7.2 48.5 329 9.9 1.5 100.0
Decile 9 7.2 533 26.5 10.6 25 100.0
Decile 10 74 53.7 242 14.2 0.5 100.0
Total 13.3 52.6 24.8 7.3 1.9 100.0
Highest Educational Attainment of Household Head: Rural Households (% by grade)
Per capita a.e Post
expenditure deciles  No Grade Primary Secondary secondary NR
Decile 1 20.3 9.5 5.9 7.2 13.7 Decile 1
Decile 2 15.8 9.1 10.5 4.1 10.5 Decile 2
Decile 3 12.2 11.0 8.6 46 5.8 Decile 3
Decile 4 11.0 10.9 8.7 3.6 20.2 Decile 4
Decile 5 9.8 10.1 9.9 11.2 6.7 Decile 5
Decile 6 9.3 9.5 11.3 9.4 12.2 Decile 6
Decile 7 5.2 10.3 11.4 123 7.7 Decile 7
Decile 8 5.4 9.2 13.2 13.6 7.8 Decile 8
Decile 9 5.4 10.1 10.7 14.5 129 Decile 9
Decile 10 5.6 10.2 9.7 19.5 2.6 Decile 10

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total
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Table A3d

Highest Educational Attainment of Household Head:
Honiara Households (% by decile)

per capita a.e Post
expenditure deciles  No Grade Primary Secondary secondary NR
Decile 1 85 48.9 383 4.2 100.0
Decile 2 3.1 42.0 28.6 26.3 100.0
Decile 3 24 39.6 45.1 13.0 100.0
Decile 4 7.9 47.2 38.8 6.1 100.0
Decile 5 0.0 40.0 317 283 100.0
Decile 6 0.0 41.0 38.7 203 100.0
Decile 7 34 25.9 35.2 355 100.0
Decile 8 34 16.5 294 50.8 100.0
Decile 9 13 8.8 50.0 39.8 100.0
Decile 10 0.0 29 423 54.8 100.0
Total 3.0 31.3 37.8 27.9 100.0

Highest Educational Attainment of Household Head:
Honiara Households (% by grade)

per capita a.e Post
expenditure deciles  No Grade Primary Secondary secondary NR

Decile 1 28.2 15.4 10.0 15 Decile 1
Decile 2 10.7 13.6 7.7 9.6 Decile 2
Decile 3 7.9 12.7 1.9 4.7 Decile 3
Decile 4 26.5 15.1 10.3 22 Decile 4
Decile 5 0.0 127 83 10.1 Decile 5
Decile 6 0.0 13.5 10.5 7.5 Decile 6
Decile 7 11.0 7.9 8.9 12.2 Decile 7
Decile 8 114 53 7.9 18.4 Decile 8
Decile 9 44 2.8 13.1 14.2 Decile 9
Decile 10 0.0 0.9 1.2 19.7 Decile 10
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total

Source of Energy for Cooking: Honiara Households (% HH by decile)

p.cae expenditure  Electric Electric Wood Sawdust
deciles Plate Stove  GasBurner GasOven Kerosene Stove stove Open Fire Other
Decile 1 0.0 0.0 6.3 1.9 125 1.2 183 59.9 0.0 100.0
Decile 2 0.0 2.1 5.6 1.7 7.5 23 19.3 514 0.0 100.0
Decile 3 0.0 0.0 7.0 17.7 6.5 0.0 8.2 60.7 0.0 100.0
Decile 4 6.1 20 6.2 83 1.9 0.0 36.6 39.1 0.0 100.0
Decile 5 0.0 1.5 8.5 23.7 39 0.0 14.8 47.6 0.0 100.0
Decile 6 0.0 0.0 15.6 7.5 223 0.0 14.3 40.3 0.0 100.0
Decile 7 1.5 14 16.6 17.8 3.6 32 183 375 0.0 100.0
Decile 8 13 1.9 9.2 254 7.0 0.0 15.1 40.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 9 0.0 4.0 26.2 248 5.7 20 6.9 303 0.0 100.0
Decile 10 33 6.4 30.5 15.6 5.6 0.0 9.6 27.1 1.8 100.0

Total 1.2 1.9 13.1 15.4 7.7 0.9 16.1 43.4 0.2 100.0
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Table A4s

Source of Energy for Cooking: Honiara Households (% HH by source)

p.ca.e expenditure  Electric Electric Wood Sawdust
deciles Plate Stove  GasBurner GasOven Kerosene Stove stove Open Fire Other

