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Executive Summery

Household Profile 

In KP and FATA, recurrent law and order operations against 
insurgent elements in the country's north-west have created a 
complex humanitarian crisis, exacting a heavy toll on the food 
security and livelihood situation of the local population. The 
agriculture and livestock sectors have borne the greatest 
impact in this fragile environment; agriculture activities have 
been curtailed and livestock ownership has significantly 
reduced due to losses and distress selling. In addition, the 
heavy influx of IDPs into KP's cities has constrained available 
resources and opportunities for livelihood activities and 
affected the food security profile of the region. Due to the 
changing dynamics of this complex humanitarian emergency, a 
systematic flow of information is vital to ensuring the efficient 
implementation of relief and recovery activities. Although, 
some baseline information exits, and alongside data from rapid 
needs assessments can provide a basis for relief and recovery 
activities, there is a stark information gap in the areas of food 
security and livelihood which present a serious constraint to 
developing an appropriate response. To address this gap, the 
Food Security Cluster designed a Detailed Food Security 
Assessment (DFSA) in order to understand the food security 
needs and to ensure a more effective and better targeted 
response.

The prime objective of the DFSA is the overall evaluation of 
the food security situation in the areas of displacement, to 
obtain detailed information of the impact of the complex 
emergency on the local population and to gauge the 
effectiveness of the assistance that the displaced population 
has received. In addition, the DFSA formulates suggestions on 
how to more efficiently distribute available but scarce 
resources to assist IDPs within the framework of the Food 
Security Cluster. The Detailed Food Security Assessment looks 
at different types of communities, in line with the 
predetermined scope of the survey, which includes, IDPs living 
in camp and off-camp locations, the returnee population and 
hosting communities.

Most of the respondents to the Detailed Food Security 
Assessment were heads of households (HHs) (70 percent); in 
the absence of the head of household, the most informed 
person from the household was interviewed. 88 percent of the 
assessed households were registered in joint Government-
humanitarian organizations' registration systems, whereas 8 
percent were unregistered and 4 percent were initially 
registered but were subsequently blocked by the relevant 
authorities due to de-notification of their areas. Unregistered 
IDPs reported several reasons for not being registered, the 
majority claiming that non-registration was due to their area of 
origin not being included on the list of Government notified 
areas – the criterion for registration eligibility - but were forced 
to flee their homes none the less due to the same security 
threats spilling into their area of origin. Other reasons included 
a lack of CNIC at the time of registration, the death of the 
head of household who was registered as the head of the 
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family, etc. Furthermore, in DFSA sample, 13 percent of the households were headed by females. 
Findings also revealed that most of the heads of households (67.7 percent) are illiterate, with significantly higher levels of 
illiteracy among female headed households. The average household size was reported as 9.07 persons per household, 
while 5.9 percent of households were headed by elderly people. In addition, 18 percent of the households reported at 
least one of their family members as physically or mentally disabled.

IDPs reported very long duration of displacement. 15 percent of IDP households assessed reported being displaced for 
five years, while 30 percent were displaced for four years; and 4 percent of IDPs reported that they had been displaced 
more than once. With such a long durations of displacement, coupled with continuous reliance on external support for 
survival, the discontinuity of livelihood activities and uncertainty about the future, it becomes increasingly difficult to 
ensure complete recovery of livelihoods after returning to their areas of origin.

18 percent of IDP households reported that their areas of origin were de-notified but still weren't able to return. Out of 
these 18 percent households, almost half reported that the law and order situation had not been fully restored in their 
areas, whereas one out of four reported that although the security situation had supposedly normalized, uncertainty 
remained about stability in their areas of origin. Lack of livelihood opportunities in the areas of origin was also one of the 
major factors causing delays in return. 

The IDP-host relationship was reportedly agreeable in most of the areas, with host communities providing support and 
assistance to IDPs including access to food, NFIs, lending/renting houses and providing socio-psychological support. One 
third of the host communities reported some protection related issues due to the arrival of IDPs, including fear of 
insecurity, likelihood of terrorism and possibility of street crimes. The issue of insecurity was mostly reported by female 
participants of Focus Group Discussions (FGDs). Some environmental issues, including improper sanitation practices by 
IDP families, were also reported by host communities.
In the de-notified areas of Kurram and Mohmand Agencies, it was reported that 70 percent of the population had 
returned back at the time of assessment; the remaining 30 percent were unable to return. As seen in other places, 
uncertainty about the future, loss of livelihoods and unavailability of basic facilities like health and education in the areas 
of origin remained persistent constraints delaying return.        

The inhabitants of the Federally Administered Tribal Areas 
(FATA) relied principally on agro-pastoralist livelihood 
activities, followed thereafter by day labouring and small 
business activities. Due to their displacement and the nature 
of their main sources of livelihoods, most of those displaced 
from FATA reported a loss of livelihoods; subsequently a shift 
from the farming sector to non-agricultural day labouring was 
reported during the period of displacement. On aggregate, 65 
percent of households reported a shift away from agriculture 
activities during displacement. 16 percent of households 
reported no sources of income at the time of the survey and 
were forced to rely solely on external assistance.
 
Due to reduced opportunities after displacement, 
diversification in their livelihoods portfolio also decreased 
significantly. The average number of income-generating 
activities per household reduced from 2.14 pre-displacement, 
to 1.28 after displacement, accounting for a 40 percent 
reduction. At the same time, some households (11 percent) 
reported an increase in livelihood diversification, which can 
be seen as a positive coping strategy adopted by IDPs. Based 
on the assessment data, the duration of displacement 
appears to be positively correlated with livelihood 
diversification and those who were displaced earlier, reported 
greater diversification in livelihoods after displacement. 

Context of Displacement

Impact of displacement on livelihoods
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A reduction in income-earning household members was also reported. The average number of household members 
earning income was reported at 1.53 before displacement, which subsequently dropped to 1.34 after displacement.
 
The loss of livelihoods significantly, and negatively impacted income levels; 82 percent of IDP households reported a 
decrease in income level after displacement. Food, health and debt settlements were reported as key expenditures during 
displacement. A significant, and parallel, reduction in ownership of productive and domestic assets was also reported, 
compounding the decreases seen in income levels.

Due to these income deficits, most IDPs were compelled to borrow debt (see debt settlements as a key expenditure 
above) to meet their basic household needs. 86 percent of IDP households reported that they borrowed some debt due to 
their displaced status. The average amount of debt reportedly borrowed was quite high at PKR 111,150. Of the total 86 
percent of IDPs in debt, 31 percent reported being taking on a higher burden debt (more than PKR 100,000). Overall, 
the reasons most cited for taking on debt was to cover health expenditures followed by meeting food needs. 

The livestock sector was also badly affected, with a significant reduction in the number of owned livestock. The most 
cited reason for this reduction included loss of livestock during displacement and distress selling of livestock. The average 
number of owned large ruminants reduced from 2.66 animals per household to 0.60, (0.19 in the areas of origin, and 
0.41 in the areas of displacement). Similarly, ownership of small ruminants reduced from 7.55 per household to 1.01, 
and poultry from 13.37 to 2.16 poultry birds per household. Restocking of livestock was reported as one of the chief 
needs for IDPs in terms of assistance. 

Host communities were also affected as a result of the heavy influx of IDPs into their areas and homes. Households 
earning income from day labour, agriculture and livestock, reported a reduction in income levels due to the presence of 
IDPs; by contrast businessmen, traders and those who earned income from rent on property, benefited from the arrival of 
IDPs, illustrating the divergent nature of livelihoods and markets tied to and affected by displacement.
 
IDPs who had successfully returned to their areas of origin reported however, that they had not been able to restore their 
livelihoods, specifically those based in the agriculture and livestock sectors, which were reported as least likely to be 
recovered initially upon return. Major constraints to livelihood recovery included insufficient productive assets and lack of 
financial capital, with which to begin rebuilding assets or create new opportunities. Distress selling of assets and 
borrowing debt was also common among the returnee population. Destruction and heavily damaged irrigation 
infrastructure was reported as one of the biggest constraints to recovery in the agriculture sector. Livelihoods restoration 
followed by shelter and food were reported as most pressing needs by the returned population.



10 Impact of Displacement on Food Security 

Food security in the context of displacement has been analyzed through multiple indicators, including food consumption 
score (FCS), food expenditure, availability of food stocks and coping strategies adopted. 

According to the survey findings, 41.6 percent of households had acceptable levels of food consumption, 6.6 percent 
were reported in the under poor consumption category, while the majority (51.8 percent) were reported having borderline 
consumption levels. The situation inside camps was slightly better, with 44.7 percent of households showing acceptable 
consumption levels, compared to 39.6 percent in off-camp settings.

Findings of the DFSA revealed that availability of food in the market was generally not a problem. The limitations have 
been on the side of economic access to food in respect to individual and household purchasing power. The majority of 
households reported that they did not have adequate resources to make sufficient food purchases from the markets, 
despite sufficient availability at the market level.

On average, approximately 35 percent of households were found to spend between 40 and 60 percent of their monthly 
income on food, reaching upwards of 60 percent of monthly income among 18 percent of households. More than 50 
percent of households were found to have food stocks barely sufficient to cover one week, or less, to meet a family's food 
needs.

In light of the high expenditure on food and the food consumption situation at the time of the DFSA, about 38 percent of 
the households surveyed were shown to be food secure, 16 percent as food insecure and the remaining 46 percent were 
considered borderline.

The assessment also revealed that households had adopted a variety of coping strategies when faced with food problems, 
the most common coping strategies included shifting to less preferred or less expensive food items, limiting portion size 
and skipping of meals. 

It was also reported that there was significant decrease in consumption of cereals and animal products in the host 
communities due to the presence of IDPs. In the areas of origin, major limitations to food security and livelihoods included 

loss of livelihood, unavailability of basic facilities and security related issues.
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Markets in Host Areas

Assistance
 

Current and Projected Needs

Recommendations

Markets were functional in almost all areas and no major constraints (except for transportation cost) in access to market 
were reported. Supply lines were functional; shopkeepers had sufficient stocks of food and non-food items, and could also 
quickly increase their stocks. Easy access to wholesale markets was also reported and many suppliers had the capacity to 
deliver the required commodities to markets. However, availability of financial service providers was a constraint, only 40 
percent of markets reported availability of such services. In 80 percent of the areas, women didn't visit frequently the 
financial service providers due to cultural constraints. A comprehensive analysis of the market situation revealed that the 
environment was amenable to cash programming in host areas. 
In two thirds of the areas assessed (64 percent), the arrival of IDPs affected the demand for food items, mostly increasing 
demand for fresh foods including vegetables, followed by cereals (flour and rice), and pulses. Additionally, IDP presence 
also affected the demand for non-food items, but on a comparatively smaller scale. Due to the increase in demand, an 
increase in prices was also observed.
 

87 percent of households assessed reported that they received some assistance after displacement (from any source). 
Most (85 percent of households) received food assistance through general food distributions. In addition, one forth (25 
percent) of households also received supplementary/complimentary feeding for children or pregnant and lactating women. 
7 percent of households also reported receiving some on site school feeding for their children. 
The frequency of households receiving assistance was significantly higher among IDPs living in camps, compared to off-
camp IDPs. Support related to livelihood restoration was minimal, only 2 percent of households reported that they 
received agricultural inputs and 10 percent received livestock support after displacement. 13 percent of households also 
received remittances which helped them to cope with the complexity and demands of the situation while 11 percent also 
received income support through Zakat/Khairat (faith based charity). Reliance on income support or remittances was 
significantly higher among female headed households than among male headed households.
 

When IDPs were asked to prioritize their two most important needs in current situation, the vast majority (91 percent) 
reported the need for cash grants to fulfill their basic household needs. Along with cash support, food support and 
employment/jobs were reported as key needs, reported by 40 percent and 22 percent respectively. During the 
recovery/rehabilitation period, after their return to their areas of origin, building materials were reported as a key need by 
83 percent of returnee households, followed by cash grants and employment/job opportunities.

  
Keeping in view the situation analysis, the following areas have been identified as priorities for future programming:

Priority areas for IDP's in the areas of displacement
o Targeted cash support 
o Targeted food and nutrition support 
o Livelihood support
o Homestead gardening and poultry

Priority areas for IDP's after return/returned population
o Livelihood support at area of origin
o Restoration of agriculture and livestock sector
o Cash and food assistance to support households food security
o Provision of shelter/building materials
o Provision of basic facilities

Priority areas for host communities
o Livelihood support to improve income levels and food security status
o Targeted food and nutrition support for the most affected groups in the host communities
o Rehabilitation of community infrastructure and social services
o Improvement in social protection and environmental services
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Background 

1.2. Assessments and Surveys 
(2009 -2012)

Since 2005, across Pakistan's north west - Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (KP) Province and the Federally Administered Tribal 
Areas (FATA) –a fragile security situation has contributed to a persistent and complex humanitarian emergency. Since 
2008, law and order operations against insurgent elements in the country's north-west, have resulted in one of the largest 
internal displacements in human history. This situation has exacted a heavy social and economic toll, impacting the 
productive capacity and livelihoods in the region. 

Agricultural activities have been seriously constrained if not altogether interrupted due to the ongoing state of conflict, 
coupled with restrictions on human movement. Large numbers of livestock were either lost or sold at lower prices, their 
shelters destroyed, and a substantial amount of animal feed resources in the form of wheat straw, maize stock and fodder 
seeds, damaged. The reported damages to the livestock sector as a result of the ongoing insurgency and subsequent 
displacement (loss or distress sales during displacement) are estimated at PKR 7.75 billion.

More than 90 percent of the displaced population preferred to stay in off-camp areas within host communities in 
Peshawar, Nowshera, Kohat, Hangu, Tank and D. I. Khan districts. These districts are considered the food producing 
areas of KP and contribute to the overall economy at both provincial and national levels. However, land ownership 
patterns dictate the manageable concentration of small/subsistence farmers and tenants in the hosting areas, and the 
influx of displaced population has intensified pressure on the already limited resource base and the food security profile of 
the region. Additionally, militancy induced conflicts have resulted in a shift in demographics. While the indirect impact on 
the environment and ecosystems has yet to be sufficiently analyzed to ascertain the longer term consequences of 
absorbing the presence of so many of the displaced, but 
thus far, the available arid and arable land for 
agriculture purposes has been reduced with the 
construction of houses taking place more rapidly than 
ever on these lands. In addition to that, ten districts in 
KP were severely affected by the devastating floods of 
2010 that further exacerbated the productive capacity 
of the region, including adjoining areas in FATA.

The constant uncertainty and volatility of this emergency 
in KP and FATA including, ongoing displacement trends, 
needs of the displaced and host communities and the 
status of returns and recovery to the areas of origin, 
have highlighted knowledge gaps in developing effective 
recovery mechanisms and the need for a standard 
model of information flow during the many phases of 
this complex humanitarian situation to underpin 
effective and enduring recovery and relief support.

The humanitarian community and Government organizations have conducted a number of assessments in the affected 
areas to understand the consequences of this complex emergency and to identify the priority needs of the affected 
population; while some assessments have been done in order to ascertain baseline information for recovery indicators. 
Baseline assessments include the Food Security Assessment-2009 and the National Nutrition Survey (NNS) 2011. The 
Food Security Assessment for Pakistan (FSA 2009) presented the various factors contributing to food insecurity in 
Pakistan while also providing a district ranking of food insecurity across the country. Similarly, according to NNS 2011, 
58.4 percent of households in FATA were shown to be food insecure, with 27.4 percent food insecure without hunger, 
while 8.4 percent were shown to be food insecure with moderate hunger, and 5.8 percent as food insecure with severe 
hunger.

The Inter Agency Early Recovery Needs Assessment (IAERNA) was commissioned in the de-notified areas (August, 2011) 
inside four FATA Agencies (Mohmand, Bajaur, Orakzai and South Waziristan) to gauge the effects of insecurity and conflict 
on the affected population. The assessment was an effort to highlight humanitarian needs during the post return phases of 
Early Recovery and Rehabilitation. According to the World Bank, it was estimated that 60 percent of Pakistan's population 
lives below the poverty line with a per capita income of USD 250 per annum and 59 percent of the population is 
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categorized as food insecure with high rates of malnutrition and micro-nutrient deficiencies. A high percentage of the 
population has limited availability and access of foods due to inaccessibility and non-functioning of markets as a result of 
insecurity.  

Similarly, The Post Crisis Needs Assessment (PCNA), conducted in the affected areas of KP and FATA, highlighted support 
needs for livelihoods with a focus on youth development, economic recovery and social development as the priority needs.
A rapid multi-cluster assessment was carried out by the humanitarian community to understand the problems/needs 
confronting IDPs living in camps vs. hosting areas in KP. Provision of nutritionally balanced relief food rations, emergency 
livestock feed, medication, of vegetable seeds and milking kits were just a few of the needs identified through the rapid 
multi-cluster assessment. 

The Internally Displaced Persons Vulnerability Analysis and Profiling (IVAP) mechanism has been supporting the 
humanitarian community in tracking displaced populations and providing data against preliminary multi-cluster indicators 
since 2010. The IVAP has done four rounds of assessment, which are considered an important and updated source of 
interaction with displaced populations in the hosting areas, and provides valid, up to date feedback for humanitarian 
programming and strengthening response mechanisms. 

Taken together, the rapid multi-cluster assessment and IVAP profiling provide valuable information on the impact of the 
crises and offer a view on the food security situation among IDP families. However, significant and detailed knowledge 
gaps still exist on food security indicators, changing livelihood patterns, resilience, limited resources, and returnee 
recovery, These indicators are critical pieces of information to understand the factors contributing to household food 
insecurity and potential recovery, in a situation of protracted crisis. The extended terms of displacement have also shifted 
the landscape in terms of recognizing and addressing modified livelihood and coping strategies and new patterns of 
resilience; humanitarian and government strategies cannot adapt efficiently or sufficiently without addressing this 
knowledge gap and responding with the relevant assistance.

In light of the above, the Food Security Cluster was asked to conduct a detailed food security assessment, with relevant 
support from all stakeholders, to provide a comprehensive understanding of food security perspectives in the complex 
setting of KP and FATA.

In light of the situation analysis provided in the first section of this report, the dearth of recent, dedicated assessments 
alongside, underscores the need for an updated, in-depth assessment of food and livelihood security at the household 
level in order to prepare a more effective and better targeted response. The provincial level Food Security Cluster designed 
a detailed food security assessment in the conflict affected and host areas of KP and FATA to analyze the impact of 
displacement on the food security situation in both host areas and areas of return.
Objectives

ŸTo assess the overall food security situation, including consumption patterns, income and expenditures, food stocks, 
exposure to shocks and coping mechanisms;

ŸTo obtain detailed information of the degree and type of damages resulting directly from the complex emergency and 
their consequences for food and livelihood security on affected communities, with a special focus on the agriculture and 
livestock sectors, and wage laborers (agriculture and non-agriculture based);

ŸTo assess the functionality and accessibility of existing markets in the areas of displacement; 
ŸTo gauge the effectiveness of assistance deployed to date, and identify the needs associated with displacement and 
hosting for long-term rehabilitation;

ŸTo make recommendations on priority assistance, for an efficient and effective utilization of resources to assist IDPs 
within the framework of Food Security Cluster.

