
NORTH EAST NIGERIA

UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME

LIVELIHOODS AND 
ECONOMIC RECOVERY 
ASSESSMENT 2016

Empowered lives. Resilient nations.

MAY, 2016



LIVELIHOODS AND ECONOMIC RECOVERY ASSESSMENT 2016

© 2016 UNDP

Design: Oxfam in Nigeria

Cover photos: Moshood Raimi/Oxfam 2016

Empowered lives.
Resilient nations.



1

Table of Contents

 List of Maps            2 
 List of Tables           2
 List of Figures            2
 List of Acronyms          3 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY          5
KEY FINDINGS             6
SUMMARY OF SPECIFIC FINDINGS          8 

1. BACKGROUND           13
2. OBJECTIVE            15
3. METHODOLOGY          17
 3.1. Sampling           17
 3.2. Data collection           19 
  3.2.1. Training and Coordination        20
  3.2.2. Debriefing and cleaning         21
  3.2.3. Secondary data review          21
 3.3. Challenges and Limitations          22

4. PRE - CONFLICT DESCRIPTION          23
 4.1. Socio-Economic Characteristics         24
 4.2. Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH)        26 
 4.3. Health            28
 4.4. Agriculture: Crop Production, Livestock, Fisheries and Market Access    28 
  4.4.1. Crop production and Fishing          28
  4.4.2. Special Grazing           28
  4.4.3. Access to markets           29

5. FINDINGS                  31
 5.1. Assessed Population Profile         31 
 5.2. Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH)         37
  5.2.1. Water           37
  5.2.2. Sanitation           39
 5.3. Health            42
 5.4. Safety and Social Cohesion          45
  5.4.1. Perception of Safety          45
  5.4.2 Social Cohesion           46
 5.5. Livelihoods                 48
  5.5.1. Income           49
  5.5.2. Expenditure and Debt        54
  5.5.3. Markets          57
  5.5.4. Unmet Needs         58

6.  CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS      63 



2

ANNEXES            5          4
 ANNEX 1: Household Questionnaire        54
 ANNEX 2: Population Estimates and Sampling       62
 ANNEX 3: Sampled States, LGAs and Wards       63
 ANNEX 4: Livelihood Map         64
 ANNEX 5: Seasonal Calendar        65

List of Maps

Map 3-1:  Assessed LGAs and sample sizes across North-East Nigeria     12
Map 5-1:  Demographic profile of assessed LGAs        23

List of Tables

Table 3-1: Target and achieved sample size        14 
Table 4-1: Socio-economic characteristics before the conflict       18
Table 4-2:  National wealth quintiles by residence and geographical zone      19
Table 4-3:  Water, Sanitation and Hygiene pre-conflict condition       20
Table 5-1: Proportion (%) of households by primary source of income at LGA level (30 days)    39
Table 5-2: Proportion (%) spent on various household expenditures in the 30 days preceding assessment  44  
Table 5-3: Proportion (%) of households that use various primary mode of transportation to the market with 
reference to time taken and cost          47
Table 5-4: Ratio (%) of households receiving humanitarian assistance and households declaring unmet 
basic needs            49

List of Figures

Figure 5-1: Population pyramid by age and gender       23 
Figure 5-2: Proportion (%) of households with 1 or more unaccompanied children     25
Figure 5-3: Proportion (%) of households with a child head       25
Figure 5-4: Characteristics of household head         26
Figure 5-5: Proportion (%) of women that are widows in each LGA       26
Figure 5-6: Proportion (%) of households by residency status       27
Figure 5-7: Proportion (%) of households with access to improved water sources      28