Decile 1 0.0 0.0 4.7 1.2 16.0 135 11.2 136 0.0 Decile 1

Decile 2 0.0 1.1 43 7.7 9.9 27.6 12.1 12.0 0.0 Decile 2
Decile 3 0.0 0.0 53 1.5 84 0.0 5.1 14.0 0.0 Decile 3
Decile 4 49.9 10.1 4.7 5.4 24 0.0 22.8 9.1 0.0 Decile 4
Decile 5 0.0 7.6 6.4 15.3 5.0 0.0 9.1 10.9 0.0 Decile 5
Decile 6 0.0 0.0 12.2 5.0 29.8 0.0 9.1 9.6 0.0 Decile 6
Decile 7 121 7.1 12.2 1.1 4.5 353 109 83 0.0 Decile 7
Decile 8 10.7 10.1 7.0 16.7 9.2 0.0 9.5 9.3 0.0 Decile 8
Decile 9 0.0 20.5 19.8 16.0 7.3 23.6 43 6.9 0.0 Decile 9
Decile 10 273 334 233 10.1 74 0.0 6.0 6.3 100.0 Decile 10
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total

Table A5d

Source of Energy for Cooking: Rural Households (% HH using as primary source by decile)

p.ca.e expenditure  Electric Electric Wood Sawdust
deciles Plate Stove  GasBurner GasOven Kerosene Stove stove Open Fire Other
Decile 1 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 4.1 0.0 94.7 0.0 100.0
Decile 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 33 0.8 95.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 03 1.8 0.7 97.2 0.0 100.0
Decile 4 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.5 28 0.0 95.5 0.1 100.0
Decile 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 39 1.7 0.0 93.7 0.0 100.0
Decile 6 0.2 0.0 0.5 1.6 28 1.2 0.6 929 0.3 100.0
Decile 7 0.0 0.0 25 1.8 0.1 0.8 20 92.7 0.1 100.0
Decile 8 0.0 0.0 22 1.9 23 43 0.9 88.5 0.0 100.0
Decile 9 0.0 0.2 13 29 45 1.5 22 86.5 0.9 100.0
Decile 10 0.3 0.9 0.9 4.4 35 1.7 0.5 87.8 0.0 100.0
Total 0.1 0.1 0.9 {ir3 1.9 23 0.8 92.4 0.1 100.0

Table A5s

Source of Energy for Cooking: Rural Households (% HH using as primary source by source)

p.ca.e expenditure  Electric Electric Wood Sawdust
deciles Plate Stove  GasBurner GasOven Kerosene Stove stove Open Fire Other

Decile 1 55.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 39 17.5 0.0 10.2 0.0 Decile 1

Decile 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 143 9.9 103 0.0 Decile 2
Decile 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15 7.7 9.5 10.5 0.0 Decile 3
Decile 4 0.0 0.0 13.6 0.0 24 11.9 0.0 103 79 Decile 4
Decile 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 54 20.1 73 0.0 10.2 0.0 Decile 5
Decile 6 16.1 0.0 53 11.8 14.2 52 7.9 10.0 209 Decile 6
Decile 7 0.0 0.0 29.1 134 03 35 264 10.0 7.9 Decile 7
Decile 8 0.0 0.0 258 14.1 11.8 184 11.2 9.6 0.0 Decile 8
Decile 9 0.0 15.1 15.6 21.8 231 6.5 283 9.4 63.3 Decile 9
Decile 10 28.8 84.9 10.6 335 17.8 7.5 6.9 9.5 0.0 Decile 10

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total
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Table A6d

Source of Lighting: Honiara Households (% HH by decile)

Per capita a.e Electric own Kerosene Oil Lamp
expenditure deciles Electric Mains  generator Lamp (coconut oil)  Solar Power  No ligthing
Decile 1 239 0.0 74.2 1.9 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 2 48.2 0.0 49.9 1.8 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 3 50.7 22 453 0.0 0.0 1.8 100.0
Decile 4 61.7 0.0 322 6.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 5 59.1 0.0 39.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 100.0
Decile 6 49.6 0.0 48.6 1.8 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 7 73.0 0.0 209 6.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 8 86.8 0.0 13.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 9 934 0.0 6.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 10 855 0.0 8.4 43 0.0 18 100.0
Total 63.2 0.2 33.9 2.2 0.2 0.4 100.0

Source of Lighting: Honiara Households (% HH by source)

Per capita a.e Electric own Kerosene Oil Lamp
expenditure deciles Electric Mains ~ generator Lamp (coconut oil)  Solar Power  No ligthing

Decile 1 37 0.0 216 8.6 0.0 0.0 Decile 1

Decile 2 7.8 0.0 15.0 8.6 0.0 0.0 Decile 2
Decile 3 8.0 100.0 134 0.0 0.0 49.8 Decile 3
Decile 4 9.8 0.0 9.6 27.8 0.0 0.0 Decile 4
Decile 5 9.3 0.0 1.4 0.0 100.0 0.0 Decile 5
Decile 6 8.1 0.0 14.8 8.6 0.0 0.0 Decile 6
Decile 7 1.1 0.0 5.9 26.6 0.0 0.0 Decile 7
Decile 8 13.9 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 Decile 8
Decile 9 147 0.0 19 0.0 0.0 0.0 Decile 9
Decile 10 13.6 0.0 25 19.8 0.0 50.2 Decile 10
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total