The Detailed Food Security Assessment was undertaken in close partnership with the Food Security Cluster members, 
including Government counterparts, cross-cutting clusters and active National/International NGO's. By agreement among 
Food Security Cluster members, a Technical Working Group (TWG) was established to monitor and guide the assessment 
process. The TWG was comprised of representatives from the Food Security Cluster, UN agencies, other cluster 
leads(Gender, Protection, Nutrition, Inter Cluster Coordination),INGO/NNGOs and representation from Government 
response institutions.
In agreement among the participating institutions, the TWG was responsible for the oversight of the overall assessment 

1.3. Assessment Objectives and Methodology

Methodology
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process. The Technical Working Group provided support in defining the methodology and tools for the DFSA, and also 
supported in the analysis and interpretation of collected information through a comprehensive results vetting process. 
The Detailed Food Security Assessment looked at and assessed different types of communities based on the scope of the 
survey; respondents included:

Ÿ  IDPs living in camp locations
Ÿ  IDPs living in off-camp locations
Ÿ  Returned population
Ÿ  Host communities  

Keeping in view the different types of respondents and the broad scope of the assessment, the DFSA triangulated 
information gathered through three parallel tools, including household surveys, Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and 
market surveys. Further details of each component are given below:

 

The household survey was conducted to determine household level indicators of food security, focusing on displaced 
persons both  in and off camp. A sample of 1,512 IDP households was selected through two stage stratified random 
sampling (see Table 1 and 2 below).

FGDs were conducted for in-depth, qualitative analysis of the situation. Two different types of communities, i.e. host 
communities and returned population, were covered by FGDs. 

In the host areas, 15 FGDs were conducted in Peshawar and Nowshera districts, whereas D. I. Khan and Kohat districts 
were not covered due to security restrictions at the time of the survey. To address the gender component, five separate 
FGDs were conducted with key female informants in Peshawar district, which is host to the most numerous population of 
IDPs. For the returned population, 21 FGDs were conducted in Kurram and Mohmand agencies.

Household Survey:

Focus Group Discussion (FGD): 

Area of displacement – District

  

Frequency Percent

Jalozai

 

395 26.1

New Durrani camp 155 10.3

Togh Sarai 59 3.9

Total in-camp 609 40

DI Khan 156 10.3

Kohat 151 10.0

Nowshera 206 13.6

Peshawar 390 25.8

Total off-camp 903 60

Total 1512 100.0

Table 1.Distribution of sample of household survey in displacement areas

Table 2.Distribution of sample of household survey by area of origin

Area of origin - Agency

  

Frequency Percent

BAJOUR

 

42 2.8

KHYBER

 

925 61.2

KURRAM 204 13.5

MOHMAND 2 0.1

ORAKZAI 175 11.6

SWA 164 10.8

Total 1512 100
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Market Survey: 

The DFSA included a parallel market survey component which would provide an overview of market functionality and 
accessibility. The market survey was a critical element of the DFSA to assess food security perspectives but also to provide 
a foundation from which to design– and gauge the potential impact of - a cash based food security intervention. The 
market assessment included three components: (i) observation check-list, (ii) interview with at least one key informant 
(consumer/buyer), and (iii) interviews with at least two shop-keepers. In total, 51 markets in the areas of displacement 
were covered during the assessment.

  



2. Household Socio-Economic Profile

2.1. Survey Respondents

Figure 1.Relation of respondents to household head 

2.2. Registration Status

Figure 1.Registration status of IDPs in joint government humanitarian organizations registration system

This section briefly outlines the socio-economic profile of displaced households. Specific information on gender, 
demography, education level of household heads and IDP registration status are presented. 

 

To most accurately reflect the socio-economic status and household economies of IDPs, the survey relied on the heads of 
households, among all household members, as the most appropriate respondent. In case of their absence, the second 
most informed member of the household was interviewed. As per the findings, 70 percent of the respondents were 
household heads, the remaining were spouses (14 percent of the respondents), sons/daughters (7 percent), 
brothers/sisters (4 percent) and parents (3 percent).   

To ensure a systematic approach to response activities for the displaced population, a meticulous registration system was 
introduced by the government and humanitarian community. IDPs were registered on the basis of their Computerized 
National Identity Cards (CNIC) and the status of their area of origin as notified by the Government of Pakistan as conflict 
affected. Registration of displaced households ensures the systematic provision of food and other humanitarian assistance.

As per the survey findings, a vast majority of IDP households (88 percent) were registered and in most of the cases were 
able to provide their registration numbers at the time of survey.8 percent of the randomly selected households were un-
registered and 4 percent were initially registered but were blocked at the time of the survey. Unregistered and blocked 
respondents were verified as IDPs by a secondary source, either by community elders or through provision of other 
documented proof, like ID cards, before been interviewed.
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Unregistered IDPs reported several reasons for not being registered, with the majority of unregistered IDPs stating that 
their area was not notified but were forced to leave their area of origin due to security threats. These IDPs mostly belong 
to Khyber Agency in FATA. Other reasons for non-registration included, the lack of CNIC at the time of registration, death 
of the head of household who was registered as the head of the family, etc. 

For blocked cases, reasons included: first, issues with documentation, including family tree issue (other family member 
registered or duplication of address), second, their areas of origin were de-notified by the government but they were not 
willing to return due to other reasons (majority of which included the unpredictable security situation, or loss or major 
damages to house(s) and livelihoods.) 

As per standard procedures, un-registered and blocked IDPs were not eligible to receive humanitarian assistance including 
food assistance.
  

In-depth analysis of the food security situation, including identification of the specific needs of the most vulnerable 
population, was one of the primary objectives of the DFSA. Female headed households, particularly widowed females, are 
considered highly vulnerable with less capacity to respond or withstand a sudden or chronic shock. As per the previous 
assessments carried out by humanitarian agencies, research and social development organizations, the likelihood of 
having a female headed household, varies between 5 to 7 percent in Pakistan. To ascertain their issues in detail, the 
proportion of female headed households in the sample was increased to ensure their accurate representation. 

In the DFSA sample, 13 percent of households were headed by females. In this group, half of the females heading 
households were widowed, the remaining were married but their spouses were living away due to a number of different 
reasons. Figure 4 represents the gender and age composition of IDP households. 

2.3.Gender and Age Composition

Gender of head of household

Male
87%

Female 
13%

Figure 1.Gender of head of household head 

Figure 4.Gender and age composition within IDP households

Less than 5 5 to 17 18 to 60 >60

Male Female

Gender and age composition within IDP households

11%

8%

20%

17%

20% 20%

2%
2%
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As per the above figures, economic dependency was reported at 1.5. But after observing the specific cultural context of 
KP/FATA and the situation of displacement, it can be hypothesized that livelihood opportunities for female members were 
limited and have been further constrained due to the displacement situation. In this scenario, only 20 percent of the IDP 
population has access to earning opportunities. Such a high economic dependence tied to lack of economic opportunity 
further degrades the situation of IDP families causing a significant reduction in income levels and increased reliance on 
external assistance.  

Reflecting on the education of the heads of households, two thirds of the responding heads of households were reported to 
be illiterate. The ratio of illiteracy was significantly higher in female heads of households compared to male heads (90 
percent vs. 64 percent). Overall, 4 percent (male and female combined) had an education level above ten grades 
(matriculation), while just 1.5 percent of female heads of households had an education level above the tenth grade.

As per the survey findings, the average household size was 9.07 persons per household. Household size for female 
headed households was lower than for male headed households (8.43 vs. 9.17). The gender ratio within IDP households 
was reported at 1.15 (1.15 male members, per one female member).
 
Out of the total IDP households, 5.9 percent were headed by elderly people (more than 65 years of age) and considered 
another vulnerable group among the IDP population. Additionally, 6.7 percent of the IDP families reported no adult male 
among the members of their household, which further increased their vulnerability and reduced their capacity to 
withstand and recover from the sudden shock of displacement. 

18 percent of the households reported that at least one of their household members was physically or mentally disabled. 
The ratio of disabled persons among total the IDP population was 2 percent.

Most of the respondents of the Detailed Food Security Assessment were heads of households (70 percent); in the case of 
their absence, the second most informed person from the household was interviewed. 88 percent of the assessed 
households were registered with the joint Government/humanitarian registration system; 8 percent were unregistered and 
4 percent were blocked. In the DFSA sample, 13 percent of the households were headed by females, within that group, 
female heads were mostly widows. 

Findings also revealed that most of the household heads (67.7 percent) were illiterate, with significantly higher illiteracy 
among female headed households. Average household size was reported at 9.07 persons per household while some 5.9 
percent of the households were headed by elderly people. In addition, 18 percent of the households reported at least one 
of their family members as physically or mentally disabled. 

2.4. Education Level of Household Heads

Table 3. Education of head of household 

2.5. Demography

2.6. Section Summary 
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3. Context of Displacement

3.1. Displacement-Duration and Frequency

Table 4.  Displacement duration of IDPs

Table 5. Frequency of displacement

The context of displacement, including duration and frequency of displacement, and potential for returning to their areas 
of origin are covered in this chapter. Constraints/problems that caused delays in returns are also briefly touched upon. 
Furthermore, the IDP-host community relationship and the situation of the returned population are also briefly outlined.

Displacement in the region began in mid 2007 in the wake of the deteriorating security situation in Bajour Agency in FATA 
which escalated further with the presence of militancy, and the responding military operation, in 2009.  Several 
subsequent periods of displacement have taken place from FATA, including from Bajur, Kurrum, Khyber, Orakzai and 
South Waziristan agencies, as a result of ongoing insecurity. In addition, many families displaced themselves due to fear, 
the likelihood of terrorist activities in areas directly neighboring government notified areas. IDPs, in many cases, were 
forced to leave their houses very quickly with minimum preparation and always with uncertainty about their potential 
duration of displacement. This uncertainty, coupled with increased frequency and longer durations of displacement, has 
further deteriorated livelihoods and food security status of the displaced.
 
According to the findings of survey, 15 percent of the IDP families residing in displacement areas at the time of survey 
had been displaced for 5 years or more. Most of them came from Orakzai and South Waziristan agencies and most were 
living in off-camp areas. A further 30 percent of IDPs reported a displacement duration of more than four years. With such 
a long duration of displacement added to an extended reliance on external support, discontinuity of livelihood activities 
and uncertainty about future reduce the chance of full recovery of livelihoods. Moreover, many IDP households, due to the 
long periods of time spent in their displaced areas, initiated livelihood activities as a coping mechanism to survive after 
being away from home for so long. As a result, the immediate and longer term needs of this group of IDPs are relatively 
different from other IDPs, whose displacement was shorter, or even who were displaced in camps. 

When asked the question about frequency of displacement, 96 percent of IDP respondents reported that they has been 
displaced only once; the remaining reported being displaced two times or more. 

Due to the complexity and insecurity of this crisis, most of the IDP households had been forced to abandon/leave their 
productive and domestic assets behind while fleeing, especially given the very short time between notification of an area 
and evacuation of their homes. In some cases, one family member was left behind to take care of a family's assets, 
particularly livestock. In the DFSA, 8.8 percent of households reported that at least one of their family members was still 
residing in the family home in their area of origin; most of these families came from Khyber agency, followed by Bajur. 
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Table 6. IDP households with at least one household member living in the area of origin

3.2. Planning for Return

Figure 5.  Reasons of delay in return

 

Furthermore, 7 percent of households reported that at least one of their family members living away from the family either 
in another city or abroad for education or livelihood purposes.

Most IDPs living in off-camp locations had never experienced displacement in a camp, and only 5 percent of IDPs 
reported that they spent some time in a camp setting but left either due to unsatisfactory living conditions or security 
concerns.  

It is imperative to consider the returns process for IDPs and anticipate the scope of the constraints and issues upon return 
to the areas of origin. Almost two thirds of displaced households reported that their areas of origin were still notified 
(cannot return), and they are uncertain about their plans/likelihood for return. 19 percent had no information about their 
potential return status, and 18 percent reported that their areas had been de-notified but still haven't been able to return. 
As part of the solution for resolving the complexity of the returns process, it is crucial to strengthen the communication 
channels with IDPs, as almost one fifth (19 percent) were unaware about the situation (i.e. the security situation) back in 
their areas of origin. 

At the time of the interviews, 42 percent of respondents from de-notified areas were planning to return and were expected 
to move back to their areas of origin. The same proportion of households (42 percent) had not yet decided but were 
expecting to make a decision on the matter based on an assessment of the security situation and other conditions 
becoming amenable. 4 percent of the respondents said that they were settled in their area of displacement and would not 
return to their area of origin.   

Among the reasons for not being able to return or for reluctance to return (unwillingness or delay in returns), 52 percent of 
those who belonged to de-notified areas reported that the law and order situation had not been fully been restored and 26 
percent reported that although the security situation had reportedly normalized, they remained uncertain and fearful about 
stability and renewed insecurity. The lack of livelihood opportunities to return to in the areas of origin was also a main 
factor causing delays in return. Additionally, the destruction of houses/shelters was also reported as a major constraint in 
initiating and completing returns. 
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3.4.IDP-Host Relationship 

3.5.Returnee Population

3.6. Section Summary 

As most of the IDP households preferred to stay in off-camp areas along with host communities, it is essential to assess 
the relationship among these two communities.

The outcome of the FGDs conducted in the host communities, revealed that the IDP-host relationship was by and large 
positive and non-competitive; very few of the host communities reported any contentious or competitive elements in their 
relationships with the displaced population. Anecdotal evidence shows that belonging to a common culture coupled with 
the local tradition of hospitality are two highly important factors which guide the overall positive environment and 
interactions between host and IDPs .Although very few inter-marriages or joint businesses were reported between the two 
populations, nor were any negative events, including clashes, reported by the host communities during the exercise. 

In most host areas, it was reported that the established community provided some form of support or assistance to IDPs. 
In some cases they provided food and NFI's to IDPs upon their arrival. Beyond that initial support, livelihoods/jobs, access 
to houses to rent, and moral and psychological support were also provided by the host communities. Host communities 
also reported that they felt safe while lending their houses to IDPs, although they did verify that IDP families was officially 
registered and informed the local police station about their presence as a matter of standard procedure.

One third of host communities did report some protection related issues due to the arrival of IDPs including fear of 
insecurity, the likelihood of terrorism and the possibility of street crimes. This issue of insecurity was mostly reported by 
females from the host communities who were participants of the FGDs. Some environmental issues were also raised, 
including improper sanitation practices by IDP families.

Focus Group Discussions conducted with returnee populations also highlighted some constraints in the ability of IDP 
households (in de-notified areas) to recover from displacement. As per the findings of these FGDs, almost 70 percent of 
this population had returned at the time of the assessment; the remaining 30 percent who were eligible for return had not 
successfully returned.

Major constraints reported around delays in IDPs returning to their homes included uncertainty about their future and the 
loss of livelihoods. Similar perceptions of uncertainty were reported by IDPs residing in hosting areas: despite the 
restoration of the security situation in the areas of origin, the fear of uncertainty about the future persisted. The loss of 
livelihoods and reduced opportunities for full livelihood recovery was another major constraint preventing successful 
returns, and should be prioritized by the humanitarian community and the Government in developing interventions.

Aside from security concerns, the unavailability of basic facilities, like health, education, were reported as significant 
constraints in completing returns. Livelihood support and provision of basic facilities were reported as necessary 
conditions to return.

Based on the findings from the FGDs, the duration of displacement was quite high, 15 percent of IDP households were 
displaced for five years, while 30 percent were displaced for four years. 4 percent of IDPs reported that they had been 
displaced more than once. 

18 percent of IDP households reported that their areas of origin were de-notified but still hadn't been able to make their 
return possible. Half of them reported that the law and order situation had not fully been restored in their areas, whereas 
one out of four reported that although the security situation had normalized, their uncertainty about stability prevented 
them from returning. A lack of livelihood opportunities in the areas of origin was also one of the major factors causing 
delays in returns. The IDP-host relationship was reported overall as positive in most of the areas with host communities 
providing support and assistance to IDPs including, food, NFIs, loan of houses and socio-psychological support.

In respect to the returned population, almost 70 percent of the population in the areas of assessment had returned at the 
time of the assessment; the remaining 30 percent did not make their return possible. Uncertainty about the future, loss of 
livelihoods and unavailability of basic services, including health and education, were additional constraints manifesting in 
delayed returns. 



4.  Impact of Displacement on Livelihoods

4.1. Changes in Livelihood Sources 

Figure 6. Change in livelihood due to displacement

The assessment of livelihoods and the capacity of IDPs to meet their food security needs was the primary objective of this 
exercise. The impact of the crisis on livelihoods, particularly changes in livelihood patterns, the impact on diversity of 
livelihoods and the number of income earners and income expenditure patterns are presented in this chapter. A detailed 
analysis of the agriculture and livestock sectors is also included. In addition, the impact of the arrival of IDPs on host 
communities and the livelihood situation of the returnee populations is also outlined here.

Before displacement, most of the IDP households earned income from agriculture/land ownership, tenant/sharecropping or 
agriculture labour. Other than that, non-farm day labor, regular jobs and local trade or businesses were also major 
components of their livelihoods portfolio. Around 10 percent of the households also received some local or foreign 
remittances.

Due to displacement, livelihood opportunities were significantly constrained. 16 percent of households reported no 
sources of income at the time of the survey and were forced to rely solely on external assistance. Additionally, a shift away 
from agriculture-based livelihoods to non-farm day labor, mostly for unskilled activities, was reported as a result of the loss 
of livelihoods in their areas of origin because of displacement or  because their livelihoods and/or means of livelihoods 
were badly damaged or destroyed as they returned. Reliance on remittances also increased after displacement. See figure 
6 for a detailed view of the livelihood situation before and after displacement.

  

Limited livelihood opportunities and reliance on inconsistent income sources, e.g. day labouring, pushed many IDPs to 
adopt negative coping strategies which directly affected their food security status. At the same time, a big shift among 
IDPs in hosting areas to day laboring had the effect of decreasing opportunities for members of the host communities to 
earn income via unskilled labour. 

Out of the total assessed, 86 percent of IDP households reported some change in their livelihood during displacement. 
Out of that 86 percent, a significant proportion (70 percent) reported their change in livelihood as temporary and that 
they would retain their original income sources after their return. 10 percent of IDPs considered their change permanent. 
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4.2. Livelihood Diversification

Table 7. Diversification in livelihood

Figure 7. Change in livelihood diversification due to displacement

Table 8. Average number household members earning income

 

Households in KP and FATA generally relied on multiple sources of income. Due to the reduction in opportunities after 
displacement, diversification in their livelihoods portfolio also diminished significantly. The average number of different 
income generating activities per household reduced from 2.14 (pre-displacement) to 1.28 (after displacement) resulting in 
a 40 percent reduction. 

At the same time, a number of households (11 percent) reported an increase in livelihood diversification, which is seen as 
a positive coping strategy adopted by some IDPs. 

Those who reported an increase in livelihood diversification were those who were earning income from remittances or 
through small businesses/trade after displacement. In addition, the duration of displacement appeared to be positively 
correlated with livelihood diversification and those who were displaced earlier, and longer, reported more diversification in 
livelihoods after displacement.

A reduction in household members earning income was also observed. The average number of household members 
earning income was reported at 1.53 before displacement, which reduced to 1.34 after displacement.  

Male  2.19  1.30  

Female  1.80  1.13  

Total  2.14  1.28  
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Male headed HH 1.53 1.35  

Female headed HH 1.51 1.29  
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Within this category, a greater reduction of income earning household members was reported among female headed 
households over male headed households.

Respondents were also asked about their current income level. According to the findings, average monthly income 
reported at the time of survey was PKR 12,213. Monthly income of on-camp IDPs was significantly lower than off-camp 
IDPs. When asked to compare the displaced setting with their area of origin environment, 82 percent of them considered 
that their income levels had decreased; 11 percent reported the same level, and 7 percent reported an increase in their 
income after displacement. 

Change in income levels also appeared to be correlated with duration of displacement. Households that were displaced for 
two years or more reported comparatively stable income levels and less reduction in income. Similarly, an increase in 
income level was also positively correlated with livelihood diversification; i.e. greater diversification of livelihoods leads to 
more consistent income levels. Furthermore, these households also reported receiving external support/assistance more 
often than other households. 