LIVELIHOODS AND ECONOMIC RECOVERY ASSESSMENT 2016



3

List of Acronyms

ACAPS
CSI

CWIQ
ERL
FCT

FEWSNET
FGD
GPS

HHH
HH

HIV
IDP

IFPRI
KII

LER
LGA
MFI

MICS
NBS

NDHS
NGN
NGO
NPC
ODK
PLW
SoE
RTI

UNDP
UNFPA

UNICEF
USD

WASH
WFP

WFPAssessment Capacities Project
Coping Strategies Index
Core Welfare Indicator Questionnaire
Early Recovery and Livelihood
Federal Capital Territory
Famine Early Warning Systems Network
Focus Group Discussion
Global Positioning System
Household Head
Household
Human Immunodeficiency Virus
Internal Displaced Person
International Food Policy Research Institute
Key Informant Interview
Livelihoods and Economic Recovery
Local Government Area
Micro Finance Institution
Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey
National Bureau of Statistics
Nigeria Demographic and Health Survey
Nigerian Naira
Non-Governmental Organisation
National Population Commission
Open Data Kit
Pregnant and/or Lactating Women
State of Emergency 
Research Triangle Institute
United Nations Development Programme
United Nations Population Fund
United Nations International Children's Emergency Fund
US Dollars
Water, Sanitation and Hygiene
World Food Programme

Currency Equivalent
1 USD        =        196 naira (NGN)



Using animals (cows) to carry heavy load in Kushari community 

4

Empowered lives.
Resilient nations.



Ph
ot

o:
 M

os
ho

od
 R

ai
m

i/O
xf

am
 ©

 2
01

6

The impact of the conflict 
in North-East Nigeria over 
the last few years has 
resulted in a protracted 
humanitarian crisis which 
has led to numerous 
deaths as well as the mass 
d i s p l a c e m e n t  o f  a n 
e s t i m a t e d  2 , 2 4 1 , 4 8 4 

individuals (334,608 households)�. In January 2016, UNDP 
engaged Oxfam, based on Oxfam's experience and operations in 
the North-East, to undertake a Livelihoods and Economic 
Recovery assessment. The objective of the assessment was to 
gain systematic and representative information of the socio-
economic situation of the local population, of returnees and IDPs 
settled with host communities and to present a comparative 
analysis between the affected populations in Adamawa, Borno, 
Gombe and Yobe states. 

Purposive-random multi-stage sampling in the four states was 
used to create a representative sample of the affected 
population. Two Local Government Areas (LGAs)� were chosen as 
sampling units in each of the four states. A random selection of 
3,044 households from 24 Wards out of the eight selected LGAs 
was taken at a 95% confidence level and a 5% margin of error. 
Data collection, which took place between February 12 and 
February 26, 2016, was both quantitative and qualitative and was 
triangulated with Focus Group Discussions, Key Informant 
Interviews, field observations, and a secondary data review, to 
provide analytical depth to statistically significant findings. The 
assessment also serves as robust baseline for monitoring the 
socio-economic development of the region.

EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY

 �  IOM, Round VIII Displacement Tracking Matrix, February 2016  
 � To accommodate and highlight the differences in the needs of rural and urban communities, one rural/peri-
    urban and one urban LGA were each selected per state.
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KEY  FINDINGS

u The socio-economic situation of households is very diverse between the surveyed locations.

u The coping strategies of households depend on the hyper local context of each Ward.

u Interventions tailored to the specific situation of each location are more promising than one-size-fits-
all interventions. 

u .86% of households spend more than they earn

u 30% of households are economically inactive.

u One economically active member sustains 2.3 non-active members.

u The majority of households do not have a sufficient food supply.

u Average income per household per month is 60 USD.

u Households spend on average 42% of their income on food, 26% on education and health services, 
8% on paying off debt, and 6% on firewood.

u 19% of households have received humanitarian support in the last 12 months.

u The coping strategies for households are to eat cheaper food (57%), limit portion sizes (56%) and 
reduce the number of meals (55%). In addition, 46% of households borrow money to buy food and 
rely on alternative healthcare (41%), consume their seed stock (33%), sell assets (29%), migrate to 
other locations (21%) and send their children out to work and beg (20%).

u Income from skilled labour dropped from 21% before the crisis to 5% today.

u 23% of the households are headed by a woman (14% are widows). 

u 40% of women are pregnant and/or lactating.

u 61% of households are without access to improved water.

u 55% of households without sanitation devices.

u 11% of households support a member with mental or physical disability.

u 21% of the households include at least one member with a chronic illness.
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SUMMARY OF SPECIFIC FINDINGS

Assessed Population Profile 

The households in the study area have an average of ten individual members, with a standard deviation of six. 
The largest average household size was found in Potiskum, Yobe State (14) and the smallest was in Konduga, 
Borno State (7). The average dependency ratios� were lowest in Michika, Adamawa State (1.8) and Askira/Uba, 
Borno State (2.0), while Fika, Yobe State (3.7) and Maiha, Adamawa State (2.5) had the highest. The high 
dependency ratio in Fika, Yobe State could be attributed to the high proportion of households with at least 
one unaccompanied child (27%) and the relatively high proportion of child-headed households at 2.7%.