Table A7d

Source of Lighting: Rural Households (% by decile)

Per capita a.e Electric  Electricown Kerosene Qil Lamp
expenditure deciles Mains generator Lamp (coconut oil)  Solar Power  No ligthing Other
Decile 1 7.6 0.0 85.6 33 0.0 24 1.2 100.0
Decile 2 4.2 0.0 93.2 0.6 0.5 1.1 0.3 100.0
Decile 3 1.6 0.7 89.7 4.0 1.6 1.5 0.9 100.0
Decile 4 3.9 0.2 91.1 24 0.4 1.5 0.5 100.0
Decile 5 2.0 14 91.0 1.5 1.6 23 0.2 100.0
Decile 6 38 1.0 914 18 14 0.6 0.0 100.0
Decile 7 7.5 0.6 85.6 0.7 4.5 1.2 0.0 100.0
Decile 8 8.4 1.7 85.4 15 1.7 13 0.0 100.0
Decile 9 6.6 3.0 85.2 1.8 24 1.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 10 9.8 13 81.2 3.0 38 0.9 0.0 100.0

Total 5.5 1.0 87.9 21 1.8 1.4 0.3 100.0
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Table A7s

Source of Lighting: Rural Households (% by source)

Per capita a.e Electric  Electricown Kerosene Oil Lamp
expenditure deciles Mains generator Lamp (coconut oil)  Solar Power Other No Lighting
Decile 1 13.6 0.0 9.7 16.0 0.0 17.2 38.7 Decile 1
Decile 2 7.6 0.0 10.6 29 28 8.2 10.4 Decile 2
Decile 3 29 71 10.2 19.5 8.9 10.8 29.2 Decile 3
Decile 4 71 24 10.4 11.5 20 10.7 16.4 Decile 4
Decile 5 36 13.7 10.4 7.5 9.3 17.0 52 Decile 5
Decile 6 6.8 104 104 8.9 7.6 4.4 0.0 Decile 6
Decile 7 135 6.1 9.7 3.2 252 8.8 0.0 Decile 7
Decile 8 15.2 16.9 9.7 74 9.3 9.3 0.0 Decile 8
Decile 9 12.0 30.2 9.7 8.7 13.8 7.0 0.0 Decile 9
Decile 10 17.7 133 9.2 14.4 21.2 6.6 0.0 Decile 10
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total

Source of Water Supply: Honiara Households (% HH by decile)

Per gapita ae Pipedinto  Piped intp ofjfseijge ; Well Public Rain water  River/lake/
expenditure deciles  house community community " house Well tank stream Tanker
Decile 1 50.1 14.8 4.7 11.7 15.6 0.0 3.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 2 60.5 15.9 1.4 0.0 17.9 0.0 4.2 0.0 100.0
Decile 3 77.7 121 15 0.0 6.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 100.0
Decile 4 64.9 6.2 10.9 9.2 0.0 0.0 8.8 0.0 100.0
Decile 5 66.2 18.2 32 9.1 32 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 6 61.7 6.5 11.3 8.8 11.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 7 61.7 74 9.4 0.0 16.8 32 15 0.0 100.0
Decile 8 824 34 34 8.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 100.0
Decile 9 824 0.0 15.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 100.0
Decile 10 88.8 0.0 2.1 2.6 3.2 0.0 1.5 1.8 100.0
Total 69.7 8.4 6.4 5.0 7.4 0.3 2.2 0.6 100.0

Table A8s

Source of Water Supply: Honiara Households (% HH by source)
Piped

Per capita ae Piped into  Piped into Sl Well Public Rain water ~ River/lake/
expenditure deciles house community community in house Well tank stream Tanker
Decile 1 71 17.3 74 229 20.7 0.0 13.5 0.0 Decile 1
Decile 2 8.8 19.2 23 0.0 245 0.0 19.6 0.0 Decile 2
Decile 3 11.2 14.3 23 0.0 8.1 0.0 12.8 0.0 Decile 3
Decile 4 9.4 74 17.2 183 0.0 0.0 40.5 0.0 Decile 4
Decile 5 9.4 214 5.0 17.9 43 0.0 0.0 0.0 Decile 5
Decile 6 9.1 7.9 18.2 17.9 16.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 Decile 6
Decile 7 85 8.4 143 0.0 21.7 100.0 6.8 0.0 Decile 7
Decile 8 12.0 4.1 53 17.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 34.2 Decile 8
Decile 9 11.7 0.0 245 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 329 Decile 9
Decile 10 12.8 0.0 34 5.1 43 0.0 6.8 329 Decile 10