Food is one of the major sources of expenditure for households. On average, IDP households spent 29 percent of their 
income on food related expenses. This percentage is relatively low compared with other situations. This can be attributed 
to the large scale food distributions among IDP households by WFP through their general food distribution (GFD). Other 
than food; health, rent for housing, associated utility expenses and debt settlements (paid in installments in the majority 
of cases) were reported as other significant sources of expenditure. The majority of IDPs reported taking on debt at the 
time of displacement (further details in next section), which resulted indebt repayments taking up a notable portion of 
household expenditures. 

4.3. Income and Expenditure

Figure 8. Average monthly expenditures 

Table 9. Average income level and effects of displacement  

Mean Increased Same  Decreased  

In -camp 

IDPs  
9932 8.4% 13.4% 78.3% 

Off -camp 

IDPs  
13554 5.8% 9.6% 84.6% 

Total 12214 6.8% 11.1% 82.0% 
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4.4. Asset Ownership

Figure 9. Change in ownership of productive assets due to displacement 

Figure 10. Change in ownership of domestic assets due to displacement  

4.5. Debt

Ownership of domestic and productive assets is used to represent the socio-economic status of a household, and also 
provides a base to measure likelihood of livelihood activities, particularly agriculture and skilled labour livelihoods. Due to 
the sudden, and largely unforeseen, onset of displacement, IDPs were not able to bring their essential assets with them 
and in most of the cases, they were left behind unattended in their areas of origin. Those who were displaced for a certain 
threshold of time (two years or more) were able to recover some of their former assets, though according to reports, not in 
sufficient quantity to support the full continuation of their livelihood activities at pre-displacement levels.

As per the findings of the assessment, a significant reduction in domestic and productive asset ownership was also 
reported by IDP families as a result of their displacement. Specifically, reduction in productive assets was quite high with 
an equally high, adverse impact on livelihoods. By contrast, as most of the IDPs were from remote rural areas of FATA 
where basic facilities like electricity and natural gas were largely unavailable, a slight increase in possession of cooking 
stoves and use of household facilities including natural gas and electricity was seen after displacement.

 

A sudden decrease in income level due to a disruption of livelihoods caused a significant deficit in income with a 
disproportionate level of expenditure among IDP families. In addition to this, the parallel sudden removal from their areas 
of origin, uncertainty about future and loss of social safety nets increased vulnerability to food security shocks and threats. 
Under this scenario, taking on debt was reported as one of the first and primary coping strategies adopted during and after 
displacement. The survey findings revealed that 86 percent of households reported that they contracted some debt to 
cope with the emergency situation. 70 percent of them also borrowed debt during last six months (July-Dec 2013). 
Debt was mostly borrowed from relatives or friends (82 percent), followed by shopkeepers (11 percent). Rates of formal 
debt borrowing from financial institutions was negligible. As per the feedback provided by the participants of a results 
vetting workshop conducted in the affected areas, very high interest rates were charged for informal borrowing. 
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Furthermore, in-kind borrowing from shopkeepers was also high, but in such cases significant increase in prices was 
reported.The average amount of debt was quite high at PKR 111,150. 31 percent of those who contracted debt had a 
high debt burden (more than PRK 100,000).Keeping the newly reduced income levels in mind, it can be concluded that it 
will take many years for IDPs to repay the full amount of debt. 

  

\
  

The debt borrowed by IDP families was largely utilized to meet households' immediate needs, while very few of them (only 
6 percent) spent some amount on livelihood recovery. As shown in figure 13, the most cited reason for taking on debt was 
to cover the health expenditures of households (88 percent), followed by fulfillment of the household's food needs (77 
percent). 

  

Figure 11. Percent of households contracted debt

Figure 12. Amount of debt

Figure 13. Reasons of taking on debt
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4.6. Agriculture Practices

4.6.1.Agriculture in Areas of Origin

Figure 14. Functionality of irrigation channels at area of origin 

4.6.2. Agriculture During Displacement

Two thirds of IDP families were involved in agriculture and cultivating their own lands prior to displacement. Tenancy, or 
share-cropping, was not so common in FATA, only 6 percent of the farming community reported being a tenant or share-
cropper. The vast majority (94 percent of the farming community) cultivated their own land with average land ownership 
of 3 acres per household. 

More than half of agriculture based households (56 percent) reported that proper irrigation systems were unavailable in 
their areas and they relied on rains for crop production. Those who reported ownership of irrigated lands reported that 
they were taking water from canals, streams and tube-wells for irrigation purposes. The crisis badly affected existing 
irrigation infrastructure and most of the respondents reported that these channels were wholly or partially damaged.

 

During Rabi season, most of the farmers cultivate wheat (85 percent of farming HHs), followed by seasonal vegetables 
(30 percent). During Kharif season, farmers cultivate maize (82 percent), vegetables (42 percent) and pulses (16 
percent).

More than half of the farmers (52 percent) reported that wheat produced was typically sufficient to meet their household 
needs and often with a small surplus. The remaining farmers (48 percent) who produced wheat reported that the wheat 
they produced was not sufficient for their household needs.

Vegetable production was also quite common. 42 percent of IDP households reported that they normally produced 
vegetables in their  home gardens or in the fields. 28 percent of them consumed all of their vegetables within the 
household, while the rest of the surveyed farmers produced enough to sell some in nearby markets. Vegetable gardening is 
one of the important tools for fulfilling a household's food and nutrition needs; a small investment in vegetable gardening 
upon their return to the areas of origin can significantly improve household food security.  Only 5 percent of the 
households reported some orchard or fruit production: apricots, peaches, plums and walnuts are commonly produced in 
their areas. 

Those households involved in farming reported that agriculture is not sufficient to fulfill their needs. Only 18 percent of 
households reported that the share of income from agriculture, as part of total household income, more than 50 percent.

4 percent of households reported that they were involved (at one point in time) in farming activities in the areas of 
displacement, whereas 3.5 percent reported that they are still involved in farming, including kitchen gardening and field or 
commercial cultivation at the time of survey. 

Totally
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Damage
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4.7. Livestock

Figure 15. Ownership of livestock before and after displacement

Figure 16. Reason of decrease in livestock 

The livestock sector is one of the most important sectors in the small rural economy of FATA. Except for a few fertile 
valleys, the inhabitants of FATA mostly rely on pastoralist activities. Keeping livestock not only provides a strong income 
base for rural households, but is also helpful in improving the food security situation of the wider area. Due to agro-
ecological conditions, the livestock sector was mainly dominated by small ruminants, including sheep, goats and poultry. 

According to the findings of the DFSA, three out of four households reported that they typically keep livestock to fulfill 
their household food needs and/or for commercial purposes. Prior to displacement, the average household ownership of 
small and large ruminants was reported as 7.5 and 2.6 respectively. In addition, the average number of poultry owned 
was reported at 13.4. 

This exercise revealed that the livestock sector was the most affected, and least recovered sector, due to displacement in 
the region. Attributed to the unplanned and chaotic removal from their homes and areas, IDPs were unable to bring, or 
continue to care for, their livestock and in most the cases, were forced to leave their livestock – a highly valuable 
productive asset - unattended in their areas of origin. In addition, large scale distress selling was also reported as an 
important reason for the reduction in livestock ownership.

 

In a few cases, IDP's managed to bring their livestock with them to the areas of displacement or managed to keep them 
safe in their areas of origin. According to the findings of the DFSA, the average number of large ruminants per household 
declined from 2.66 animal per HH to 0.60 (0.19 in areas of origin and 0.41 in areas of displacement). Similarly, 
ownership of small ruminants declined from 7.55 to 1.01, and poultry ownership declined in an equally high proportion, 
from 13.37 to 2.16 poultry birds per household. 
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(Average per household)
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Livestock restocking Straw/ Green fodder Animal Shelter

Livestock need in Area of displacement

Female headed Hhs

Male headed Hhs

Overall

 

8%

8%

8%

65%

55%

56%

7%

15%
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4%

4%

5%

5%

4%
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7%

concentrated feed Vaccines Medicines

2%

3%

3%

fodder seed

The reasons accounting for the reduction in livestock included distress selling and loss of livestock during displacement. 
Distress selling of large ruminants was significantly higher in the aftermath of displacement because large ruminants are 
harder to displace. This significant reduction in livestock had negative consequences for displaced households, causing a 
deterioration in food security status. 

Due to significant reduction in livestock ownership, livestock restocking was reported as one of the most important needs 
to rehabilitate the livestock sector, followed by fodder and shelter for the livestock that was reported by few IDPs.   

The influx of IDPs also affected the livelihood situation for host communities. The participants of Focus Group Discussion 
in host communities reported that the arrival of IDPs in their areas increased the burden on their small economies and 
increased competition for already limited resources. Despite this economic burden, half of FGD participants stated that 
IDPs could stay in their areas until it would be safe for them to return. 

Most of the IDPs began day labor activities in host areas which reduced the earning opportunities for labor of the host 
communities. Along with a reduction in labor opportunities, households associated with agriculture and livestock, also 
reported having been affected by the IDP influx. 

While the arrival of IDPs did, on the one hand did reportedly increase the burden on small host economies, it also created 
some opportunities for the host communities: households earning income from rent on properties were reported as the 
group which benefitted the most from the arrival of IDPs. Similarly, host households associated with business and trade 

Figure 17. Livestock needs in areas of displacement  

Figure 18. Livestock needs in areas of origin  

4.9. Impact of Displacement on Host Communities

Livestock restocking Straw/ Green fodder Animal Shelter

Livestock need in Area of displacement
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also reported some increase in their income levels as a result of the arrival of IDPs in their area. 

The livelihoods situation of the returnee populations was assessed during a series of Focus Group Discussions in the areas 
of return. As per their findings, and as this report has already shown, livelihoods of the displaced population were affected 
badly at the time of displacement, and little recovery was reported after their return to the areas of origin. Furthermore, 
income levels for agriculture or livestock based livelihoods were reduced significantly and are seen at present, as the least 
recovered. The income levels of households with members working as a day laborers, or earning income through trade, 
were also reported as not fully recovered after returning; salaried employees reported more stable income during the 
period of crises.

 

Insufficient livelihood assets, coupled with a lack of financial capital, were reported as serious limitations in the rapid 
recovery of livelihoods. Multiple coping strategies, mostly negative, were adopted by many of the returned families to 
restore their livelihood activities including selling of assets and debt borrowing. Distress selling of productive assets, 
particularly livestock, was again one of the major negative coping strategies directly affecting food security status. 

Agriculture, including homestead gardening was also not fully recovered due to the unavailability of seed, fertilizers, 
agricultural tools and non-functioning irrigation systems. Restoration of irrigation system is reported as one of the most 

Figure 19. Effect of IDPs arrival on livelihood situation of host communities 

4.9. Livelihood Situation of the Returnee Population

Table 10. Effects of displacement on income level of returnee population
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important needs to restore the agriculture based livelihoods followed by provision of seeds and fertilizers.

Furthermore, access to functioning markets is more difficult in returned areas, as reported by key informants. Major 
constraints in access to markets included high transportation costs, poor road conditions and an unstable security 
situation. On question about their most pressing need, they reported livelihood restoration including agriculture and 
livestock support as their top needs followed by provision of shelter and food.

The inhabitants of the Federally Administered Tribal Areas rely predominantly on agro-pastoralist activities for their 
livelihood, followed thereafter by day labouring and small business activities. Due to their displacement, their livelihoods 
were seriously and abruptly comprised and the majority of them reported the loss of their livelihood post-displacement. A 
shift from the farming sector to non-agricultural day labor was reported after displacement; households which had been 
displaced for a more than two years were able to produce some livelihood opportunities in their areas of displacement. 
Due to the loss of livelihoods, income levels deteriorated with 82 percent of IDP households reporting decreased income 
levels after displacement. Spending on food, health and debt repayments were reported as the main sources of 
expenditures post-displacement. 

Due to income deficits, most IDPs were forced to borrow debt to meet their household's basic needs. 86 percent of 
assessed IDP households reported that they borrowed debt directly as a result of their displacement. The average amount 
of debt borrowed was quite high (PKR 111,150). Of the total 86 percent who took on debt, 31 percent of that group 
reported a high debt burden (more than PKR 100,000). The most cited specific reasons for debt borrowing was to cover 
health expenditures followed by food.

The livestock sector was also affected badly with a significant reduction in the number of owned livestock, and the most 
cited reason for the reduction in livestock ownership included their loss during displacement and distress selling. 

Host communities were also affected by the heavy influx of IDPs into their areas. Households earning income from 
labouring, agriculture and livestock reported reduction in income levels due to the presence of IDPs, whereas 
businessmen, traders and those who earned income from rent on property benefited from the arrival of IDPs. 

IDPs who returned to their areas of origin after de-notification reported that they have not been able to restore their 
livelihoods to date; specifically livelihoods based on agriculture and livestock were reportedly the least recovered. Major 
limitation to recovery included insufficient livelihood assets and lack of financial capital. Distress selling of productive 
assets and debt borrowing were also common among the returnee population. Destruction of irrigation infrastructure was 
reported as a serious limitation to recovery in the agriculture sector. Livelihood restoration, followed by shelter and food, 
were reported as the most pressing needs by the returnee population.

4.10. Section Summary 
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5. Impact on Food Security 

5.1.Household Food Consumption

Figure 20. Food consumption score 

5.2. Access to Food 

 

The food consumption score (FSC) is one of the most commonly used indicators to measure household food security by 
capturing the adequacy of overall food consumption. The FCS measures food diversity (the types of food consumed), food 
frequency (the number of days each group is consumed), and the relative nutritional value of each food group. Based on a 
one-week recall by respondents on the food consumed within a household, and using standard thresholds, households are 
classified into one of the three groups, namely, “acceptable” food consumption, “borderline” food consumption, and “poor” 
food consumption. From the analysis of the food consumption data from the household survey, it was found that overall, 
41.6 percent of the households had acceptable food consumption, 6.6 percent were reported under poor consumption 
category, while the majority, 51.8 percent, showed borderline consumption levels. The situation inside camps was slightly 
better, with 44.7 percent of the households showing acceptable consumption, compared to 39.6 percent in off-camp 
settings. It is interesting to note that these findings are also similar to those from IVAP (IDP Vulnerability and Assessment 
Profiling) survey, which found 39% of the IDP families having acceptable food consumption as of November 2013.

The fact that more than half of IDP households were in the borderline food consumption group requires additional 
analysis. Those in the borderline group have the potential to improve by shifting to the acceptable consumption group with 
some improvements in diet, including improvements in dietary diversity. On the other hand, those in the borderline group 
can just as easily slip into the poor consumption group with any deterioration of their condition, which could be caused by 
exposure to shocks (e.g. sudden rise in food prices) or the cessation of humanitarian assistance (85 percent of the 
households surveyed were benefiting from food assistance).  

Access to food was analyzed based on food availability in the market, household expenditures on food, and the food 
stocks available in households.

The household survey, as well as the market assessment, revealed that availability of food in the market is generally not a 
problem. However, limitations arise when it comes to economic access to food, i.e. purchasing power. The majority of 
households reported that they do not have adequate resources to make sufficient food purchases from the markets.

Expenditure on food, particularly as a proportion of total monthly household expenditures, is an important determinant of 
household food security, illustrating the level of economic access of the household. Poor and food insecure households 
tend to spend a large proportion of their overall expenditures on food, leaving little for other needs such as health and 
education; while the wealthier and more food secure households tend to spend a smaller proportion of their monthly 
expenditures on food. The analysis of household survey data revealed that on average about 18 percent of households are 
spending more than 60 percent of their monthly expenditures on food; a strong indicator of vulnerability related to 
economic access. This means that they have little disposable income available for other basic needs, and are also more 
vulnerable to any increase in food prices. In addition, about 35 percent of households are spending between 40 and 60 
percent of  their total monthly expenditure on food. Overall, IDP households living in host communities were spending a 
higher proportion of their monthly expenditures on food, compared to those living inside the camps. 
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Figure 21.Share of expenditure on food

Figure 22. Food stock available at household 

5.3. Overall Food Security Considering Food Consumption and Expenditure

Figure 23 .Overall Food Security Status considering food consumption and expenditure on food 

  

Food stock availability at the household level is an important indicator of household food access. Overall, more than 50 
percent of the households were found to have food stocks which were barely sufficient for one week or less to meet the 
food needs of the household. Only about 25 percent of households had sufficient food stocks for more than two weeks. 
This is an important indicator of the vulnerability of households in respect to access to food.

Taking into account overall household expenditure on food and the food consumption patterns at the time of the survey, 
38 percent of households were considered food secure, while 16 percent were food insecure and the remaining 46 
percent fell into the borderline category. Households residing in camps were slightly better off with a smaller proportion of 
them in the food insecure group, and a slightly higher proportion in the food secure group, compared to those living in off-
camp locations.
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5.4. Coping Strategies

Figure 24. Coping Strategies Adopted by households to meet food needs

5.5. Impact on Food Security of Host Communities 

Table 12. Host communities reported decrease in food consumption after crisis

Households adopt a variety of coping strategies when faced with food shortages. Among those households who had 
problems meeting their food needs in the past one month, the most common coping strategies included: shifting to less 
preferred or less expensive food items, putting limits on the portion size of meals or skipping meals. Each of these 
negative coping strategies was practiced by more than 40 percent of the households. Selling productive assets, skipping 
meals for entire days, restricting consumption by adults and selling domestic assets – extreme negative coping 
mechanisms - were practiced by more than 20 percent of the households. Other practices included selling livestock, 
consuming seed stocks as food, seeking alternative or additional jobs, and removing children from schools.

Focus group discussions were conducted in the host communities in order to have an understanding of the impact on their 
food security status as a result of the IDP presence. As shown in the summary table below, the  significant decrease in 
consumption of cereals and animal products was reported in the host communities due to arrival of IDPs. There was a 
minor reduction in the consumption of pulses and fruits and no change was reported in the consumption of vegetable, 
sugar/sweets and oils/fats (although this cannot be directly attributed to the presence of IDPs in their communities but 
rather could attributed to the increasing rate of inflation that has reduced the purchasing power).
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5.6. Food Security Situation in Areas of Origin 

5.7. Section Summary 

Discussions with returnees in their areas of origin revealed several limits to achieving food security and restoring 
livelihoods, primarily as a result of losses of livelihoods, unavailability of basic services and recurrent instability. Compared 
to the situation prior to displacement, households reported notable reductions in their sources of income, especially in the 
agriculture and livestock sectors. Similarly, there was some reduction in incomes related to business and skilled and 
unskilled labour. Such a reduction in income level, taken together with the perception of insecurity translated into 
heightened vulnerability to food insecurity among the returnee population.

Looking at the outcome of the assessment, displaced households are persistently vulnerable to food security, with only 
about 40 percent of households showing acceptable food consumption outcomes. The availability of food stocks at the 
household level is low, and even though food is more widely available in the market, poor purchasing power – a reflection 
of insufficient available incomes - remains the key obstacle to accessing food. The Focus Group Discussion with host 
communities revealed that there were significant adverse impacts on their cereal and animal food consumption due to the 
presence of IDP families (though this cannot be solely attributed to the presence of IDPs in their communities, as the 
increasing level of inflation in the country has played a significant role in reducing purchasing power).

The livelihood and food security status of returning IDPs also appeared to be diminished due to reduced incomes from 
fewer livelihoods compared to the situation prior to displacement. IDP households continue to be vulnerable to food 
insecurity and the need for humanitarian assistance remains critical. However, where resource constraints impact 
humanitarian assistance, priority for assistance must go to the most vulnerable families, even though those showing 
acceptable food consumption still rely on food assistance from WFP to prevent them from slipping into the borderline or 
poor consumption groups.  
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6. Markets in Host Areas

6.1. Market Functionality

 
Figure 25. Location of markets covered during DFSA

Figure 26. Number of shops in markets

Analysis of the market situation is important for understanding the food security conditions in any area, as well as for 
gauging the appropriateness of cash-based interventions as a possible response tool. In a humanitarian crisis, the role of 
markets becomes more important in economies where the livelihoods of a vast majority of the population relies on local 
markets. Markets make an important contribution to three out of four pillars of food security, i.e. availability, access and 
stability. For the Detailed Food Security Assessment, the market was defined as a place where three or more shops were 
located and visited as part of the routine for purchasing goods. Market surveys were conducted in almost every village 
covered during the assessment. Enumerators visited the nearest market from randomly selected villages and filled-in the 
developed questionnaire (provided in annex-II). Market assessments were based on three instruments: an observation 
checklist, interviews with at least one key informant (buyer), and at least two shopkeepers. In total 51 markets in 
displacement areas were covered during the assessment. The major findings of the assessment are given below.