The educational attainment of the population varied amongst the assessed LGAs. The assessment shows that 
Konduga, and Nafada, Gombe State have the least proportion of educated populace at 3% and 10% 
respectively, while Michika, (49%) and Askira/Uba, (48%) have the highest. It also illustrates that females are 
the least educated, as seen in the ratio of educated females to educated males of 1:2 in all the LGAs except in 
Michika, and Askira/Uba, where the education attainment of both genders are almost uniform.

The intensity of the conflict, particularly during its peak in the assessed locations, varied from one LGA to 
another. This, in addition to the geographical location of individual LGAs determined the displacement 
pattern and also the distribution of each population group (residency status). For instance, Maiha has the 
highest proportion of returnee refugees and returnee refugees⁴ that are still displaced⁵; this can be attributed 
its proximity to Cameroon. In general Maiha has the highest proportion of returnees⁶ (81%), while the second 
highest proportion of returnees cannot be clearly determined between Askira/Uba and Michika because the 
hosts in Michika (37%) are also predominantly returnees hosting other returnees or IDPs. Potiskum has the 
lowest proportion of returnees but the highest proportion of locals while Fika (53%) has the highest 
proportion of IDPs followed by Nafada (36%) and Konduga (35%). The proportions of hosts are highest in 
Michika (37%) and Yamaltu/Deba, (33%) Gombe state.

WASH

The majority of households in the assessed LGAs are in dire need of improved sources ⁷  ⁸ of drinking water. The 
high proportion of households with access to improved water sources in Michika (71%) is attributable to the 
recent rehabilitation of water points in the area by NGOs as part of the North-East humanitarian response. 
Askira/Uba (21%), Potiskum (23%) and Maiha (24%) have the lowest proportion of household with access to 
improved water. With the exception of the assessed LGAs in Yobe state, urban LGAs have greater access to 
improved water sources than rural LGAs. 

�  In economics, geography and demography, the dependency ratio is an age-population ratio of those typically not in the labour force (the dependent part) and those typically in the labour 
force (the productive part). It is used to measure the pressure on productive population. (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dependency_ratio).   For the purpose of this assessment, 
dependents were classified as individuals aged between 0-17 and over 60 while productive population were classified as individual aged  18-59.

 ⁴  Returnee refugees are refugees that have returned to their habitual residence.

 ⁵  Returnee refugees that are still displace are returnees that have returned to their country but not to their habitual residence.

 ⁶  Total proportion of returnees is the combined proportion of returnee IDPs and returnee refugees.

⁷  Improved water sources include piped water into dwelling, piped water to yard/plot, public tap or standpipe, tube well or borehole, protected dug well, protected spring, rainwater 
(http://www.wssinfo.org/definitions-methods/watsan-categories/).

 ⁸  This study considered households with access to improved drinking water source as those that use less than 30 minutes to make one water collection round trip. In situations when it takes 
longer, households progressively collect less water and thereby compromise on their daily minimal water consumption, making families – and especially children – highly vulnerable to 
hygiene-related diseases.  They also incur significant economic losses due to illness and the length of time spent hauling water.  (http://www.unicef.org/wash/index_watersecurity.html).



9

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

The primary sources of improved drinking water across-the-board are boreholes and protected wells while 
public taps are the primary source in Yamaltu/Deba (13%) and Fika (12%). The public taps in Yamaltu/Deba are 
piped from Dadin Kowa Dam⁹ in the LGA, a dam constructed by the Federal Government of Nigeria. Water 
from the dam is also used for irrigation in Yamaltu/Deba, accounting for 59% of its water for irrigation and 
livestock. Conversely, Nafada (82%), which is also in Gombe state and which does not have access to such 
irrigation facilities has the highest proportion of households with no access to water for agriculture. The LGAs 
of Askira/Uba (85%) and Maiha (80%) also have the highest proportions of households with access to water for 
irrigation and livestock.