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total
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Table A9d

Source of Water Supply: Rural Households (% by decile)

p.ca.e expenditure  Electric Electric Wood Sawdust
deciles Plate Stove  GasBurner GasOven Kerosene Stove stove Open Fire Other
Decile 1 14.4 8.9 24.0 1.6 6.5 114 19.7 0.7 12.8 100.0
Decile 2 16.2 8.8 28.8 33 6.4 9.9 215 0.0 5.1 100.0
Decile 3 153 14.5 213 43 37 8.9 245 0.9 6.6 100.0
Decile 4 129 9.6 289 4.2 34 14.7 18.8 0.0 7.6 100.0
Decile 5 13.0 17.2 284 35 21 1.3 18.6 0.0 6.0 100.0
Decile 6 14.5 7.6 25.0 3.1 37 16.2 228 0.5 6.5 100.0
Decile 7 13.3 12.6 24.8 39 5.7 18.7 16.4 0.0 4.6 100.0
Decile 8 18.4 10.4 23.7 4.8 34 18.4 13.6 0.0 7.3 100.0
Decile 9 15.2 15.4 16.9 33 8.8 19.0 14.4 0.0 7.0 100.0
Decile 10 14.7 59 26.0 39 6.1 19.4 14.5 0.0 9.4 100.0
Total 14.8 1.1 248 3.6 5.0 14.8 18.5 0.2 73 100.0

Table A9s

Source of Water Supply: Rural Households (% by source)

p.ca.e expenditure  Electric Electric Wood Sawdust
deciles Plate Stove  GasBurner GasOven Kerosene Stove stove Open Fire Other

Decile 1 9.7 8.0 9.7 4.6 13.0 7.7 10.7 335 17.5 Decile 1
Decile 2 11.0 8.0 11.6 9.3 12.8 6.7 11.6 0.0 7.0 Decile 2
Decile 3 10.4 13.1 8.6 11.9 7.5 6.0 133 419 9.0 Decile 3
Decile 4 8.7 8.7 11.6 11.7 6.8 10.0 10.2 0.0 10.4 Decile 4
Decile 5 8.8 15.5 11.5 9.7 43 7.7 10.1 0.0 8.2 Decile 5
Decile 6 9.8 6.9 10.1 8.5 7.5 10.9 123 24.6 8.9 Decile 6
Decile 7 9.0 1.4 10.0 10.9 11.5 12.6 8.9 0.0 6.4 Decile 7
Decile 8 124 9.4 9.6 133 6.7 124 7.3 0.0 10.0 Decile 8
Decile 9 10.3 139 6.8 9.1 17.7 12.9 7.8 0.0 9.7 Decile 9
Decile 10 10.0 53 10.5 11.0 122 131 79 0.0 129 Decile 10
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total

able A10d

Access to Sanitation Facilities: Honiara Households (% HH by decile)

p.ca.e expenditure Own flush ~ Shared  Household Household Communal Closet over
deciles septic tank ~ flush pit bucket pit toilet sea Other None
Decile 1 26.8 0.0 44.8 224 22 38 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 2 40.7 5.4 274 21.7 0.0 1.8 0.0 3.0 100.0
Decile 3 54.0 6.9 19.6 14.4 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 4 51.7 6.5 213 12.9 1.3 1.9 0.0 45 100.0
Decile 5 61.7 10.6 11.6 124 0.0 3.8 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 6 519 2.1 36.2 6.1 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 7 55.6 34 5.9 16.1 15.8 0.0 0.0 3.2 100.0
Decile 8 829 15 8.9 4.8 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 9 80.8 20 9.1 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Decile 10 773 0.0 5.7 52 2.1 1.1 1.9 6.7 100.0

Total 58.4 3.8 19.1 124 2.6 1.8 0.2 1.7 100.0
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Table A10s

Access to Sanitation Facilities: Honiara Households (% HH by source)

p.ca.e expenditure  Own flush

deciles septic tank
Decile 1 4.5
Decile 2 7.1
Decile 3 9.3
Decile 4 8.9
Decile 5 10.5
Decile 6 9.2
Decile 7 9.1
Decile 8 144
Decile 9 13.7
Decile 10 133
Total 100.0

Shared
flush

0.0
14.2
18.1
171
27.2

57

85

4.0

53

0.0

100.0

Household Household Communal Closet over

pit bucket pit toilet sea
23.1 17.9 8.5 20.8
14.6 17.8 0.0 104
10.2 1.7 19.5 0.0
11.2 10.5 5.0 10.4
6.0 9:9 0.0 20.8
19.5 5.1 0.0 20.8
3.0 125 58.7 0.0
4.7 39 0.0 10.4
4.7 6.5 0.0 0.0
3.0 4.2 8.3 6.3
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Other None
0.0 0.0 Decile 1
0.0 17.5 Decile 2
0.0 0.0 Decile 3
0.0 26.2 Decile 4
0.0 0.0 Decile 5
0.0 0.0 Decile 6
0.0 17.5 Decile 7
0.0 0.0 Decile 8
0.0 0.0 Decile 9