The vast majority of markets covered (90 percent) in the assessment were located in rural areas while just 10 percent 
were located in semi-urban and urban localities. The sample was proportionally distributed among the districts in relation 
to IDP concentration and population in the area. The proportion of markets covered during this assessment also illustrates 
the same as presented in the figure 25.

Out of the assessed markets, 44 percent were small markets, where the number of shops in each did not exceed 20.

Most of the shops sold grocery items (47 percent of the total shops), followed by vegetables (18 percent) and had skilled 
labour businesses (15 percent) like tailors, barbers and cobblers. 
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Figure 27. Details of shops in market

Table 12. Average number of individuals and households benefitted from market

6.2. Effects of crises on market functionality 

6.2.1. Effects on Supply of Commodities: 

.

Of the markets assessed, 90 percent were regularly functioning on a daily basis; very few of these were weekly or 
monthly. The average number of 1,193 customers visiting these markets daily, with 457 households benefiting, represent 
the appropriate functionality of these facilities

In rural markets, most of the shopkeepers purchase their commodities from wholesale markets in nearby big cities. The 
average distance of these markets from wholesale markets was reported at 10 KMs. In addition to this, most of the 
suppliers, including private suppliers and distributors of different companies, also visited the assessed markets to deliver 
commodities. On average, nine suppliers per market were reported visiting to deliver commodities.
 
In only one third of the markets, did shopkeepers report that they generally purchased some products directly from local 
farmers, which included animal products and vegetables, and these local purchases were reported to be infrequent. 
The arrival of IDPs affected some general practices in markets. In 54 percent of the areas assessed, shopkeepers reported 
that volume of supply in the market had changed since the arrival of IDPs, resulting in an increase in supply.
 
When asked about the effects of IDPs' arrival on availability of required commodities, 60percent reported no change from 
the routine situation. In the remaining areas, it was reported that food items, and to some extent non-food items, became 
scarce shortly after the arrival of IDPs; however, this was a temporary stress caused by the immediate influx of IDPs.  
As reported by shopkeepers, there were appropriate stocks of dry food items, the supply of which could be easily 
increased if the demand of any item(s) increased. Similarly, for fresh food items; while they had limited stocks, the supply 
lines were considered functional and stocks could be reinforced

The figure 28 indicates the average stocks and the number of days required to restock supplies.
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Figure 28. Stock availability of dry and fresh food items

6.2.2. Effects on the Demand Side of Markets

6.2.3. Effects on Price Level

Figure 29. Increase in prices after arrivals of IDPs 

 

In a few areas (18 percent of the markets covered in the assessment), some constraints/issues were reported in 
purchasing from wholesale markets, including inflation and the security situation (police check, etc.).
In 20 percent of the areas, communities reported that one additional reason for the change in supply was the increase of 
traders in the markets since the arrival of IDPs. 

As reported by shopkeepers, in two third of the areas, the arrival of IDPs affected the demand of food items, primarily for 
fresh foods, including vegetables, followed by cereals (flour and rice), and pulses. Additionally, IDP arrivals also affected 
the demand of non-food items, but on a comparatively smaller scale. 46 percent of key informants reported some increase 
in demand including for building materials, general grocery items (soap, shampoo, clothes, etc.) and cosmetics. 

The most direct impact was seen on the price level. Two thirds of the communities reported that prices significantly 
increased in the six months prior to the assessment. Most of them reported an increase in the price of food items, chiefly 
wheat and vegetables.

Compared with Pakistan's general inflation rate (7.8 percent general Consumer Price Index (CPI), 6.6 percent for food 
items and 8.5 percent for non-food items in 2012-13) the increase in prices in displacement areas was quite high. The 
highest increase was reported for wheat, tomatoes, onions and potatoes. 
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Key informants from markets were also asked to identify any reason to explain this price inflation other than the arrivals of 
IDPs. Major reasons cited included restrictions on mobility of food items (e.g. wheat from Punjab), increase in exports, 
general inflation across the country and hoarding by shopkeepers (zakheera andozi).

In most of the areas, the increase in availability of skilled and un-skilled labour was reported after the arrival of IDPs. 
Increase in skilled labor was reported in 70 percent of areas with a corresponding 22 percent increase in the number of 
laborers, as compared to pre-displacement statistics. For unskilled labor, an increase was reported in 80 percent of the 
areas with a 30 percent increase in the number of laborers.

More than half of the communities also reported that wage rates had altered due to IDP arrivals. 

On average, the arrival of IDPs made a strong impression on markets, as reported by key informants. In most cases, 
shopkeepers reported positive effects including increases in the number of customers which yielded more selling and thus 
higher profits, and a boost in local markets was reported. Along with food and non-food items, an increase in house rents 
and the availability of skilled/unskilled labour was also reported. With the passage of time, IDPs started their own 
businesses, so an increase in stalls and small shops was also reported during the assessment.

In more than half (58 percent) of markets covered during assessment, an increase in the number of sellers/shopkeepers 
was reported with an average increase of 15 percent, compared to the pre-IDP situation, whereas, the number of 
customers/buyers increased almost everywhere with an average increase of 30 percent. 

The effect of the humanitarian response on markets was reported only in few locations resulting in a decrease in demand  
on markets from IDPs. Changes in supply and prices due to selling of relief items was reported in very few (negligible) 
locations.  

Very few protection issues were reported in markets due to the arrival of IDPs. Only in 10 percent of the markets did key 
informant report some incidents of crime/robberies; the remaining markets reported no effects.

In 40 percent of assessed markets, availability of at least one financial service provider was reported while in the 
remaining areas, no financial service was available. Additionally, in only2 0 percent of the markets, women were reported 
taking advantage of these services.
 
Details of availability of financial service providers and their use by women is given in figure 31:

6.2.4. Effects on Wage Rates:

Figure 30. Change in labour wages after IDP arrivals 

6.3. General Effects:

 
6.4. Availability of Financial Services, and Cash Programmes 
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Figure 1. Availability of financial services and used by women

Figure 32. Common method of cash distribution during cash based interventions

6.5. Feasibility of Cash/Voucher Interventions

62 percent of the communities reported that cash assistance was provided in their village or town at least once in the 
aftermath of the crisis/arrival of IDPs. The most commonly used system of cash distribution was direct cash distribution, 
followed by cheques and smart cards.  

 

Market functionality, household accessibility to markets, robust and stable supply lines, and availability of financial 
services/providers are vital for successful cash programming. The findings of the DFSA indicate that the areas of 
displacement in KP are viable for cash programming. Markets are functional in almost all areas and no major constraints 
(except for transportation costs) were reported in accessing markets. Easy access to alternate markets was also reported 
by IDPs.
 
Further, it is imperative to monitor the supply lines of market. In the case of weak supply lines, cash programmers could 
result in inflation due to an immediate increase in demand that traders may not be able to meet due to inconsistent 
supply lines. As per the findings however, supply lines are functional; shopkeepers have sufficient stocks of food and non-
food items, and can also quickly increase/replenish their stocks. Easy access to wholesale markets was also reported and 
many suppliers are able to quickly deliver required commodities to markets. 

Two issues were reported that need to be considered while making the decision to implement cash or voucher 
programmes: availability of financial service providers (a potential constraint), only 40 percent markets reported 
availability of these services; additionally, specific attention should be given to targeting more vulnerable, female headed 
households, but in 80 percent of assessed areas, women didn't tend to visit financial service providers (banks, etc.) due to 
cultural constraints. Appropriate cash disbursement mechanisms should be adopted to tailor the programme to such 
households/constraints. 
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7. Assistance: Frequency and Efficacy 

Table 12. Assistance received by the IDP households

Eighty seven percent of households reported that they received some assistance (from any source) after displacement. 
Eighty five percent of households reported receiving food assistance through general food distribution programmes. In 
addition, one quarter of households also received supplementary/complimentary feeding for children or pregnant and 
lactating women. Seven percent of the households also reported receiving some on site school feeding for their children. 
Proportion of households receiving assistance was significantly higher among IDPs living in camps compared to those 
living off-camp. Support related to livelihood restoration was minimal, only two percent of households reported receiving 
agricultural inputs while ten percent received livestock support after displacement. Thirteen percent of households also 
received remittances which helped in coping with the complex situation; eleven percent also received income support 
through Zakat/Khairat (faith based charity). Reliance on income support or remittances was significantly higher among 
female headed households than among male headed households. 

In most cases, respondents reported that the assistance received was helpful. In some cases, the efficacy of assistance 
was reported as average or in some cases, below average. When respondents were pressed to elaborate on the efficacy of 
assistance, most cited reason that it was not sufficient in quantity.  

  Male Headed 
HHs 

Female 
Headed HHs 

In-camp IDPs Off-camp 
IDPs 

Overall 

General Food 
Distribution 

85% 80% 96% 77% 85% 

On site  School feeding 
(children) 

7% 2% 10% 4% 7% 

Agricultural inputs 
(seeds, fertilizers, tools) 

2% 1% 3% 0% 2% 

Livestock support 
(Fodder, veterinary 
services, Restocking) 

10% 13% 21% 3% 10% 

Government 
compensation 
(unconditional cash 
grants) 

14% 25% 25% 9% 15% 

Unconditional Cash 
grants 

11% 16% 19% 7% 12% 

Remittances from family 
members 

11% 24% 20% 7% 13% 

Zakat/ Khairat 9% 23% 17% 7% 11% 

Complementary / 
supplementary feeding 
for children under 2 & 
pregnant and lactating 
women 

25% 26% 47% 11% 25% 
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8.Currents and Projected Needs

Figure 33. Most important current needs

Figure 35. Most important needs after return

When IDPs were asked to prioritize their two most important, current needs, a vast majority of them (91 percent) reported 
that they needed cash grants to meet their basic needs. Along with cash support, food support and employment/jobs were 
reported as the top priority needs by 40 and 22 percent of households, respectively. 

During the recovery/rehabilitation period after returning to their areas of origin, building materials were reported as a 
critical need by 83 percent of households, followed by cash grants employment/job opportunities and food aid.
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9. Conclusion and Recommendations 

9.1. Priority Assistance for IDP's in Areas of Displacement

Targeted cash support:

Targeted food and nutrition support:

Livelihood support:

Homestead gardening and poultry:

9.2.  Priority Areas for IDP's Post-Returns/Returnee Population

Livelihood support at area of origin: 

Restoration of agriculture and livestock sector: 

Provision of shelter/building material: 

The Detailed Food Security Assessment not only presents an in-depth analysis of the food security situation of the 
displaced population, but also provides insight into the nuances of this complex emergency. Considering the situation 
analysis and the projected scenario, the following key priority areas were identified to accelerate the recovery process of 
those affected by the displacement associated with this complex emergency. 

 Abrupt displacement not only caused devastation to pre-existing livelihoods and but also distorted 
the income levels of displaced households. Consequently, IDP families were forced to adopt negative coping strategies, 
including debt borrowing and selling of important domestic and productive assets. To overcome this, and in light of in-
depth assessments undertaken as part of the DFSA, targeted cash support is recommended with a special focus on 
vulnerable groups including female headed households, elderly headed households, disabled population and households 
with very limited or no source of income. A comprehensive analysis of the market situation revealed that the environment 
is viable for cash programming in hosting areas. 

 Although 86 percent of IDP households reported that they were receiving food 
support at the time of survey, 6.6 percent of them were found to have poor food consumption and 51.8 percent were in 
the borderline consumption category. Further, 47 percent were spending more than 60 percent of their income on food 
related expenditures. Overall, some16 percent of the households were found to be food insecure, while 46% were under 
borderline condition, and thus also vulnerable. About 38% of the IDPs were found to be food secure. The vulnerability of 
the IDPs was mainly attributed to, i) exclusion of non-registered IDPs from food support, ii) insufficient food packages for 
larger families, evidenced from the analysis of food consumption scores, where significant numbers of households reported 
having to supplement received assistance with market purchases as a source of food. 
Keeping this situation in mind, recommendation is made to continue food assistance to the IDP families. Continued food 
assistance is particularly critical to those IDP families in poor and borderline food security groups, which constitute 
approximately 62% of the total IDP populations covered by this study. It is recommended that food assistance should be 
complemented with targeted nutrition support for IDP families to ensure meeting their food and nutrition needs. 

 Due to displacement, the livelihoods of IDP families were severely disrupted. A significant number of 
households (16 percent of total IDPs) reported that they had no source of income whereas the remaining reported a shift 
to unskilled labour activities for survival. Targeted support to rapidly put in place livelihood activities will provide the 
support needed to meet basic needs and will help improve the food security situation. 
    

 To ensure sufficient dietary diversity and better food consumption, support for 
vegetable gardening, where possible, will be a useful intervention. In addition, the provision of poultry birds and small 
ruminants is also recommended for IDP families, with a special focus on women. 

Lack of livelihood opportunities was reported as one of the major constraints in 
successfully completing returns of IDP families. The returnee population also reported that their income sources had been 
considerably interrupted and remained unrecovered at the time of assessment. Reduced income opportunities and 
disrupted income levels affect access to nutritious food and other basic necessities, as reported by the DFSA. In this 
context, support to restore and improve livelihood opportunities is vital.

Agriculture was one of the major sources of income prior to displacement, 
but was severely disrupted as a result of displacement. Agriculture-based incomes were reduced due to unavailability of 
inputs, tools and destruction of irrigation infrastructure. Support to farmers in the form of seeds, fertilizers, agriculture 
tools, rehabilitation of irrigation infrastructure and value-chain improvement are recommended to support the restoration 
of the agricultural sector. Community infrastructure, as a foundation for supporting livelihood restoration, is deemed 
imperative to revitalize the livelihoods of affected communities alongside a well informed and dedicated cash programme 
to support these efforts. Similarly, the livestock sector was reported as one of the least recovered sectors during 
displacement and return. Support to the livestock sector, specifically the restocking of small ruminants and poultry, is 
critical to improving the household food security situation of the returnee population. In addition to this, the provision of 
feed/fodder and animal shelters are vital in this regard.

Building material has been mentioned as an important need by most (83 percent of 
IDP households) after their return. Investment in this regard not only ensures shelter needs, but also allows the affected 
population to direct their focus on their food and livelihood related needs. 



44

Cash and food assistance to support household food security:

Provision of basic services: 

 9.3.Priority Areas of Support for Host Communities

Livelihood support to improve income level and food security: 

Targeted food and nutritional support to the most affected groups in host communities: 

Rehabilitation of community infrastructure and social services:

Improvement in social protection and environmental services: 

 After the building materials, cash grants, employment 
support and food assistance were cited as the top priority by the IDPs after their return. Thus until the IDP families get 
back to their normal and stable sources of livelihood, it is important to consider cash and/or food assistance, combined 
with some livelihood support activities, so as to support families maintain basic food security and nutrition.

Provision of basic services including education, health, sanitation and water, is vital to ensure 
the complete and successful return of IDPs residing in hosting areas. These services will also help the affected population 
ensure proper food utilization and consumption.

As concluded in the DFSA, the arrival of IDPs not only 
increased the burden on the small rural economies of hosting areas but also reduced livelihood opportunities and further 
limited the resources in these communities. Unskilled labourers were reported as one of the most affected groups in host 
communities, followed by the agriculture and livestock sectors. Support to host communities to strengthening the 
livelihoods base is recommended. Special skill development activities for the unskilled labour population is considered 
critical in these settings to ensure that their livelihood opportunities are not diminished by the presence of IDPs. 
Furthermore, support to strengthen the food security situation, through improved agriculture and livestock practices, is 
also recommended for host communities.

Due to the arrival of IDP's, 
demand for food and non-food items increased significantly resulting in sudden price hikes, observed in the market 
assessment. Inflation, coupled with reduced income levels, affected the food consumption pattern of hosting communities. 
From the FGDs, a significant reduction in consumption of cereals and animal products was reported after the arrival of 
IDPs. It is therefore recommended to provide targeted food and nutrition support to the most vulnerable households in 
hosting communities, with a special focus on unskilled labourers, female headed households and households with no 
income earner. Alternately, livelihoods skills and opportunities may also be provided/created for these groups to help them 
address their own food and other household needs.

 Community infrastructure and social services, including 
religious services, graveyards, grounds, education and health services and markets were affected due to the heavy influx 
of IDPs. Rehabilitation of such services, specifically of markets, farm to market roads and education and health services 
are considered another necessary priority area for host communities. Provision of these services also gives an opportunity 
to help local farms and farmers improve with up-to-date practices for growing their products and by extension their profits 
through local capacity building.

One of the positive aspects of this complex humanitarian 
crisis is the positive relationship reported between IDPs and host communities, despite some reports (during FGDs) of 
environmental and protection related issues, including for some (females, children) a sense insecurity, deforestation and 
improper sanitation practices by IDPs. Psycho-social support to host communities, improvement in forestry and provision 
of sanitation facilities to IDPs are recommended to mitigate some of these environmental and protection issues. 
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Executive Summery

Household Profile 

In KP and FATA, recurrent law and order operations against 
insurgent elements in the country's north-west have created a 
complex humanitarian crisis, exacting a heavy toll on the food 
security and livelihood situation of the local population. The 
agriculture and livestock sectors have borne the greatest 
impact in this fragile environment; agriculture activities have 
been curtailed and livestock ownership has significantly 
reduced due to losses and distress selling. In addition, the 
heavy influx of IDPs into KP's cities has constrained available 
resources and opportunities for livelihood activities and 
affected the food security profile of the region. Due to the 
changing dynamics of this complex humanitarian emergency, a 
systematic flow of information is vital to ensuring the efficient 
implementation of relief and recovery activities. Although, 
some baseline information exits, and alongside data from rapid 
needs assessments can provide a basis for relief and recovery 
activities, there is a stark information gap in the areas of food 
security and livelihood which present a serious constraint to 
developing an appropriate response. To address this gap, the 
Food Security Cluster designed a Detailed Food Security 
Assessment (DFSA) in order to understand the food security 
needs and to ensure a more effective and better targeted 
response.

The prime objective of the DFSA is the overall evaluation of 
the food security situation in the areas of displacement, to 
obtain detailed information of the impact of the complex 
emergency on the local population and to gauge the 
effectiveness of the assistance that the displaced population 
has received. In addition, the DFSA formulates suggestions on 
how to more efficiently distribute available but scarce 
resources to assist IDPs within the framework of the Food 
Security Cluster. The Detailed Food Security Assessment looks 
at different types of communities, in line with the 
predetermined scope of the survey, which includes, IDPs living 
in camp and off-camp locations, the returnee population and 
hosting communities.

Most of the respondents to the Detailed Food Security 
Assessment were heads of households (HHs) (70 percent); in 
the absence of the head of household, the most informed 
person from the household was interviewed. 88 percent of the 
assessed households were registered in joint Government-
humanitarian organizations' registration systems, whereas 8 
percent were unregistered and 4 percent were initially 
registered but were subsequently blocked by the relevant 
authorities due to de-notification of their areas. Unregistered 
IDPs reported several reasons for not being registered, the 
majority claiming that non-registration was due to their area of 
origin not being included on the list of Government notified 
areas – the criterion for registration eligibility - but were forced 
to flee their homes none the less due to the same security 
threats spilling into their area of origin. Other reasons included 
a lack of CNIC at the time of registration, the death of the 
head of household who was registered as the head of the 
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family, etc. Furthermore, in DFSA sample, 13 percent of the households were headed by females. 
Findings also revealed that most of the heads of households (67.7 percent) are illiterate, with significantly higher levels of 
illiteracy among female headed households. The average household size was reported as 9.07 persons per household, 
while 5.9 percent of households were headed by elderly people. In addition, 18 percent of the households reported at 
least one of their family members as physically or mentally disabled.