100.0 389 Decile 10

100.0 100.0 Total

Table A11d

p.ca.e expenditure  Own flush

deciles septic tank
Decile 1 1.7
Decile 2 33
Decile 3 37
Decile 4 39
Decile 5 4.0
Decile 6 5.6
Decile 7 8.2
Decile 8 8.6
Decile 9 124
Decile 10 11.5
Total 6.3

Access to Sanitation Facilities: Rural Households (% by decile)

Shared
flush

14
0.3
0.7
19
04
0.9
1.1
0.5
0.9
16
1.0

Household Household Communal Closet over

pit bucket pit toilet sea
10.1 36 8.7 49.8
1.3 24 6.8 571
9.3 36 7.0 55.2
19.8 38 4.0 47.6
11.8 6.4 6.7 494
18.2 2.8 6.2 473
19.0 6.2 43 425
14.0 79 6.1 46.9
20.8 6.7 34 38.2
20.0 9.8 4.4 379
15.4 53 5.8 47.2

Other None

16.2 84 100.0
10.9 8.0 100.0
131 74 100.0
13.7 53 100.0
13.2 8.0 100.0
13.2 6.0 100.0
15.6 3.1 100.0
11.5 4.1 100.0
11.7 59 100.0
103 4.5 100.0
13.0 6.1 100.0

Table A11s

p.cae expenditure  Own flush

deciles septic tank
Decile 1 2.7
Decile 2 53
Decile 3 5.9
Decile 4 6.2
Decile 5 6.3
Decile 6 8.8
Decile 7 13.0
Decile 8 13.7
Decile 9 19.8
Decile 10 18.2
Total 100.0

Access to Sanitation Facilities: Rural Households (% by type)

Shared
flush

146
32
7.0

19.2
4.6
9.1

10.9
53
9.7

16.2

100.0

Household Household Communal Closet over

pit bucket pit toilet sea
6.6 6.7 15.2 10.5
7.3 4.4 11.8 121
6.0 6.8 121 11.7
12.8 7.2 7.0 10.1
7.7 12.0 1.7 10.5
11.8 52 10.8 10.0
124 11.6 7.5 9.0
9.1 14.9 10.6 9.9
135 12.7 58 8.1

13.0 18.5 7.6 8.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Other None
12.5 13.9 Decile 1
84 13.1 Decile 2
10.1 12.2 Decile 3
10.6 8.7 Decile 4
10.2 13.2 Decile 5
10.1 9.8 Decile 6
121 5.1 Decile 7
8.9 6.8 Decile 8
9.0 9.7 Decile 9
8.0 74 Decile 10
100.0 100.0 Total
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Table A12d

Honiara Households Economic Activity: Males (% by Decile)

Working ~ Working Working

p.ca.e expenditure Working full parttime = -produce  Whold Domestic  Full time Other
deciles time (W&S)  (W&S) sales  consumption Unemployed ~ duties  education (pensioners) — #N/A
Decile 1 285 0.6 1.0 5.7 3.6 29.2 0.5 249 6.0 100.0
Decile 2 332 0.0 0.0 22 7.6 255 0.8 27.0 3.8 100.0
Decile 3 343 0.0 14 0.4 3.6 28.1 14 254 55 100.0
Decile 4 44.8 0.0 28 0.0 0.0 287 0.0 214 23 100.0
Decile 5 28.1 0.6 35 0.0 3.6 27.0 0.5 286 8.1 100.0
Decile 6 46.7 15 2.1 0.0 8.1 17.0 0.8 237 0.0 100.0
Decile 7 39.0 0.0 0.0 14 0.0 252 1.6 234 9.3 100.0
Decile 8 315 0.0 38 0.0 8.2 244 0.0 289 B 100.0
Decile 9 46.2 1.6 1.1 1.8 0.0 20.6 0.0 28.0 0.7 100.0
Decile 10 56.4 1.2 8.8 13 0.0 9.4 0.0 19.5 33 100.0
Total 373 0.5 21 15 3.8 243 0.6 25.4 4.5 100.0

Table A12s

Honiara Households Economic Activity: Males (% by activity)

Working ~ Working Working

p.ca.e expenditure Working full parttime - produce hhold Domestic  Full time Other
deciles time (W&S)  (W&S) sales  consumption Unemployed ~ duties  education (pensioners) — #N/A

Decile 1 10.9 16.3 6.9 537 134 171 12.7 14.0 19.4 Decile 1
Decile 2 11.5 0.0 0.0 18.4 26.1 13.6 16.1 13.8 10.9 Decile 2
Decile 3 10.5 0.0 7.5 31 10.9 13.1 253 11.4 14.1 Decile 3
Decile 4 9.6 0.0 10.7 0.0 0.0 9.5 0.0 6.8 4.1 Decile 4
Decile 5 79 12.5 17.2 0.0 9.9 1.7 9.4 1.8 19.1 Decile 5
Decile 6 11.5 274 9.0 0.0 19.8 6.5 12.6 8.6 0.0 Decile 6
Decile 7 9.6 0.0 0.0 8.7 0.0 9.5 239 8.5 19.3 Decile 7
Decile 8 7.8 0.0 16.5 0.0 19.8 9.2 0.0 10.5 6.7 Decile 8
Decile 9 10.5 274 4.2 10.2 0.0 7.2 0.0 93 1.4 Decile 9
Decile 10 10.2 16.4 28.1 59 0.0 26 0.0 52 5.0 Decile 10
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total

Table A13d

Honiara Households Economic Activity: Females (% by Decile)

Working ~ Working Working

p.ca.e expenditure Working full parttime = -produce  RWhold Domestic  Full time Other
deciles time (W&S)  (W&S) sales  consumption Unemployed ~ duties  education (pensioners) — #N/A
Decile 1 212 0.4 0.0 5.4 6.3 36.2 129 10.7 7.0 100.0
Decile 2 15.8 0.0 18 0.8 58 357 (INIES) 234 52 100.0
Decile 3 21.0 0.0 18 14 6.3 289 1.1 21.3 8.1 100.0
Decile 4 209 0.0 0.0 1.8 57 355 6.4 26.1 35 100.0
Decile 5 16.7 1.1 15 0.0 7.1 36.3 13.2 20.3 37 100.0
Decile 6 26.4 0.0 4.7 0.0 79 16.2 8.1 343 24 100.0
Decile 7 19.6 33 0.0 3.7 4.1 323 57/ 20.1 111 100.0
Decile 8 28.6 0.5 1.2 0.7 59 323 11.0 16.4 34 100.0
Decile 9 264 0.0 1.2 0.9 8.6 235 8.4 26.3 4.7 100.0
Decile 10 30.2 1.1 1.1 34 3.2 13.0 16.2 31.2 0.6 100.0

Total 222 0.6 13 1.9 6.1 29.9 10.6 223 5.1 100.0
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Table A13s

Honiara Households Economic Activity: Females (% by activity)
Working  Working Working

p.ca.e expenditure Working full parttime - produce  RWhold Domestic  Full time Other
deciles time (W&S)  (W&S) sales  consumption Unemployed ~ duties  education (pensioners) — #N/A

Decile 1 129 8.9 0.0 384 13.8 16.4 16.4 6.5 0.0 Decile 1

Decile 2 8.6 0.0 17.0 5.2 1.3 14.4 13.1 12.7 100.0 Decile 2
Decile 3 10.2 0.0 15.5 7.9 1.1 10.4 1.2 10.3 0.0 Decile 3
Decile 4 9.1 0.0 0.0 9.3 9.0 1.4 58 13 0.0 Decile 4
Decile 5 8.0 19.9 126 0.0 123 128 13.2 9.7 0.0 Decile 5
Decile 6 9.9 0.0 306 0.0 10.8 4.5 6.4 12.8 0.0 Decile 6
Decile 7 7.6 48.7 0.0 16.8 5.8 9.3 4.7 7.8 0.0 Decile 7

Decile 8 11.9 74 9.1 36 8.9 10.0 9.6 6.8 0.0 Decile 8
Decile 9 10.9 0.0 8.5 44 12.8 7.2 7.2 10.8 0.0 Decile 9
Decile 10 10.9 15.1 6.8 143 4.2 35 123 1.3 0.0 Decile 10
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total

Table A14d

Rural Households Economic Activity: Males (% by Decile)

Working ~ Working Working

p.ca.e expenditure Working full parttime - produce hhold Domestic  Full time Other
deciles time (W&S)  (W&S) sales  consumption Unemployed ~ duties  education (pensioners) — #N/A
Decile 1 3.8 0.9 0.4 5.4 329 26.7 4.1 13.7 12.2 100.0
Decile 2 6.3 1.6 1.1 6.6 284 29.2 5.1 14.5 7.1 100.0
Decile 3 4.6 0.4 1.5 59 349 26.9 4.2 14.7 7.0 100.0
Decile 4 6.5 0.6 13 8.0 28.7 314 5.1 1.7 6.7 100.0
Decile 5 7.5 1.1 1.5 8.1 264 30.0 2.8 16.4 6.3 100.0
Decile 6 9.9 23 25 1.1 20.7 259 4.5 14.1 9.0 100.0
Decile 7 12.8 27 54 125 221 243 53 10.0 4.9 100.0
Decile 8 149 1.9 26 10.0 16.1 349 1.8 121 57 100.0
Decile 9 154 1.8 5.0 134 19.5 258 23 8.7 8.2 100.0
Decile 10 16.3 43 5.2 19.0 12.7 237 36 10.6 4.6 100.0
Total 9.0 1.6 23 9.2 254 28.1 4.0 12.9 75 100.0