IDPs reported very long duration of displacement. 15 percent of IDP households assessed reported being displaced for 
five years, while 30 percent were displaced for four years; and 4 percent of IDPs reported that they had been displaced 
more than once. With such a long durations of displacement, coupled with continuous reliance on external support for 
survival, the discontinuity of livelihood activities and uncertainty about the future, it becomes increasingly difficult to 
ensure complete recovery of livelihoods after returning to their areas of origin.

18 percent of IDP households reported that their areas of origin were de-notified but still weren't able to return. Out of 
these 18 percent households, almost half reported that the law and order situation had not been fully restored in their 
areas, whereas one out of four reported that although the security situation had supposedly normalized, uncertainty 
remained about stability in their areas of origin. Lack of livelihood opportunities in the areas of origin was also one of the 
major factors causing delays in return. 

The IDP-host relationship was reportedly agreeable in most of the areas, with host communities providing support and 
assistance to IDPs including access to food, NFIs, lending/renting houses and providing socio-psychological support. One 
third of the host communities reported some protection related issues due to the arrival of IDPs, including fear of 
insecurity, likelihood of terrorism and possibility of street crimes. The issue of insecurity was mostly reported by female 
participants of Focus Group Discussions (FGDs). Some environmental issues, including improper sanitation practices by 
IDP families, were also reported by host communities.
In the de-notified areas of Kurram and Mohmand Agencies, it was reported that 70 percent of the population had 
returned back at the time of assessment; the remaining 30 percent were unable to return. As seen in other places, 
uncertainty about the future, loss of livelihoods and unavailability of basic facilities like health and education in the areas 
of origin remained persistent constraints delaying return.        

The inhabitants of the Federally Administered Tribal Areas 
(FATA) relied principally on agro-pastoralist livelihood 
activities, followed thereafter by day labouring and small 
business activities. Due to their displacement and the nature 
of their main sources of livelihoods, most of those displaced 
from FATA reported a loss of livelihoods; subsequently a shift 
from the farming sector to non-agricultural day labouring was 
reported during the period of displacement. On aggregate, 65 
percent of households reported a shift away from agriculture 
activities during displacement. 16 percent of households 
reported no sources of income at the time of the survey and 
were forced to rely solely on external assistance.
 
Due to reduced opportunities after displacement, 
diversification in their livelihoods portfolio also decreased 
significantly. The average number of income-generating 
activities per household reduced from 2.14 pre-displacement, 
to 1.28 after displacement, accounting for a 40 percent 
reduction. At the same time, some households (11 percent) 
reported an increase in livelihood diversification, which can 
be seen as a positive coping strategy adopted by IDPs. Based 
on the assessment data, the duration of displacement 
appears to be positively correlated with livelihood 
diversification and those who were displaced earlier, reported 
greater diversification in livelihoods after displacement. 

Context of Displacement

Impact of displacement on livelihoods
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A reduction in income-earning household members was also reported. The average number of household members 
earning income was reported at 1.53 before displacement, which subsequently dropped to 1.34 after displacement.
 
The loss of livelihoods significantly, and negatively impacted income levels; 82 percent of IDP households reported a 
decrease in income level after displacement. Food, health and debt settlements were reported as key expenditures during 
displacement. A significant, and parallel, reduction in ownership of productive and domestic assets was also reported, 
compounding the decreases seen in income levels.

Due to these income deficits, most IDPs were compelled to borrow debt (see debt settlements as a key expenditure 
above) to meet their basic household needs. 86 percent of IDP households reported that they borrowed some debt due to 
their displaced status. The average amount of debt reportedly borrowed was quite high at PKR 111,150. Of the total 86 
percent of IDPs in debt, 31 percent reported being taking on a higher burden debt (more than PKR 100,000). Overall, 
the reasons most cited for taking on debt was to cover health expenditures followed by meeting food needs. 

The livestock sector was also badly affected, with a significant reduction in the number of owned livestock. The most 
cited reason for this reduction included loss of livestock during displacement and distress selling of livestock. The average 
number of owned large ruminants reduced from 2.66 animals per household to 0.60, (0.19 in the areas of origin, and 
0.41 in the areas of displacement). Similarly, ownership of small ruminants reduced from 7.55 per household to 1.01, 
and poultry from 13.37 to 2.16 poultry birds per household. Restocking of livestock was reported as one of the chief 
needs for IDPs in terms of assistance. 

Host communities were also affected as a result of the heavy influx of IDPs into their areas and homes. Households 
earning income from day labour, agriculture and livestock, reported a reduction in income levels due to the presence of 
IDPs; by contrast businessmen, traders and those who earned income from rent on property, benefited from the arrival of 
IDPs, illustrating the divergent nature of livelihoods and markets tied to and affected by displacement.
 
IDPs who had successfully returned to their areas of origin reported however, that they had not been able to restore their 
livelihoods, specifically those based in the agriculture and livestock sectors, which were reported as least likely to be 
recovered initially upon return. Major constraints to livelihood recovery included insufficient productive assets and lack of 
financial capital, with which to begin rebuilding assets or create new opportunities. Distress selling of assets and 
borrowing debt was also common among the returnee population. Destruction and heavily damaged irrigation 
infrastructure was reported as one of the biggest constraints to recovery in the agriculture sector. Livelihoods restoration 
followed by shelter and food were reported as most pressing needs by the returned population.



10 Impact of Displacement on Food Security 

Food security in the context of displacement has been analyzed through multiple indicators, including food consumption 
score (FCS), food expenditure, availability of food stocks and coping strategies adopted. 

According to the survey findings, 41.6 percent of households had acceptable levels of food consumption, 6.6 percent 
were reported in the under poor consumption category, while the majority (51.8 percent) were reported having borderline 
consumption levels. The situation inside camps was slightly better, with 44.7 percent of households showing acceptable 
consumption levels, compared to 39.6 percent in off-camp settings.

Findings of the DFSA revealed that availability of food in the market was generally not a problem. The limitations have 
been on the side of economic access to food in respect to individual and household purchasing power. The majority of 
households reported that they did not have adequate resources to make sufficient food purchases from the markets, 
despite sufficient availability at the market level.

On average, approximately 35 percent of households were found to spend between 40 and 60 percent of their monthly 
income on food, reaching upwards of 60 percent of monthly income among 18 percent of households. More than 50 
percent of households were found to have food stocks barely sufficient to cover one week, or less, to meet a family's food 
needs.

In light of the high expenditure on food and the food consumption situation at the time of the DFSA, about 38 percent of 
the households surveyed were shown to be food secure, 16 percent as food insecure and the remaining 46 percent were 
considered borderline.

The assessment also revealed that households had adopted a variety of coping strategies when faced with food problems, 
the most common coping strategies included shifting to less preferred or less expensive food items, limiting portion size 
and skipping of meals. 

It was also reported that there was significant decrease in consumption of cereals and animal products in the host 
communities due to the presence of IDPs. In the areas of origin, major limitations to food security and livelihoods included 

loss of livelihood, unavailability of basic facilities and security related issues.
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Markets in Host Areas

Assistance
 

Current and Projected Needs

Recommendations

Markets were functional in almost all areas and no major constraints (except for transportation cost) in access to market 
were reported. Supply lines were functional; shopkeepers had sufficient stocks of food and non-food items, and could also 
quickly increase their stocks. Easy access to wholesale markets was also reported and many suppliers had the capacity to 
deliver the required commodities to markets. However, availability of financial service providers was a constraint, only 40 
percent of markets reported availability of such services. In 80 percent of the areas, women didn't visit frequently the 
financial service providers due to cultural constraints. A comprehensive analysis of the market situation revealed that the 
environment was amenable to cash programming in host areas. 
In two thirds of the areas assessed (64 percent), the arrival of IDPs affected the demand for food items, mostly increasing 
demand for fresh foods including vegetables, followed by cereals (flour and rice), and pulses. Additionally, IDP presence 
also affected the demand for non-food items, but on a comparatively smaller scale. Due to the increase in demand, an 
increase in prices was also observed.
 

87 percent of households assessed reported that they received some assistance after displacement (from any source). 
Most (85 percent of households) received food assistance through general food distributions. In addition, one forth (25 
percent) of households also received supplementary/complimentary feeding for children or pregnant and lactating women. 
7 percent of households also reported receiving some on site school feeding for their children. 
The frequency of households receiving assistance was significantly higher among IDPs living in camps, compared to off-
camp IDPs. Support related to livelihood restoration was minimal, only 2 percent of households reported that they 
received agricultural inputs and 10 percent received livestock support after displacement. 13 percent of households also 
received remittances which helped them to cope with the complexity and demands of the situation while 11 percent also 
received income support through Zakat/Khairat (faith based charity). Reliance on income support or remittances was 
significantly higher among female headed households than among male headed households.
 

When IDPs were asked to prioritize their two most important needs in current situation, the vast majority (91 percent) 
reported the need for cash grants to fulfill their basic household needs. Along with cash support, food support and 
employment/jobs were reported as key needs, reported by 40 percent and 22 percent respectively. During the 
recovery/rehabilitation period, after their return to their areas of origin, building materials were reported as a key need by 
83 percent of returnee households, followed by cash grants and employment/job opportunities.

  
Keeping in view the situation analysis, the following areas have been identified as priorities for future programming:

Priority areas for IDP's in the areas of displacement
o Targeted cash support 
o Targeted food and nutrition support 
o Livelihood support
o Homestead gardening and poultry

Priority areas for IDP's after return/returned population
o Livelihood support at area of origin
o Restoration of agriculture and livestock sector
o Cash and food assistance to support households food security
o Provision of shelter/building materials
o Provision of basic facilities

Priority areas for host communities
o Livelihood support to improve income levels and food security status
o Targeted food and nutrition support for the most affected groups in the host communities
o Rehabilitation of community infrastructure and social services
o Improvement in social protection and environmental services





13

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Background 

1.2. Assessments and Surveys (2009 -2012)

Since 2005, across Pakistan's north west - Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (KP) Province and the Federally Administered Tribal 
Areas (FATA) –a fragile security situation has contributed to a persistent and complex humanitarian emergency. Since 
2008, law and order operations against insurgent elements in the country's north-west, have resulted in one of the largest 
internal displacements in human history. This situation has exacted a heavy social and economic toll, impacting the 
productive capacity and livelihoods in the region. 

Agricultural activities have been seriously constrained if not altogether interrupted due to the ongoing state of conflict, 
coupled with restrictions on human movement. Large numbers of livestock were either lost or sold at lower prices, their 
shelters destroyed, and a substantial amount of animal feed resources in the form of wheat straw, maize stock and fodder 
seeds, damaged. The reported damages to the livestock sector as a result of the ongoing insurgency and subsequent 
displacement (loss or distress sales during displacement) are estimated at PKR 7.75 billion.

More than 90 percent of the displaced population preferred to stay in off-camp areas within host communities in 
Peshawar, Nowshera, Kohat, Hangu, Tank and D. I. Khan districts. These districts are considered the food producing 
areas of KP and contribute to the overall economy at both provincial and national levels. However, land ownership 
patterns dictate the manageable concentration of small/subsistence farmers and tenants in the hosting areas, and the 
influx of displaced population has intensified pressure on the already limited resource base and the food security profile of 
the region. Additionally, militancy induced conflicts have resulted in a shift in demographics. While the indirect impact on 
the environment and ecosystems has yet to be sufficiently analyzed to ascertain the longer term consequences of 
absorbing the presence of so many of the displaced, but 
thus far, the available arid and arable land for agriculture 
purposes has been reduced with the construction of 
houses taking place more rapidly than ever on these lands. 
In addition to that, ten districts in KP were severely 
affected by the devastating floods of 2010 that further 
exacerbated the productive capacity of the region, 
including adjoining areas in FATA.

The constant uncertainty and volatility of this emergency 
in KP and FATA including, ongoing displacement trends, 
needs of the displaced and host communities and the 
status of returns and recovery to the areas of origin, have 
highlighted knowledge gaps in developing effective 
recovery mechanisms and the need for a standard model 
of information flow during the many phases of this 
complex humanitarian situation to underpin effective and 
enduring recovery and relief support.

The humanitarian community and Government organizations have conducted a number of assessments in the affected 
areas to understand the consequences of this complex emergency and to identify the priority needs of the affected 
population; while some assessments have been done in order to ascertain baseline information for recovery indicators. 
Baseline assessments include the Food Security Assessment-2009 and the National Nutrition Survey (NNS) 2011. The 
Food Security Assessment for Pakistan (FSA 2009) presented the various factors contributing to food insecurity in 
Pakistan while also providing a district ranking of food insecurity across the country. Similarly, according to NNS 2011, 
58.4 percent of households in FATA were shown to be food insecure, with 27.4 percent food insecure without hunger, 
while 8.4 percent were shown to be food insecure with moderate hunger, and 5.8 percent as food insecure with severe 
hunger.

The Inter Agency Early Recovery Needs Assessment (IAERNA) was commissioned in the de-notified areas (August, 2011) 
inside four FATA Agencies (Mohmand, Bajaur, Orakzai and South Waziristan) to gauge the effects of insecurity and conflict 
on the affected population. The assessment was an effort to highlight humanitarian needs during the post return phases of 
Early Recovery and Rehabilitation. According to the World Bank, it was estimated that 60 percent of Pakistan's population 
lives below the poverty line with a per capita income of USD 250 per annum and 59 percent of the population is 
categorized as food insecure with high rates of malnutrition and micro-nutrient deficiencies. A high percentage of the 

1. FATA Secretariat, Livestock Department and FDMA,2011
2. UNHCR IDP Factsheet, May 2014
3. World Development Indicators (WDI), World Bank, 2013

1

2
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population has limited availability and access of foods due to inaccessibility and non-functioning of markets as a result of 
insecurity.  

Similarly, The Post Crisis Needs Assessment (PCNA), conducted in the affected areas of KP and FATA, highlighted support 
needs for livelihoods with a focus on youth development, economic recovery and social development as the priority needs.
A rapid multi-cluster assessment was carried out by the humanitarian community to understand the problems/needs 
confronting IDPs living in camps vs. hosting areas in KP. Provision of nutritionally balanced relief food rations, emergency 
livestock feed, medication, of vegetable seeds and milking kits were just a few of the needs identified through the rapid 
multi-cluster assessment. 

The Internally Displaced Persons Vulnerability Analysis and Profiling (IVAP) mechanism has been supporting the 
humanitarian community in tracking displaced populations and providing data against preliminary multi-cluster indicators 
since 2010. The IVAP has done four rounds of assessment, which are considered an important and updated source of 
interaction with displaced populations in the hosting areas, and provides valid, up to date feedback for humanitarian 
programming and strengthening response mechanisms. 

Taken together, the rapid multi-cluster assessment and IVAP profiling provide valuable information on the impact of the 
crises and offer a view on the food security situation among IDP families. However, significant and detailed knowledge 
gaps still exist on food security indicators, changing livelihood patterns, resilience, limited resources, and returnee 
recovery, These indicators are critical pieces of information to understand the factors contributing to household food 
insecurity and potential recovery, in a situation of protracted crisis. The extended terms of displacement have also shifted 
the landscape in terms of recognizing and addressing modified livelihood and coping strategies and new patterns of 
resilience; humanitarian and government strategies cannot adapt efficiently or sufficiently without addressing this 
knowledge gap and responding with the relevant assistance.

In light of the above, the Food Security Cluster was asked to conduct a detailed food security assessment, with relevant 
support from all stakeholders, to provide a comprehensive understanding of food security perspectives in the complex 
setting of KP and FATA.

In light of the situation analysis provided in the first section of this report, the dearth of recent, dedicated assessments 
alongside, underscores the need for an updated, in-depth assessment of food and livelihood security at the household 
level in order to prepare a more effective and better targeted response. The provincial level Food Security Cluster designed 
a detailed food security assessment in the conflict affected and host areas of KP and FATA to analyze the impact of 
displacement on the food security situation in both host areas and areas of return.

ŸTo assess the overall food security situation, including consumption patterns, income and expenditures, food stocks, 
exposure to shocks and coping mechanisms;

ŸTo obtain detailed information of the degree and type of damages resulting directly from the complex emergency and 
their consequences for food and livelihood security on affected communities, with a special focus on the agriculture and 
livestock sectors, and wage laborers (agriculture and non-agriculture based);

ŸTo assess the functionality and accessibility of existing markets in the areas of displacement; 
ŸTo gauge the effectiveness of assistance deployed to date, and identify the needs associated with displacement and 
hosting for long-term rehabilitation;

ŸTo make recommendations on priority assistance, for an efficient and effective utilization of resources to assist IDPs 
within the framework of Food Security Cluster.

The Detailed Food Security Assessment was undertaken in close partnership with the Food Security Cluster members, 
including Government counterparts, cross-cutting clusters and active National/International NGO's. By agreement among 
Food Security Cluster members, a Technical Working Group (TWG) was established to monitor and guide the assessment 
process. The TWG was comprised of representatives from the Food Security Cluster, UN agencies, other cluster 
leads(Gender, Protection, Nutrition, Inter Cluster Coordination),INGO/NNGOs and representation from Government 
response institutions.
In agreement among the participating institutions, the TWG was responsible for the oversight of the overall assessment 

1.3. Assessment Objectives and Methodology

Objectives

Methodology

4. Post Crisis Needs Assessment (PCNA), Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and FATA; conducted jointly by Government, 
World Bank, Asian Development Bank, United Nations and European Union in 2010. 

5. The IVAP IV report is in the process of finalization

4

5
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process. The Technical Working Group provided support in defining the methodology and tools for the DFSA, and also 
supported in the analysis and interpretation of collected information through a comprehensive results vetting process. 
The Detailed Food Security Assessment looked at and assessed different types of communities based on the scope of the 
survey; respondents included:

Ÿ  IDPs living in camp locations
Ÿ  IDPs living in off-camp locations
Ÿ  Returned population
Ÿ  Host communities  

Keeping in view the different types of respondents and the broad scope of the assessment, the DFSA triangulated 
information gathered through three parallel tools, including household surveys, Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and 
market surveys. Further details of each component are given below:

 

The household survey was conducted to determine household level indicators of food security, focusing on displaced 
persons both  in and off camp. A sample of 1,512 IDP households was selected through two stage stratified random 
sampling (see Table 1 and 2 below).

FGDs were conducted for in-depth, qualitative analysis of the situation. Two different types of communities, i.e. host 
communities and returned population, were covered by FGDs. 

In the host areas, 15 FGDs were conducted in Peshawar and Nowshera districts, whereas D. I. Khan and Kohat districts 
were not covered due to security restrictions at the time of the survey. To address the gender component, five separate 
FGDs were conducted with key female informants in Peshawar district, which is host to the most numerous population of 
IDPs. For the returned population, 21 FGDs were conducted in Kurram and Mohmand agencies.

Household Survey:

Focus Group Discussion (FGD): 

Area of displacement – District/ camp

  

Frequency Percent

Jalozai

 

395 26.1

New Durrani camp 155 10.3

Togh Sarai 59 3.9

Total in-camp 609 40

DI Khan 156 10.3

Kohat 151 10.0

Nowshera 206 13.6

Peshawar 390 25.8

Total off-camp 903 60

Total 1512 100.0

Table 1.Distribution of sample of household survey in displacement areas

Table 2.Distribution of sample of household survey by area of origin

Area of origin - Agency

  

Frequency Percent

BAJOUR

 

42 2.8

KHYBER

 

925 61.2

KURRAM 204 13.5

MOHMAND 2 0.1

ORAKZAI 175 11.6

SWA 164 10.8

Total 1512 100
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Market Survey: 

The DFSA included a parallel market survey component which would provide an overview of market functionality and 
accessibility. The market survey was a critical element of the DFSA to assess food security perspectives but also to provide 
a foundation from which to design– and gauge the potential impact of - a cash based food security intervention. The 
market assessment included three components: (i) observation check-list, (ii) interview with at least one key informant 
(consumer/buyer), and (iii) interviews with at least two shop-keepers. In total, 51 markets in the areas of displacement 
were covered during the assessment.