Table A14s

Rural Households Economic Activity: Males (% by activity)
Working  Working  Working

p.ca.e expenditure Working full parttime - produce  RWhold Domestic  Full time Other
deciles time (W&S)  (W&S) sales  consumption Unemployed ~ duties  education (pensioners) — #N/A
Decile 1 6.2 8.1 24 8.6 19.1 14.0 15.4 15.6 1.1 Decile 1
Decile 2 8.5 12.2 58 8.6 134 12.5 15.4 134 124 Decile 2
Decile 3 55 29 7.2 6.9 14.9 10.4 1.5 123 72 Decile 3
Decile 4 7.8 4.0 59 9.3 121 12.0 13.9 9.7 4.9 Decile 4
Decile 5 8.1 6.5 6.5 85 10.1 10.4 6.8 123 13.9 Decile 5
Decile 6 10.9 143 10.8 11.8 8.1 9.1 113 10.8 2.7 Decile 6
Decile 7 13 134 18.5 10.8 6.9 6.9 10.6 6.1 185 Decile 7
Decile 8 16.2 11.8 10.9 10.5 6.2 121 4.6 9.1 17.3 Decile 8
Decile 9 129 8.3 16.2 10.9 58 6.9 43 5.1 4.7 Decile 9
Decile 10 12.6 18.5 15.7 14.1 34 5.8 6.3 5.7 7.2 Decile 10

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total
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Table A15d

Rural Households Economic Activity: Females (% by Decile)
Working ~ Working  Working

p.ca.e expenditure Working full parttime -produce  RWhold Domestic  Full time Other
deciles time (W&S)  (W&S) sales  consumption Unemployed ~ duties  education (pensioners) — #N/A
Decile 1 1.5 0.2 0.1 2.8 36.7 19.8 20.0 8.0 11.0 100.0
Decile 2 20 0.4 0.4 43 354 228 18.6 11.0 5.2 100.0
Decile 3 12 0.6 0.0 3.6 31.8 241 19.6 11.2 79 100.0
Decile 4 29 0.9 0.7 32 286 29.6 19.0 8.6 6.6 100.0
Decile 5 3.6 0.6 0.1 5.1 286 24.6 16.8 125 8.1 100.0
Decile 6 3.8 03 0.5 6.3 249 282 203 9.9 58 100.0
Decile 7 39 0.2 0.5 73 225 255 20.0 1.7 85 100.0
Decile 8 53 0.0 4.0 O15 19.1 28.7 17.0 10.9 5.5 100.0
Decile 9 6.7 14 0.0 85 214 26.7 17.8 10.9 6.6 100.0
Decile 10 10.5 0.5 1.0 15.0 18.1 239 16.6 114 3.2 100.0
Total 3.7 0.5 0.7 6.1 27.7 25.2 18.7 10.5 7.1 100.0

Table A15s

Rural Households Economic Activity: Females (% by activity)
Working ~ Working  Working

p.ca.e expenditure Working full parttime -produce  RWhold Domestic  Full time Other
deciles time (W&S)  (W&S) sales  consumption Unemployed ~ duties  education (pensioners) — #N/A

Decile 1 5.1 4.2 1.2 6.0 17.3 10.2 14.0 9.9 204 Decile 1

Decile 2 6.5 9.9 6.9 8.7 15.5 10.9 12.0 12.6 8.9 Decile 2
Decile 3 33 134 0.0 6.3 12.2 10.1 1.1 1.3 11.9 Decile 3

Decile 4 83 19.5 11.0 5.6 11.0 125 10.8 8.7 10.0 Decile 4
Decile 5 103 135 1.7 9.0 11.0 104 9.6 127 122 Decile 5

Decile 6 9.4 5.1 6.3 9.7 84 10.4 10.1 8.8 7.7 Decile 6
Decile 7 9.5 4.2 6.9 11.0 7.4 9.2 9.7 10.1 10.9 Decile 7
Decile 8 13.6 0.0 56.0 15.1 6.6 11.0 8.8 10.0 7.4 Decile 8
Decile 9 14.2 229 0.0 11.2 6.1 8.4 7.6 8.2 7.4 Decile 9
Decile 10 19.8 7.2 10.0 17.5 46 6.7 6.3 7.7 3.2 Decile 10
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total

Table A16s

Rural Female HH Households: Source of Water (% by source)