  



2. Household Socio-Economic Profile

2.1. Survey Respondents

Figure 1.Relation of respondents to household head 

2.2. Registration Status

Figure 2.Registration status of IDPs in joint government humanitarian organizations registration system

This section briefly outlines the socio-economic profile of displaced households. Specific information on gender, 
demography, education level of household heads and IDP registration status are presented. 

 

To most accurately reflect the socio-economic status and household economies of IDPs, the survey relied on the heads of 
households, among all household members, as the most appropriate respondent. In case of their absence, the second 
most informed member of the household was interviewed. As per the findings, 70 percent of the respondents were 
household heads, the remaining were spouses (14 percent of the respondents), sons/daughters (7 percent), 
brothers/sisters (4 percent) and parents (3 percent).   

To ensure a systematic approach to response activities for the displaced population, a meticulous registration system was 
introduced by the government and humanitarian community. IDPs were registered on the basis of their Computerized 
National Identity Cards (CNIC) and the status of their area of origin as notified by the Government of Pakistan as conflict 
affected. Registration of displaced households ensures the systematic provision of food and other humanitarian assistance.

As per the survey findings, a vast majority of IDP households (88 percent) were registered and in most of the cases were 
able to provide their registration numbers at the time of survey.8 percent of the randomly selected households were un-
registered and 4 percent were initially registered but were blocked at the time of the survey. Unregistered and blocked 
respondents were verified as IDPs by a secondary source, either by community elders or through provision of other 
documented proof, like ID cards, before been interviewed.

Relation of respondent to household head

Others
2%

Son/daughter
7%

Brother/Sister 
4%

Parents/Parents
in laws 
3% Spous 

14%

Head of
household
70% 

Registration status

Blocked 
4%

Not
Registered 
8%

Registered 
88%
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Unregistered IDPs reported several reasons for not being registered, with the majority of unregistered IDPs stating that 
their area was not notified but were forced to leave their area of origin due to security threats. These IDPs mostly belong 
to Khyber Agency in FATA. Other reasons for non-registration included, the lack of CNIC at the time of registration, death 
of the head of household who was registered as the head of the family, etc. 

For blocked cases, reasons included: first, issues with documentation, including family tree issue (other family member 
registered or duplication of address), second, their areas of origin were de-notified by the government but they were not 
willing to return due to other reasons (majority of which included the unpredictable security situation, or loss or major 
damages to house(s) and livelihoods.) 

As per standard procedures, un-registered and blocked IDPs were not eligible to receive humanitarian assistance including 
food assistance.
  

In-depth analysis of the food security situation, including identification of the specific needs of the most vulnerable 
population, was one of the primary objectives of the DFSA. Female headed households, particularly widowed females, are 
considered highly vulnerable with less capacity to respond or withstand a sudden or chronic shock. As per the previous 
assessments carried out by humanitarian agencies, research and social development organizations, the likelihood of 
having a female headed household, varies between 5 to 7 percent in Pakistan. To ascertain their issues in detail, the 
proportion of female headed households in the sample was increased to ensure their accurate representation. 

In the DFSA sample, 13 percent of households were headed by females. In this group, half of the females heading 
households were widowed, the remaining were married but their spouses were living away due to a number of different 
reasons. Figure 4 represents the gender and age composition of IDP households. 

2.3.Gender and Age Composition

Gender of head of household

Male
87%

Female 
13%

Figure 3.Gender of head of household head 

Figure 4.Gender and age composition within IDP households

Less than 5 5 to 17 18 to 60 >60

Male Female

Gender and age composition within IDP households

11%

8%

20%

17%

20% 20%

2%
2%
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6. According to the IVAP, ratio of female headed households among IDP households varies between 4-5%.
7. Increasing the proportion of female headed households in sample caused a bias in overall findings. To cater this, 

aggregate figures were calculated after assigning the real weights to both groups. 

6

7



As per the above figures, economic dependency was reported at 1.5. But after observing the specific cultural context of 
KP/FATA and the situation of displacement, it can be hypothesized that livelihood opportunities for female members were 
limited and have been further constrained due to the displacement situation. In this scenario, only 20 percent of the IDP 
population has access to earning opportunities. Such a high economic dependence tied to lack of economic opportunity 
further degrades the situation of IDP families causing a significant reduction in income levels and increased reliance on 
external assistance.  

Reflecting on the education of the heads of households, two thirds of the responding heads of households were reported to 
be illiterate. The ratio of illiteracy was significantly higher in female heads of households compared to male heads (90 
percent vs. 64 percent). Overall, 4 percent (male and female combined) had an education level above ten grades 
(matriculation), while just 1.5 percent of female heads of households had an education level above the tenth grade.

As per the survey findings, the average household size was 9.07 persons per household. Household size for female 
headed households was lower than for male headed households (8.43 vs. 9.17). The gender ratio within IDP households 
was reported at 1.15 (1.15 male members, per one female member).
 
Out of the total IDP households, 5.9 percent were headed by elderly people (more than 65 years of age) and considered 
another vulnerable group among the IDP population. Additionally, 6.7 percent of the IDP families reported no adult male 
among the members of their household, which further increased their vulnerability and reduced their capacity to 
withstand and recover from the sudden shock of displacement. 

18 percent of the households reported that at least one of their household members was physically or mentally disabled. 
The ratio of disabled persons among total the IDP population was 2 percent.

Most of the respondents of the Detailed Food Security Assessment were heads of households (70 percent); in the case of 
their absence, the second most informed person from the household was interviewed. 88 percent of the assessed 
households were registered with the joint Government/humanitarian registration system; 8 percent were unregistered and 
4 percent were blocked. In the DFSA sample, 13 percent of the households were headed by females, within that group, 
female heads were mostly widows. 

Findings also revealed that most of the household heads (67.7 percent) were illiterate, with significantly higher illiteracy 
among female headed households. Average household size was reported at 9.07 persons per household while some 5.9 
percent of the households were headed by elderly people. In addition, 18 percent of the households reported at least one 
of their family members as physically or mentally disabled. 

2.4. Education Level of Household Heads

Table 3. Education of head of household 

2.5. Demography

2.6. Section Summary 

  

Inter or above 
(>11 grade)  

4.4%  
1.5%

 

Up to Matric 
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19.0%  
4.6%
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64.5% 
89.7%
 

Illiterate

Male
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Total 67.7%

 

-5 
grade) 

12.1%  
4.1%

 
11.0%

 
17.2%

 
4.0%

 

Education of head of household
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8. Economic dependency can be defined as a ratio of economically inactive people with economically active people 
in the population. Although, in general, adults above 15 are considered as economically active, a bench mark of 17 
years is used in current analysis due to child labor rules in Pakistan. Economic dependency of 1.5 can be 
interpreted as, for every 10 economically active people; there are 15 people dependent on them.  
 9. For Detailed Food Security Assessment, household was defined as a group of people living together with 
common living and eating arrangements. In this sense, definition of household is different and not comparable with 
the common definition opted by Govt./NADRA and used for registration purpose.  
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3. Context of Displacement

3.1. Displacement-Duration and Frequency

Table 4.  Displacement duration of IDPs

Table 5. Frequency of displacement

The context of displacement, including duration and frequency of displacement, and potential for returning to their areas 
of origin are covered in this chapter. Constraints/problems that caused delays in returns are also briefly touched upon. 
Furthermore, the IDP-host community relationship and the situation of the returned population are also briefly outlined.

Displacement in the region began in mid 2007 in the wake of the deteriorating security situation in Bajour Agency in FATA 
which escalated further with the presence of militancy, and the responding military operation, in 2009.  Several 
subsequent periods of displacement have taken place from FATA, including from Bajur, Kurrum, Khyber, Orakzai and 
South Waziristan agencies, as a result of ongoing insecurity. In addition, many families displaced themselves due to fear, 
the likelihood of terrorist activities in areas directly neighboring government notified areas. IDPs, in many cases, were 
forced to leave their houses very quickly with minimum preparation and always with uncertainty about their potential 
duration of displacement. This uncertainty, coupled with increased frequency and longer durations of displacement, has 
further deteriorated livelihoods and food security status of the displaced.
 
According to the findings of survey, 15 percent of the IDP families residing in displacement areas at the time of survey 
had been displaced for 5 years or more. Most of them came from Orakzai and South Waziristan agencies and most were 
living in off-camp areas. A further 30 percent of IDPs reported a displacement duration of more than four years. With such 
a long duration of displacement added to an extended reliance on external support, discontinuity of livelihood activities 
and uncertainty about future reduce the chance of full recovery of livelihoods. Moreover, many IDP households, due to the 
long periods of time spent in their displaced areas, initiated livelihood activities as a coping mechanism to survive after 
being away from home for so long. As a result, the immediate and longer term needs of this group of IDPs are relatively 
different from other IDPs, whose displacement was shorter, or even who were displaced in camps. 

When asked the question about frequency of displacement, 96 percent of IDP respondents reported that they has been 
displaced only once; the remaining reported being displaced two times or more. 

Due to the complexity and insecurity of this crisis, most of the IDP households had been forced to abandon/leave their 
productive and domestic assets behind while fleeing, especially given the very short time between notification of an area 
and evacuation of their homes. In some cases, one family member was left behind to take care of a family's assets, 
particularly livestock. In the DFSA, 8.8 percent of households reported that at least one of their family members was still 
residing in the family home in their area of origin; most of these families came from Khyber agency, followed by Bajur. 

1-6 
months 

6-12
months

 1-2 

years  
2-3 

years  
3-4 

years  
4-5 

years  
More 

than 5 

years  

In-camp .3% 2.1% 14.5%  37.2%  9.0%  30.6%  6.3%  

Off -camp 2.0% 16.4% 9.2%  11.3%  11.0%  29.4%  20.6%  

Total 1.3% 10.7% 11.3%  21.7%  10.2%  29.9%  14.8%  

Displacement Duration 

Once  Twice  Thrice  More 

Than 3  

Times

97.9%  1.9%  0.0%  0.2%  

94.7%  3.8%  0.8%  0.6%  

In -camp 

Off -camp 

Total
 

96.1%
 

3.0%
 

0.5%
 

0.4%
 

Frequency of displacement



22

Table 6. IDP households with at least one household member living in the area of origin

3.2. Planning for Return

Figure 5.  Reasons of delay in return

 

Furthermore, 7 percent of households reported that at least one of their family members living away from the family either 
in another city or abroad for education or livelihood purposes.

Most IDPs living in off-camp locations had never experienced displacement in a camp, and only 5 percent of IDPs 
reported that they spent some time in a camp setting but left either due to unsatisfactory living conditions or security 
concerns.  

It is imperative to consider the returns process for IDPs and anticipate the scope of the constraints and issues upon return 
to the areas of origin. Almost two thirds of displaced households reported that their areas of origin were still notified 
(cannot return), and they are uncertain about their plans/likelihood for return. 19 percent had no information about their 
potential return status, and 18 percent reported that their areas had been de-notified but still haven't been able to return. 
As part of the solution for resolving the complexity of the returns process, it is crucial to strengthen the communication 
channels with IDPs, as almost one fifth (19 percent) were unaware about the situation (i.e. the security situation) back in 
their areas of origin. 

At the time of the interviews, 42 percent of respondents from de-notified areas were planning to return and were expected 
to move back to their areas of origin. The same proportion of households (42 percent) had not yet decided but were 
expecting to make a decision on the matter based on an assessment of the security situation and other conditions 
becoming amenable. 4 percent of the respondents said that they were settled in their area of displacement and would not 
return to their area of origin.   

Among the reasons for not being able to return or for reluctance to return (unwillingness or delay in returns), 52 percent of 
those who belonged to de-notified areas reported that the law and order situation had not been fully been restored and 26 
percent reported that although the security situation had reportedly normalized, they remained uncertain and fearful about 
stability and renewed insecurity. The lack of livelihood opportunities to return to in the areas of origin was also a main 
factor causing delays in return. Additionally, the destruction of houses/shelters was also reported as a major constraint in 
initiating and completing returns. 
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3.3.IDP-Host Relationship 

3.4.Returnee Population

3.5. Section Summary 

As most of the IDP households preferred to stay in off-camp areas along with host communities, it is essential to assess 
the relationship among these two communities.

The outcome of the FGDs conducted in the host communities, revealed that the IDP-host relationship was by and large 
positive and non-competitive; very few of the host communities reported any contentious or competitive elements in their 
relationships with the displaced population. Anecdotal evidence shows that belonging to a common culture coupled with 
the local tradition of hospitality are two highly important factors which guide the overall positive environment and 
interactions between host and IDPs .Although very few inter-marriages or joint businesses were reported between the two 
populations, nor were any negative events, including clashes, reported by the host communities during the exercise. 

In most host areas, it was reported that the established community provided some form of support or assistance to IDPs. 
In some cases they provided food and NFI's to IDPs upon their arrival. Beyond that initial support, livelihoods/jobs, access 
to houses to rent, and moral and psychological support were also provided by the host communities. Host communities 
also reported that they felt safe while lending their houses to IDPs, although they did verify that IDP families was officially 
registered and informed the local police station about their presence as a matter of standard procedure.

One third of host communities did report some protection related issues due to the arrival of IDPs including fear of 
insecurity, the likelihood of terrorism and the possibility of street crimes. This issue of insecurity was mostly reported by 
females from the host communities who were participants of the FGDs. Some environmental issues were also raised, 
including improper sanitation practices by IDP families.

Focus Group Discussions conducted with returnee populations also highlighted some constraints in the ability of IDP 
households (in de-notified areas) to recover from displacement. As per the findings of these FGDs, almost 70 percent of 
this population had returned at the time of the assessment; the remaining 30 percent who were eligible for return had not 
successfully returned.

Major constraints reported around delays in IDPs returning to their homes included uncertainty about their future and the 
loss of livelihoods. Similar perceptions of uncertainty were reported by IDPs residing in hosting areas: despite the 
restoration of the security situation in the areas of origin, the fear of uncertainty about the future persisted. The loss of 
livelihoods and reduced opportunities for full livelihood recovery was another major constraint preventing successful 
returns, and should be prioritized by the humanitarian community and the Government in developing interventions.

Aside from security concerns, the unavailability of basic facilities, like health, education, were reported as significant 
constraints in completing returns. Livelihood support and provision of basic facilities were reported as necessary 
conditions to return.

Based on the findings from the FGDs, the duration of displacement was quite high, 15 percent of IDP households were 
displaced for five years, while 30 percent were displaced for four years. 4 percent of IDPs reported that they had been 
displaced more than once. 

18 percent of IDP households reported that their areas of origin were de-notified but still hadn't been able to make their 
return possible. Half of them reported that the law and order situation had not fully been restored in their areas, whereas 
one out of four reported that although the security situation had normalized, their uncertainty about stability prevented 
them from returning. A lack of livelihood opportunities in the areas of origin was also one of the major factors causing 
delays in returns. The IDP-host relationship was reported overall as positive in most of the areas with host communities 
providing support and assistance to IDPs including, food, NFIs, loan of houses and socio-psychological support.

In respect to the returned population, almost 70 percent of the population in the areas of assessment had returned at the 
time of the assessment; the remaining 30 percent did not make their return possible. Uncertainty about the future, loss of 
livelihoods and unavailability of basic services, including health and education, were additional constraints manifesting in 
delayed returns. 





4.  Impact of Displacement on Livelihoods

4.1. Changes in Livelihood Sources 

Figure 6. Change in livelihood due to displacement

The assessment of livelihoods and the capacity of IDPs to meet their food security needs was the primary objective of this 
exercise. The impact of the crisis on livelihoods, particularly changes in livelihood patterns, the impact on diversity of 
livelihoods and the number of income earners and income expenditure patterns are presented in this chapter. A detailed 
analysis of the agriculture and livestock sectors is also included. In addition, the impact of the arrival of IDPs on host 
communities and the livelihood situation of the returnee populations is also outlined here.

Before displacement, most of the IDP households earned income from agriculture/land ownership, tenant/sharecropping or 
agriculture labour. Other than that, non-farm day labor, regular jobs and local trade or businesses were also major 
components of their livelihoods portfolio. Around 10 percent of the households also received some local or foreign 
remittances.

Due to displacement, livelihood opportunities were significantly constrained. 16 percent of households reported no 
sources of income at the time of the survey and were forced to rely solely on external assistance. Additionally, a shift away 
from agriculture-based livelihoods to non-farm day labor, mostly for unskilled activities, was reported as a result of the loss 
of livelihoods in their areas of origin because of displacement or  because their livelihoods and/or means of livelihoods 
were badly damaged or destroyed as they returned. Reliance on remittances also increased after displacement. See figure 
6 for a detailed view of the livelihood situation before and after displacement.

  

Limited livelihood opportunities and reliance on inconsistent income sources, e.g. day labouring, pushed many IDPs to 
adopt negative coping strategies which directly affected their food security status. At the same time, a big shift among 
IDPs in hosting areas to day laboring had the effect of decreasing opportunities for members of the host communities to 
earn income via unskilled labour. 

Out of the total assessed, 86 percent of IDP households reported some change in their livelihood during displacement. 
Out of that 86 percent, a significant proportion (70 percent) reported their change in livelihood as temporary and that 
they would retain their original income sources after their return. 10 percent of IDPs considered their change permanent. 
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4.2. Livelihood Diversification

Table 7. Diversification in livelihood

Figure 7. Change in livelihood diversification due to displacement

Table 8. Average number household members earning income

 

Households in KP and FATA generally relied on multiple sources of income. Due to the reduction in opportunities after 
displacement, diversification in their livelihoods portfolio also diminished significantly. The average number of different 
income generating activities per household reduced from 2.14 (pre-displacement) to 1.28 (after displacement) resulting in 
a 40 percent reduction. 

At the same time, a number of households (11 percent) reported an increase in livelihood diversification, which is seen as 
a positive coping strategy adopted by some IDPs. 

Those who reported an increase in livelihood diversification were those who were earning income from remittances or 
through small businesses/trade after displacement. In addition, the duration of displacement appeared to be positively 
correlated with livelihood diversification and those who were displaced earlier, and longer, reported more diversification in 
livelihoods after displacement.

A reduction in household members earning income was also observed. The average number of household members 
earning income was reported at 1.53 before displacement, which reduced to 1.34 after displacement.  

Male headed HH 2.19  1.30  

Female headed HH 1.80  1.13  

Total  2.14  1.28  

Diversification in livelihood
(Average number of available income sources)  

Before displacement After displacement

11%

11%

11%

34%

39%

33%

55%

50%

56%

Increase No change Decrease

Change in livelihood diversification
(means of livelihood)

Overall

Female headed HHs 

Male headed HHs

Before 

displacement 

After 

displacement

Male headed HH 1.53 1.35  

Female headed HH 1.51 1.29  

Total 1.53 1.34  

Total household members 

earning income (Average)  
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Within this category, a greater reduction of income earning household members was reported among female headed 
households over male headed households.

Respondents were also asked about their current income level. According to the findings, average monthly income 
reported at the time of survey was PKR 12,213. Monthly income of on-camp IDPs was significantly lower than off-camp 
IDPs. When asked to compare the displaced setting with their area of origin environment, 82 percent of them considered 
that their income levels had decreased; 11 percent reported the same level, and 7 percent reported an increase in their 
income after displacement. 

Change in income levels also appeared to be correlated with duration of displacement. Households that were displaced for 
two years or more reported comparatively stable income levels and less reduction in income. Similarly, an increase in 
income level was also positively correlated with livelihood diversification; i.e. greater diversification of livelihoods leads to 
more consistent income levels. Furthermore, these households also reported receiving external support/assistance more 
often than other households. 

Food is one of the major sources of expenditure for households. On average, IDP households spent 29 percent of their 
income on food related expenses. This percentage is relatively low compared with other situations. This can be attributed 
to the large scale food distributions among IDP households by WFP through their general food distribution (GFD). Other 
than food; health, rent for housing, associated utility expenses and debt settlements (paid in installments in the majority 
of cases) were reported as other significant sources of expenditure. The majority of IDPs reported taking on debt at the 
time of displacement (further details in next section), which resulted indebt repayments taking up a notable portion of 
household expenditures. 

4.3. Income and Expenditure

Figure 8. Average monthly expenditures 

Table 9. Average income level and effects of displacement  

Mean Increased Same  Decreased  

In -camp 

IDPs  
9932  8.4%  13.4%  78.3%  

Off -camp 

IDPs  
13554  5.8%  9.6%  84.6%  

Total 12214  6.8%  11.1 %  82.0%  

Average 

income in last 

month (PKR)

Comparison of current income with 

pre-displacement situation (% of HHs)

Average Monthly Expenditure

Return of Debts,
 18%

Saving, 4%

Clothing, Shoes, 6%

Housing, 7%

Transportation, 6%

Livestock, 2%
Education, 2%

Livelihood Restoration, 3%

Health, 20%

Food, 29%

10. This include only cash income, in-kind income including vegetable gardening or livestock products and value of 
received assistance were not included in it. 

11. In other assessments, average share of food expenditure varies between 40% and 50%. e.g. LRA-2013 
revealed that average spending on food was 47%. 

10

11



4.4. Asset Ownership

Figure 9. Change in ownership of productive assets due to displacement 

Figure 10. Change in ownership of domestic assets due to displacement  

4.5. Debt

Ownership of domestic and productive assets is used to represent the socio-economic status of a household, and also 
provides a base to measure likelihood of livelihood activities, particularly agriculture and skilled labour livelihoods. Due to 
the sudden, and largely unforeseen, onset of displacement, IDPs were not able to bring their essential assets with them 
and in most of the cases, they were left behind unattended in their areas of origin. Those who were displaced for a certain 
threshold of time (two years or more) were able to recover some of their former assets, though according to reports, not in 
sufficient quantity to support the full continuation of their livelihood activities at pre-displacement levels.

As per the findings of the assessment, a significant reduction in domestic and productive asset ownership was also 
reported by IDP families as a result of their displacement. Specifically, reduction in productive assets was quite high with 
an equally high, adverse impact on livelihoods. By contrast, as most of the IDPs were from remote rural areas of FATA 
where basic facilities like electricity and natural gas were largely unavailable, a slight increase in possession of cooking 
stoves and use of household facilities including natural gas and electricity was seen after displacement.

?

 

A sudden decrease in income level due to a disruption of livelihoods caused a significant deficit in income with a 
disproportionate level of expenditure among IDP families. In addition to this, the parallel sudden removal from their areas 
of origin, uncertainty about future and loss of social safety nets increased vulnerability to food security shocks and threats. 
Under this scenario, taking on debt was reported as one of the first and primary coping strategies adopted during and after 
displacement. The survey findings revealed that 86 percent of households reported that they contracted some debt to 
cope with the emergency situation. 70 percent of them also borrowed debt during last six months (July-Dec 2013). 
Debt was mostly borrowed from relatives or friends (82 percent), followed by shopkeepers (11 percent). Rates of formal 
debt borrowing from financial institutions was negligible. As per the feedback provided by the participants of a results 
vetting workshop conducted in the affected areas, very high interest rates were charged for informal borrowing. 

Plough

Tractor

Animal Shelter

Handloom

Agriculture Tools

Before 
Displacement 

After 
Displacement

1.40

1.20

1.00

.80

.60

.40

.20

.00

Change in productive assets

.80

.70

.60

.50

.40

.30

.20

.10

.00

Sewing machine

Electricity

Heater

Natural Gas

Cooking Store

Change in Domestic assets and facilities

28

Before 
Displacement 

After 
Displacement



29

Furthermore, in-kind borrowing from shopkeepers was also high, but in such cases significant increase in prices was 
reported.The average amount of debt was quite high at PKR 111,150. 31 percent of those who contracted debt had a 
high debt burden (more than PRK 100,000).Keeping the newly reduced income levels in mind, it can be concluded that it 
will take many years for IDPs to repay the full amount of debt. 

  

\
  

The debt borrowed by IDP families was largely utilized to meet households' immediate needs, while very few of them (only 
6 percent) spent some amount on livelihood recovery. As shown in figure 13, the most cited reason for taking on debt was 
to cover the health expenditures of households (88 percent), followed by fulfillment of the household's food needs (77 
percent). 

  

Figure 11. Percent of households contracted debt

Figure 12. Amount of debt

Figure 13. Reasons of taking on debt
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4.6. Agriculture Practices

4.6.1.Agriculture in Areas of Origin

Figure 14. Functionality of irrigation channels at area of origin 

4.6.2. Agriculture during Displacement

Two thirds of IDP families were involved in agriculture and cultivating their own lands prior to displacement. Tenancy, or 
share-cropping, was not so common in FATA, only 6 percent of the farming community reported being a tenant or share-
cropper. The vast majority (94 percent of the farming community) cultivated their own land with average land ownership 
of 3 acres per household. 

More than half of agriculture based households (56 percent) reported that proper irrigation systems were unavailable in 
their areas and they relied on rains for crop production. Those who reported ownership of irrigated lands reported that 
they were taking water from canals, streams and tube-wells for irrigation purposes. The crisis badly affected existing 
irrigation infrastructure and most of the respondents reported that these channels were wholly or partially damaged.

 

During Rabi season, most of the farmers cultivate wheat (85 percent of farming HHs), followed by seasonal vegetables 
(30 percent). During Kharif season, farmers cultivate maize (82 percent), vegetables (42 percent) and pulses (16 
percent).

More than half of the farmers (52 percent) reported that wheat produced was typically sufficient to meet their household 
needs and often with a small surplus. The remaining farmers (48 percent) who produced wheat reported that the wheat 
they produced was not sufficient for their household needs.

Vegetable production was also quite common. 42 percent of IDP households reported that they normally produced 
vegetables in their  home gardens or in the fields. 28 percent of them consumed all of their vegetables within the 
household, while the rest of the surveyed farmers produced enough to sell some in nearby markets. Vegetable gardening is 
one of the important tools for fulfilling a household's food and nutrition needs; a small investment in vegetable gardening 
upon their return to the areas of origin can significantly improve household food security.  Only 5 percent of the 
households reported some orchard or fruit production: apricots, peaches, plums and walnuts are commonly produced in 
their areas. 

Those households involved in farming reported that agriculture is not sufficient to fulfill their needs. Only 18 percent of 
households reported that the share of income from agriculture, as part of total household income, more than 50 percent.

4 percent of households reported that they were involved (at one point in time) in farming activities in the areas of 
displacement, whereas 3.5 percent reported that they are still involved in farming, including kitchen gardening and field or 
commercial cultivation at the time of survey. 

Totally

destroyed

Heavily

damaged

Limited 

damage

Don't Know

Functionality of irrigation channels

No damage

36%

20% 21%

7%

16%

30



31

4.7. Livestock

Figure 15. Ownership of livestock before and after displacement

Figure 16. Reason of decrease in livestock 

The livestock sector is one of the most important sectors in the small rural economy of FATA. Except for a few fertile 
valleys, the inhabitants of FATA mostly rely on pastoralist activities. Keeping livestock not only provides a strong income 
base for rural households, but is also helpful in improving the food security situation of the wider area. Due to agro-
ecological conditions, the livestock sector was mainly dominated by small ruminants, including sheep, goats and poultry. 

According to the findings of the DFSA, three out of four households reported that they typically keep livestock to fulfill 
their household food needs and/or for commercial purposes. Prior to displacement, the average household ownership of 
small and large ruminants was reported as 7.5 and 2.6 respectively. In addition, the average number of poultry owned 
was reported at 13.4. 

This exercise revealed that the livestock sector was the most affected, and least recovered sector, due to displacement in 
the region. Attributed to the unplanned and chaotic removal from their homes and areas, IDPs were unable to bring, or 
continue to care for, their livestock and in most the cases, were forced to leave their livestock – a highly valuable 
productive asset - unattended in their areas of origin. In addition, large scale distress selling was also reported as an 
important reason for the reduction in livestock ownership.

 

In a few cases, IDP's managed to bring their livestock with them to the areas of displacement or managed to keep them 
safe in their areas of origin. According to the findings of the DFSA, the average number of large ruminants per household 
declined from 2.66 animal per HH to 0.60 (0.19 in areas of origin and 0.41 in areas of displacement). Similarly, 
ownership of small ruminants declined from 7.55 to 1.01, and poultry ownership declined in an equally high proportion, 
from 13.37 to 2.16 poultry birds per household. 

  

Ownership of livestock

(Average per household)

Before displacement At area of origin

Large ruminants Small ruminants Poultry

At area of displacement

2.66

.19 .41

13.37

.62
1.54

.44 .57

7.55

Ownership of livestock

(Average per household)

Large ruminants Small ruminants Poultry

Sold Died due to lack of shelter/fodder Lost Died during displacement

43%

8% 8%

33%
37%

10% 8%

35%

21%
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45%
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The reasons accounting for the reduction in livestock included distress selling and loss of livestock during displacement. 
Distress selling of large ruminants was significantly higher in the aftermath of displacement because large ruminants are 
harder to displace. This significant reduction in livestock had negative consequences for displaced households, causing a 
deterioration in food security status. 

Due to significant reduction in livestock ownership, livestock restocking was reported as one of the most important needs 
to rehabilitate the livestock sector, followed by fodder and shelter for the livestock that was reported by few IDPs.   

The influx of IDPs also affected the livelihood situation for host communities. The participants of Focus Group Discussion 
in host communities reported that the arrival of IDPs in their areas increased the burden on their small economies and 
increased competition for already limited resources. Despite this economic burden, half of FGD participants stated that 
IDPs could stay in their areas until it would be safe for them to return. 

Most of the IDPs began day labor activities in host areas which reduced the earning opportunities for labor of the host 
communities. Along with a reduction in labor opportunities, households associated with agriculture and livestock, also 
reported having been affected by the IDP influx. 

While the arrival of IDPs did, on the one hand did reportedly increase the burden on small host economies, it also created 
some opportunities for the host communities: households earning income from rent on properties were reported as the 
group which benefitted the most from the arrival of IDPs. Similarly, host households associated with business and trade 

Figure 17. Livestock needs in areas of displacement  

Figure 18. Livestock needs in areas of origin  

4.9. Impact of Displacement on Host Communities
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also reported some increase in their income levels as a result of the arrival of IDPs in their area. 

The livelihoods situation of the returnee populations was assessed during a series of Focus Group Discussions in the areas 
of return. As per their findings, and as this report has already shown, livelihoods of the displaced population were affected 
badly at the time of displacement, and little recovery was reported after their return to the areas of origin. Furthermore, 
income levels for agriculture or livestock based livelihoods were reduced significantly and are seen at present, as the least 
recovered. The income levels of households with members working as a day laborers, or earning income through trade, 
were also reported as not fully recovered after returning; salaried employees reported more stable income during the 
period of crises.

 

Insufficient livelihood assets, coupled with a lack of financial capital, were reported as serious limitations in the rapid 
recovery of livelihoods. Multiple coping strategies, mostly negative, were adopted by many of the returned families to 
restore their livelihood activities including selling of assets and debt borrowing. Distress selling of productive assets, 
particularly livestock, was again one of the major negative coping strategies directly affecting food security status. 

Agriculture, including homestead gardening was also not fully recovered due to the unavailability of seed, fertilizers, 
agricultural tools and non-functioning irrigation systems. Restoration of irrigation system is reported as one of the most 

Figure 19. Effect of IDPs arrival on livelihood situation of host communities 

4.9. Livelihood Situation of the Returnee Population

Table 10. Effects of displacement on income level of returnee population
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important needs to restore the agriculture based livelihoods followed by provision of seeds and fertilizers.

Furthermore, access to functioning markets is more difficult in returned areas, as reported by key informants. Major 
constraints in access to markets included high transportation costs, poor road conditions and an unstable security 
situation. On question about their most pressing need, they reported livelihood restoration including agriculture and 
livestock support as their top needs followed by provision of shelter and food.

The inhabitants of the Federally Administered Tribal Areas rely predominantly on agro-pastoralist activities for their 
livelihood, followed thereafter by day labouring and small business activities. Due to their displacement, their livelihoods 
were seriously and abruptly comprised and the majority of them reported the loss of their livelihood post-displacement. A 
shift from the farming sector to non-agricultural day labor was reported after displacement; households which had been 
displaced for a more than two years were able to produce some livelihood opportunities in their areas of displacement. 
Due to the loss of livelihoods, income levels deteriorated with 82 percent of IDP households reporting decreased income 
levels after displacement. Spending on food, health and debt repayments were reported as the main sources of 
expenditures post-displacement. 

Due to income deficits, most IDPs were forced to borrow debt to meet their household's basic needs. 86 percent of 
assessed IDP households reported that they borrowed debt directly as a result of their displacement. The average amount 
of debt borrowed was quite high (PKR 111,150). Of the total 86 percent who took on debt, 31 percent of that group 
reported a high debt burden (more than PKR 100,000). The most cited specific reasons for debt borrowing was to cover 
health expenditures followed by food.

The livestock sector was also affected badly with a significant reduction in the number of owned livestock, and the most 
cited reason for the reduction in livestock ownership included their loss during displacement and distress selling. 

Host communities were also affected by the heavy influx of IDPs into their areas. Households earning income from 
labouring, agriculture and livestock reported reduction in income levels due to the presence of IDPs, whereas 
businessmen, traders and those who earned income from rent on property benefited from the arrival of IDPs. 

IDPs who returned to their areas of origin after de-notification reported that they have not been able to restore their 
livelihoods to date; specifically livelihoods based on agriculture and livestock were reportedly the least recovered. Major 
limitation to recovery included insufficient livelihood assets and lack of financial capital. Distress selling of productive 
assets and debt borrowing were also common among the returnee population. Destruction of irrigation infrastructure was 
reported as a serious limitation to recovery in the agriculture sector. Livelihood restoration, followed by shelter and food, 
were reported as the most pressing needs by the returnee population.

4.10. Section Summary 
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5. Impact on Food Security 

5.1.Household Food Consumption

Figure 20. Food consumption score 

5.2. Access to Food 

 

The food consumption score (FSC) is one of the most commonly used indicators to measure household food security by 
capturing the adequacy of overall food consumption. The FCS measures food diversity (the types of food consumed), food 
frequency (the number of days each group is consumed), and the relative nutritional value of each food group. Based on a 
one-week recall by respondents on the food consumed within a household, and using standard thresholds, households are 
classified into one of the three groups, namely, “acceptable” food consumption, “borderline” food consumption, and “poor” 
food consumption. From the analysis of the food consumption data from the household survey, it was found that overall, 
41.6 percent of the households had acceptable food consumption, 6.6 percent were reported under poor consumption 
category, while the majority, 51.8 percent, showed borderline consumption levels. The situation inside camps was slightly 
better, with 44.7 percent of the households showing acceptable consumption, compared to 39.6 percent in off-camp 
settings. It is interesting to note that these findings are also similar to those from IVAP (IDP Vulnerability and Assessment 
Profiling) survey, which found 39% of the IDP families having acceptable food consumption as of November 2013.

The fact that more than half of IDP households were in the borderline food consumption group requires additional 
analysis. Those in the borderline group have the potential to improve by shifting to the acceptable consumption group with 
some improvements in diet, including improvements in dietary diversity. On the other hand, those in the borderline group 
can just as easily slip into the poor consumption group with any deterioration of their condition, which could be caused by 
exposure to shocks (e.g. sudden rise in food prices) or the cessation of humanitarian assistance (85 percent of the 
households surveyed were benefiting from food assistance).  

Access to food was analyzed based on food availability in the market, household expenditures on food, and the food 
stocks available in households.

The household survey, as well as the market assessment, revealed that availability of food in the market is generally not a 
problem. However, limitations arise when it comes to economic access to food, i.e. purchasing power. The majority of 
households reported that they do not have adequate resources to make sufficient food purchases from the markets.

Expenditure on food, particularly as a proportion of total monthly household expenditures, is an important determinant of 
household food security, illustrating the level of economic access of the household. Poor and food insecure households 
tend to spend a large proportion of their overall expenditures on food, leaving little for other needs such as health and 
education; while the wealthier and more food secure households tend to spend a smaller proportion of their monthly 
expenditures on food. The analysis of household survey data revealed that on average about 18 percent of households are 
spending more than 60 percent of their monthly expenditures on food; a strong indicator of vulnerability related to 
economic access. This means that they have little disposable income available for other basic needs, and are also more 
vulnerable to any increase in food prices. In addition, about 35 percent of households are spending between 40 and 60 
percent of  their total monthly expenditure on food. Overall, IDP households living in host communities were spending a 
higher proportion of their monthly expenditures on food, compared to those living inside the camps. 
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Figure 21.Share of expenditure on food

Figure 22. Food stock available at household 

5.3. Overall Food Security Considering Food Consumption and Expenditure

Figure 23 .Overall Food Security status considering food consumption and expenditure on food 

  

Food stock availability at the household level is an important indicator of household food access. Overall, more than 50 
percent of the households were found to have food stocks which were barely sufficient for one week or less to meet the 
food needs of the household. Only about 25 percent of households had sufficient food stocks for more than two weeks. 
This is an important indicator of the vulnerability of households in respect to access to food.

Taking into account overall household expenditure on food and the food consumption patterns at the time of the survey, 
38 percent of households were considered food secure, while 16 percent were food insecure and the remaining 46 
percent fell into the borderline category. Households residing in camps were slightly better off with a smaller proportion of 
them in the food insecure group, and a slightly higher proportion in the food secure group, compared to those living in off-
camp locations.
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5.4. Coping Strategies

Figure 24. Coping strategies adopted by households to meet food needs

5.5. Impact on Food Security of Host Communities 

Table 12. Host communities reported decrease in food consumption after crisis

Households adopt a variety of coping strategies when faced with food shortages. Among those households who had 
problems meeting their food needs in the past one month, the most common coping strategies included: shifting to less 
preferred or less expensive food items, putting limits on the portion size of meals or skipping meals. Each of these 
negative coping strategies was practiced by more than 40 percent of the households. Selling productive assets, skipping 
meals for entire days, restricting consumption by adults and selling domestic assets – extreme negative coping 
mechanisms - were practiced by more than 20 percent of the households. Other practices included selling livestock, 
consuming seed stocks as food, seeking alternative or additional jobs, and removing children from schools.

Focus group discussions were conducted in the host communities in order to have an understanding of the impact on their 
food security status as a result of the IDP presence. As shown in the summary table below, the  significant decrease in 
consumption of cereals and animal products was reported in the host communities due to arrival of IDPs. There was a 
minor reduction in the consumption of pulses and fruits and no change was reported in the consumption of vegetable, 
sugar/sweets and oils/fats (although this cannot be directly attributed to the presence of IDPs in their communities but 
rather could attributed to the increasing rate of inflation that has reduced the purchasing power).