Piped Piped
p.ca.e expenditure Piped into into outside Well in Public  RainWater River/lake/
deciles house  community community  house Well tank stream Other
Decile 1 7.2 7.2 155 0.0 42.0 57 8.2 67.6 Decile 1
Decile 2 8.4 10.8 15.6 0.0 0.0 49 34.4 7.8 Decile 2
Decile 3 18.5 10.0 7.6 0.0 20.4 122 12.7 0.0 Decile 3
Decile 4 33 8.0 17.3 0.0 10.2 6.7 5.1 0.0 Decile 4
Decile 5 1.2 239 10.1 0.0 274 57 13.7 0.0 Decile 5
Decile 6 1.2 12.7 22 0.0 0.0 13.8 6.7 0.0 Decile 6
Decile 7 10.0 133 14.6 100.0 0.0 8.2 35 0.0 Decile 7
Decile 8 7.0 4.7 34 0.0 0.0 16.4 12.0 10.7 Decile 8
Decile 9 123 4.7 43 0.0 0.0 15.2 1.9 0.0 Decile 9
Decile 10 30.9 4.7 9.7 0.0 0.0 1.1 1.8 13.9 Decile 10

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total
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Table A16d

Rural Female HH Households: Source of Water (% by decile)

Piped Piped
p.ca.e expenditure  Piped into into outside Well in Public  Rain Water River/lake/
deciles house  community community  house Well tank stream Other Total
Decile 1 103 8.9 30.3 0.0 8.5 13.8 104 179 100.0
Decile 2 10.5 11.7 27.1 0.0 0.0 10.5 384 1.8 100.0
Decile 3 25.7 11.9 14.4 0.0 4.0 285 15.5 0.0 100.0
Decile 4 6.5 13.4 46.5 0.0 2.8 220 8.8 0.0 100.0
Decile 5 1.9 336 226 0.0 6.3 15.8 19.8 0.0 100.0
Decile 6 26 246 6.9 0.0 0.0 525 134 0.0 100.0
Decile 7 15.7 18.0 315 82 0.0 219 4.8 0.0 100.0
Decile 8 125 7.2 8.2 0.0 0.0 49.5 189 35 100.0
Decile 9 249 8.2 11.8 0.0 0.0 51.8 34 0.0 100.0
Decile 10 435 57 18.7 0.0 0.0 26.2 23 3.6 100.0
Total 16.2 13.9 22.2 0.8 23 27.3 14.3 3.0 100.0

Rural Female HH Households: Type of Sanitation (% by decile)

p.caeexpenditure  Ownflush  Shared  Household Household Communal Closet over

deciles septictank  flush pit bucket  pit toilet sea Other None
Decile 1 0.0 0.0 11.2 0.0 9.7 62.2 13.1 39 100.0
Decile 2 26 0.0 10.7 0.0 5.7 63.1 12.1 5.8 100.0
Decile 3 21.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 543 11.0 74 100.0
Decile 4 23 0.0 0.0 109 0.0 56.8 229 7.1 100.0
Decile 5 0.0 0.0 18.5 1.9 28.7 37.7 13.2 0.0 100.0
Decile 6 16.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 134 41.7 216 6.9 100.0
Decile 7 5.5 0.0 19.5 7.6 1.7 29.6 20.0 6.1 100.0
Decile 8 36.6 0.0 214 0.0 0.0 20.7 17.7 37 100.0
Decile 9 14.9 0.0 39 34.0 0.0 20.5 20.5 6.2 100.0
Decile 10 347 57 0.0 16.0 0.0 371 28 36 100.0
Total 13.2 0.7 8.7 6.4 7.6 43.7 14.7 5.0 100.0

Table A17s

Rural Female HH Households: Type of Sanitation (% by type)

p.caeexpenditure  Ownflush ~ Shared  Household Household Communal Closet over

deciles septictank  flush pit bucket  pit toilet sea Other None
Decile 1 0.0 0.0 14.6 0.0 14.5 16.1 10.1 8.9 Decile 1
Decile 2 25 0.0 15.7 0.0 9.7 185 10.6 149 Decile 2
Decile 3 18.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.7 14.5 8.7 171 Decile 3
Decile 4 14 0.0 0.0 14.0 0.0 10.7 129 1.7 Decile 4
Decile 5 0.0 0.0 209 3.0 375 85 8.9 0.0 Decile 5
Decile 6 8.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.7 6.9 10.6 9.9 Decile 6
Decile 7 43 0.0 23.0 122 159 7.0 14.0 126 Decile 7
Decile 8 25.0 0.0 222 0.0 0.0 43 10.9 6.7 Decile 8
Decile 9 9.0 0.0 36 42.2 0.0 3.8 1.2 9.9 Decile 9
Decile 10 30.1 100.0 0.0 28.7 0.0 9.8 22 8.4 Decile 10

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total
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