Shifted to less preferred or 
less expensive food

Put limit on portion/size at meals

Skips meals for entire day

sell production assets

Skip meal

Restricted consumption by adults

Sell domestic assets

sold livestock
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Remove children from school
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Oil/fats 

Significant reduction 

Minor reduction 

Significant reduction 

Minor reduction 

No reduction 

No reduction 

No reduction 



5.6. Food Security Situation in Areas of Origin 

5.7. Section Summary 

Discussions with returnees in their areas of origin revealed several 
limits to achieving food security and restoring livelihoods, primarily 
as a result of losses of livelihoods, unavailability of basic services 
and recurrent instability. Compared to the situation prior to 
displacement, households reported notable reductions in their 
sources of income, especially in the agriculture and livestock 
sectors. Similarly, there was some reduction in incomes related to 
business and skilled and unskilled labour. Such a reduction in 
income level, taken together with the perception of insecurity 
translated into heightened vulnerability to food insecurity among 
the returnee population.

Looking at the outcome of the assessment, displaced households 
are persistently vulnerable to food security, with only about 40 
percent of households showing acceptable food consumption 
outcomes. The availability of food stocks at the household level is 
low, and even though food is more widely available in the market, 
poor purchasing power – a reflection of insufficient available 
incomes - remains the key obstacle to accessing food. The Focus 
Group Discussion with host communities revealed that there were 
significant adverse impacts on their cereal and animal food 
consumption due to the presence of IDP families (though this 
cannot be solely attributed to the presence of IDPs in their 
communities, as the increasing level of inflation in the country has 
played a significant role in reducing purchasing power).

The livelihood and food security status of returning IDPs also 
appeared to be diminished due to reduced incomes from fewer livelihoods compared to the situation prior to 
displacement. IDP households continue to be vulnerable to food insecurity and the need for humanitarian assistance 
remains critical. However, where resource constraints impact humanitarian assistance, priority for assistance must go to 
the most vulnerable families, even though those showing acceptable food consumption still rely on food assistance from 
WFP to prevent them from slipping into the borderline or poor consumption groups.  

38



39

6. Markets in Host Areas

6.1. Market Functionality

 
Figure 25. Location of markets covered during DFSA

Figure 26. Number of shops in markets

Analysis of the market situation is important for understanding the food security conditions in any area, as well as for 
gauging the appropriateness of cash-based interventions as a possible response tool. In a humanitarian crisis, the role of 
markets becomes more important in economies where the livelihoods of a vast majority of the population relies on local 
markets. Markets make an important contribution to three out of four pillars of food security, i.e. availability, access and 
stability. For the Detailed Food Security Assessment, the market was defined as a place where three or more shops were 
located and visited as part of the routine for purchasing goods. Market surveys were conducted in almost every village 
covered during the assessment. Enumerators visited the nearest market from randomly selected villages and filled-in the 
developed questionnaire (provided in annex-II). Market assessments were based on three instruments: an observation 
checklist, interviews with at least one key informant (buyer), and at least two shopkeepers. In total 51 markets in 
displacement areas were covered during the assessment. The major findings of the assessment are given below.

The vast majority of markets covered (90 percent) in the assessment were located in rural areas while just 10 percent 
were located in semi-urban and urban localities. The sample was proportionally distributed among the districts in relation 
to IDP concentration and population in the area. The proportion of markets covered during this assessment also illustrates 
the same as presented in the figure 25.

Out of the assessed markets, 44 percent were small markets, where the number of shops in each did not exceed 20.

Most of the shops sold grocery items (47 percent of the total shops), followed by vegetables (18 percent) and had skilled 
labour businesses (15 percent) like tailors, barbers and cobblers. 

22%
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8%

50%

Location of markets covered during DFSA
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Percent of the assessed markets
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44%

30%
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Figure 27. Details of shops in market

Table 12. Average number of individuals and households benefitted from market

6.2. Effects of Crises on Market Functionality 

6.2.1. Effects on Supply of Commodities 

.

Of the markets assessed, 90 percent were regularly functioning on a daily basis; very few of these were weekly or 
monthly. The average number of 1,193 customers visiting these markets daily, with 457 households benefiting, represent 
the appropriate functionality of these facilities

In rural markets, most of the shopkeepers purchase their commodities from wholesale markets in nearby big cities. The 
average distance of these markets from wholesale markets was reported at 10 KMs. In addition to this, most of the 
suppliers, including private suppliers and distributors of different companies, also visited the assessed markets to deliver 
commodities. On average, nine suppliers per market were reported visiting to deliver commodities.
 
In only one third of the markets, did shopkeepers report that they generally purchased some products directly from local 
farmers, which included animal products and vegetables, and these local purchases were reported to be infrequent. 
The arrival of IDPs affected some general practices in markets. In 54 percent of the areas assessed, shopkeepers reported 
that volume of supply in the market had changed since the arrival of IDPs, resulting in an increase in supply.
 
When asked about the effects of IDPs' arrival on availability of required commodities, 60percent reported no change from 
the routine situation. In the remaining areas, it was reported that food items, and to some extent non-food items, became 
scarce shortly after the arrival of IDPs; however, this was a temporary stress caused by the immediate influx of IDPs.  
As reported by shopkeepers, there were appropriate stocks of dry food items, the supply of which could be easily 
increased if the demand of any item(s) increased. Similarly, for fresh food items; while they had limited stocks, the supply 
lines were considered functional and stocks could be reinforced

The figure 28 indicates the average stocks and the number of days required to restock supplies.
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Vegetable
18%

Meat
5%

Dairy Products
9%

Restaurant
1%

Bakery
2%

Agriculture
Inputs
3%

Tailor/barber
etc shops

15%

Grocery
47%

Estimated numbers of 
individual customers (Average)

Estimated numbers of 
households benefited (Average)

1193 457

40



41

Figure 28. Stock availability of dry and fresh food items

6.2.2. Effects on the Demand Side of Markets

6.2.3. Effects on Price Level

Figure 29. Increase in prices after arrivals of IDPs 

 

In a few areas (18 percent of the markets covered in the assessment), some constraints/issues were reported in 
purchasing from wholesale markets, including inflation and the security situation (police check, etc.).
In 20 percent of the areas, communities reported that one additional reason for the change in supply was the increase of 
traders in the markets since the arrival of IDPs. 

As reported by shopkeepers, in two third of the areas, the arrival of IDPs affected the demand of food items, primarily for 
fresh foods, including vegetables, followed by cereals (flour and rice), and pulses. Additionally, IDP arrivals also affected 
the demand of non-food items, but on a comparatively smaller scale. 46 percent of key informants reported some increase 
in demand including for building materials, general grocery items (soap, shampoo, clothes, etc.) and cosmetics. 

The most direct impact was seen on the price level. Two thirds of the communities reported that prices significantly 
increased in the six months prior to the assessment. Most of them reported an increase in the price of food items, chiefly 
wheat and vegetables.

Compared with Pakistan's general inflation rate (7.8 percent general Consumer Price Index (CPI), 6.6 percent for food 
items and 8.5 percent for non-food items in 2012-13) the increase in prices in displacement areas was quite high. The 
highest increase was reported for wheat, tomatoes, onions and potatoes. 
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Key informants from markets were also asked to identify any reason to explain this price inflation other than the arrivals of 
IDPs. Major reasons cited included restrictions on mobility of food items (e.g. wheat from Punjab), increase in exports, 
general inflation across the country and hoarding by shopkeepers (zakheera andozi).

In most of the areas, the increase in availability of skilled and un-skilled labour was reported after the arrival of IDPs. 
Increase in skilled labor was reported in 70 percent of areas with a corresponding 22 percent increase in the number of 
laborers, as compared to pre-displacement statistics. For unskilled labor, an increase was reported in 80 percent of the 
areas with a 30 percent increase in the number of laborers.

More than half of the communities also reported that wage rates had altered due to IDP arrivals. 

On average, the arrival of IDPs made a strong impression on markets, as reported by key informants. In most cases, 
shopkeepers reported positive effects including increases in the number of customers which yielded more selling and thus 
higher profits, and a boost in local markets was reported. Along with food and non-food items, an increase in house rents 
and the availability of skilled/unskilled labour was also reported. With the passage of time, IDPs started their own 
businesses, so an increase in stalls and small shops was also reported during the assessment.

In more than half (58 percent) of markets covered during assessment, an increase in the number of sellers/shopkeepers 
was reported with an average increase of 15 percent, compared to the pre-IDP situation, whereas, the number of 
customers/buyers increased almost everywhere with an average increase of 30 percent. 

The effect of the humanitarian response on markets was reported only in few locations resulting in a decrease in demand  
on markets from IDPs. Changes in supply and prices due to selling of relief items was reported in very few (negligible) 
locations.  

Very few protection issues were reported in markets due to the arrival of IDPs. Only in 10 percent of the markets did key 
informant report some incidents of crime/robberies; the remaining markets reported no effects.

In 40 percent of assessed markets, availability of at least one financial service provider was reported while in the 
remaining areas, no financial service was available. Additionally, in only2 0 percent of the markets, women were reported 
taking advantage of these services.
 
Details of availability of financial service providers and their use by women is given in figure 31:

6.2.4. Effects on Wage Rates

Figure 30. Change in labour wages after IDP arrivals 

6.3. General Effects

 
6.4. Availability of Financial Services, and Cash Programmes 
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Figure 1. Availability of financial services and used by women

Figure 32. Common method of cash distribution during cash based interventions

6.5. Feasibility of Cash/Voucher Interventions

62 percent of the communities reported that cash assistance was provided in their village or town at least once in the 
aftermath of the crisis/arrival of IDPs. The most commonly used system of cash distribution was direct cash distribution, 
followed by cheques and smart cards.  

 

Market functionality, household accessibility to markets, robust and stable supply lines, and availability of financial 
services/providers are vital for successful cash programming. The findings of the DFSA indicate that the areas of 
displacement in KP are viable for cash programming. Markets are functional in almost all areas and no major constraints 
(except for transportation costs) were reported in accessing markets. Easy access to alternate markets was also reported 
by IDPs.
 
Further, it is imperative to monitor the supply lines of market. In the case of weak supply lines, cash programmers could 
result in inflation due to an immediate increase in demand that traders may not be able to meet due to inconsistent 
supply lines. As per the findings however, supply lines are functional; shopkeepers have sufficient stocks of food and non-
food items, and can also quickly increase/replenish their stocks. Easy access to wholesale markets was also reported and 
many suppliers are able to quickly deliver required commodities to markets. 

Two issues were reported that need to be considered while making the decision to implement cash or voucher 
programmes: availability of financial service providers (a potential constraint), only 40 percent markets reported 
availability of these services; additionally, specific attention should be given to targeting more vulnerable, female headed 
households, but in 80 percent of assessed areas, women didn't tend to visit financial service providers (banks, etc.) due to 
cultural constraints. Appropriate cash disbursement mechanisms should be adopted to tailor the programme to such 
households/constraints. 
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7. Assistance: Frequency and Efficacy 

Table 12. Assistance received by the IDP households

Eighty seven percent of households reported that they received some assistance (from any source) after displacement. 
Eighty five percent of households reported receiving food assistance through general food distribution programmes. In 
addition, one quarter of households also received supplementary/complimentary feeding for children or pregnant and 
lactating women. Seven percent of the households also reported receiving some on site school feeding for their children. 
Proportion of households receiving assistance was significantly higher among IDPs living in camps compared to those 
living off-camp. Support related to livelihood restoration was minimal, only two percent of households reported receiving 
agricultural inputs while ten percent received livestock support after displacement. Thirteen percent of households also 
received remittances which helped in coping with the complex situation; eleven percent also received income support 
through Zakat/Khairat (faith based charity). Reliance on income support or remittances was significantly higher among 
female headed households than among male headed households. 

In most cases, respondents reported that the assistance received was helpful. In some cases, the efficacy of assistance 
was reported as average or in some cases, below average. When respondents were pressed to elaborate on the efficacy of 
assistance, most cited reason that it was not sufficient in quantity.  

  Male Headed 
HHs 

Female 
Headed HHs 

In-camp IDPs Off-camp 
IDPs 

Overall 

General Food 
Distribution 

85% 80% 96% 77% 85% 

On site  School feeding 
(children) 

7% 2% 10% 4% 7% 

Agricultural inputs 
(seeds, fertilizers, tools) 

2% 1% 3% 0% 2% 

Livestock support 
(Fodder, veterinary 
services, Restocking) 

10% 13% 21% 3% 10% 

Government 
compensation 
(unconditional cash 
grants) 

14% 25% 25% 9% 15% 

Unconditional Cash 
grants 

11% 16% 19% 7% 12% 

Remittances from family 
members 

11% 24% 20% 7% 13% 

Zakat/ Khairat 9% 23% 17% 7% 11% 

Complementary / 
supplementary feeding 
for children under 2 & 
pregnant and lactating 
women 

25% 26% 47% 11% 25% 
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8.Currents and Projected Needs

Figure 33. Most important current needs

Figure 34. Most important needs after return

When IDPs were asked to prioritize their two most important, current needs, a vast majority of them (91 percent) reported 
that they needed cash grants to meet their basic needs. Along with cash support, food support and employment/jobs were 
reported as the top priority needs by 40 and 22 percent of households, respectively. 

During the recovery/rehabilitation period after returning to their areas of origin, building materials were reported as a 
critical need by 83 percent of households, followed by cash grants employment/job opportunities and food aid.
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9. Conclusion and Recommendations 

9.1. Priority Assistance for IDP's in Areas of Displacement

Targeted cash support:

Targeted food and nutrition support:

Livelihood support:

Homestead gardening and poultry:

9.2.  Priority Areas for IDP's Post-Returns/Returnee Population

Livelihood support at area of origin: 

Restoration of agriculture and livestock sector: 

Provision of shelter/building material: 

The Detailed Food Security Assessment not only presents an in-depth analysis of the food security situation of the 
displaced population, but also provides insight into the nuances of this complex emergency. Considering the situation 
analysis and the projected scenario, the following key priority areas were identified to accelerate the recovery process of 
those affected by the displacement associated with this complex emergency. 

 Abrupt displacement not only caused devastation to pre-existing livelihoods and but also distorted 
the income levels of displaced households. Consequently, IDP families were forced to adopt negative coping strategies, 
including debt borrowing and selling of important domestic and productive assets. To overcome this, and in light of in-
depth assessments undertaken as part of the DFSA, targeted cash support is recommended with a special focus on 
vulnerable groups including female headed households, elderly headed households, disabled population and households 
with very limited or no source of income. A comprehensive analysis of the market situation revealed that the environment 
is viable for cash programming in hosting areas. 

 Although 86 percent of IDP households reported that they were receiving food 
support at the time of survey, 6.6 percent of them were found to have poor food consumption and 51.8 percent were in 
the borderline consumption category. Further, 47 percent were spending more than 60 percent of their income on food 
related expenditures. Overall, some16 percent of the households were found to be food insecure, while 46% were under 
borderline condition, and thus also vulnerable. About 38% of the IDPs were found to be food secure. The vulnerability of 
the IDPs was mainly attributed to, i) exclusion of non-registered IDPs from food support, ii) insufficient food packages for 
larger families, evidenced from the analysis of food consumption scores, where significant numbers of households reported 
having to supplement received assistance with market purchases as a source of food. 
Keeping this situation in mind, recommendation is made to continue food assistance to the IDP families. Continued food 
assistance is particularly critical to those IDP families in poor and borderline food security groups, which constitute 
approximately 62% of the total IDP populations covered by this study. It is recommended that food assistance should be 
complemented with targeted nutrition support for IDP families to ensure meeting their food and nutrition needs. 

 Due to displacement, the livelihoods of IDP families were severely disrupted. A significant number of 
households (16 percent of total IDPs) reported that they had no source of income whereas the remaining reported a shift 
to unskilled labour activities for survival. Targeted support to rapidly put in place livelihood activities will provide the 
support needed to meet basic needs and will help improve the food security situation. 
    

 To ensure sufficient dietary diversity and better food consumption, support for 
vegetable gardening, where possible, will be a useful intervention. In addition, the provision of poultry birds and small 
ruminants is also recommended for IDP families, with a special focus on women. 

Lack of livelihood opportunities was reported as one of the major constraints in 
successfully completing returns of IDP families. The returnee population also reported that their income sources had been 
considerably interrupted and remained unrecovered at the time of assessment. Reduced income opportunities and 
disrupted income levels affect access to nutritious food and other basic necessities, as reported by the DFSA. In this 
context, support to restore and improve livelihood opportunities is vital.

Agriculture was one of the major sources of income prior to displacement, 
but was severely disrupted as a result of displacement. Agriculture-based incomes were reduced due to unavailability of 
inputs, tools and destruction of irrigation infrastructure. Support to farmers in the form of seeds, fertilizers, agriculture 
tools, rehabilitation of irrigation infrastructure and value-chain improvement are recommended to support the restoration 
of the agricultural sector. Community infrastructure, as a foundation for supporting livelihood restoration, is deemed 
imperative to revitalize the livelihoods of affected communities alongside a well informed and dedicated cash programme 
to support these efforts. Similarly, the livestock sector was reported as one of the least recovered sectors during 
displacement and return. Support to the livestock sector, specifically the restocking of small ruminants and poultry, is 
critical to improving the household food security situation of the returnee population. In addition to this, the provision of 
feed/fodder and animal shelters are vital in this regard.

Building material has been mentioned as an important need by most (83 percent of 
IDP households) after their return. Investment in this regard not only ensures shelter needs, but also allows the affected 
population to direct their focus on their food and livelihood related needs. 
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Cash and food assistance to support household food security:

Provision of basic services: 

 9.3.Priority Areas of Support for Host Communities

Livelihood support to improve income level and food security: 

Targeted food and nutritional support to the most affected groups in host communities: 

Rehabilitation of community infrastructure and social services:

Improvement in social protection and environmental services: 

 After the building materials, cash grants, employment 
support and food assistance were cited as the top priority by the IDPs after their return. Thus until the IDP families get 
back to their normal and stable sources of livelihood, it is important to consider cash and/or food assistance, combined 
with some livelihood support activities, so as to support families maintain basic food security and nutrition.

Provision of basic services including education, health, sanitation and water, is vital to ensure 
the complete and successful return of IDPs residing in hosting areas. These services will also help the affected population 
ensure proper food utilization and consumption.

As concluded in the DFSA, the arrival of IDPs not only 
increased the burden on the small rural economies of hosting areas but also reduced livelihood opportunities and further 
limited the resources in these communities. Unskilled labourers were reported as one of the most affected groups in host 
communities, followed by the agriculture and livestock sectors. Support to host communities to strengthening the 
livelihoods base is recommended. Special skill development activities for the unskilled labour population is considered 
critical in these settings to ensure that their livelihood opportunities are not diminished by the presence of IDPs. 
Furthermore, support to strengthen the food security situation, through improved agriculture and livestock practices, is 
also recommended for host communities.

Due to the arrival of IDP's, 
demand for food and non-food items increased significantly resulting in sudden price hikes, observed in the market 
assessment. Inflation, coupled with reduced income levels, affected the food consumption pattern of hosting communities. 
From the FGDs, a significant reduction in consumption of cereals and animal products was reported after the arrival of 
IDPs. It is therefore recommended to provide targeted food and nutrition support to the most vulnerable households in 
hosting communities, with a special focus on unskilled labourers, female headed households and households with no 
income earner. Alternately, livelihoods skills and opportunities may also be provided/created for these groups to help them 
address their own food and other household needs.

 Community infrastructure and social services, including 
religious services, graveyards, grounds, education and health services and markets were affected due to the heavy influx 
of IDPs. Rehabilitation of such services, specifically of markets, farm to market roads and education and health services 
are considered another necessary priority area for host communities. Provision of these services also gives an opportunity 
to help local farms and farmers improve with up-to-date practices for growing their products and by extension their profits 
through local capacity building.

One of the positive aspects of this complex humanitarian 
crisis is the positive relationship reported between IDPs and host communities, despite some reports (during FGDs) of 
environmental and protection related issues, including for some (females, children) a sense insecurity, deforestation and 
improper sanitation practices by IDPs. Psycho-social support to host communities, improvement in forestry and provision 
of sanitation facilities to IDPs are recommended to mitigate some of these environmental and protection issues. 
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