Households in urban LGAs, including Michika (63%), Konduga (55%) and Nafada (54%) have the highest 
proportions of households with functional latrines while Maiha and Fika (both rural LGAs) have the lowest 
percentage of household with functional sanitation facilities at 32% and 31% respectively. There is a negative 
correlation between access to sanitation facilities and the presence of excreta in the immediate environs. 
However, in Fika, Nafada and Yamailtu/Deba LGAs the prevalence of excreta in the immediate environs is high 
despite having relatively high access to sanitation facilities, which can be explained by the poor defecation 
habits of children in the LGAs.

Health
Individuals with chronic illnesses, such as asthma, diabetes, cancer, liver cirrhosis, HIV, tuberculosis, and others 
were present in 23% of the households assessed. Incidence of food allergies are particularly common in 
Yamaltu/Deba where people have to eat food they are allergic to as a negative coping strategy. In Potiskum 
approximately 36% of households reported at least one member with a chronic illness - the highest 
proportion in any of the assessed LGAs - followed closely by Yamaltu/Deba at 34%. The relatively high rates of 
chronically ill persons in households suggest a potentially high dependency on the productive population 
thereby increasing the already high dependency ratio in the area. 

In terms of reproductive health, Potiskum once again has the highest proportion of households with at least 
one pregnant and/or lactating woman (PLW). In contrast Fika, also in Yobe state, had the lowest proportion of 
households with one or more PLW at 17%.

Safety and Social Cohesion
Indicators used to measure the level of security were based on the perception of insecurity of the populace 
surveyed (experienced within the last 30 days prior to the survey). The assessment indicated that Yobe state 
was viewed as the most insecure and Adamawa state as the most secure. Women recorded a lower percentage 
of insecurity distress when compared to men except in Nafada and Askira/Uba where the proportions of 
female-headed households who feel unsafe were 20% and 19%, respectively, compared to the 12% and 14% 
proportion of male-headed households in the same LGAs. This trend illustrates that men might feel more 
unsafe in their LGAs due to the fact that they are the ones most often killed when insurgents attack their 
communities.

The perception of burden of IDPs and returnees on their hosts appear to be relatively uniform across-the-
board but comparatively lower in Maiha (35%) and higher in Askira/Uba (69%). Perceived tensions amongst 
residents were rated highest in Konduga, Fika and Miaha. Konduga ranked the highest overall  with 19% and 
3% of households perceiving pastoral and religious tension, respectively, amongst the locals and hosts, while 
returnee and IDPs complained significantly about issues of resource sharing.

 ⁹  Improved water from Dadin Kowa Dam was classified as public tap as pertains sources of drinking water while water from the dam for irrigation purposes was classified as Pond/Stream
    /River.
�⁰   Similar population groups were grouped together to enable easier and more meaningful comparison – returnee IDPs and returnee IDPs still displaced, locals and hosts, IDPs and 
     returnee refugee still displaced.
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Livelihoods
The majority of households in the eight LGAs assessed relied on farming to meet their livelihood needs in the 
30 days preceding the assessment, followed by trading/business and humanitarian assistance. The off-season 
is responsible for the drop in farming livelihood activities compared to the six months prior to this assessment. 
The proportion of economically inactive households in the LGAs was a third of the populace, although it is 
higher in Yamaltu/Deba with over half of the population at 55% and lowest in Nafada at 10%, where 33% of the 
households were involved in petty trading activities. The percentage of households with skilled service labour 
as their main source of income is noticeably low compared to the pre-conflict regional average of 21% with 
the highest being 10%, 8%, 8% in Potiskum, Michika and Askira/Uba, respectively.

The average household income across all the assessed LGAs was 11,650 naira (60 USD) in the last 30 days 
preceding the assessment. The highest average household income of 27,425 naira (140 USD) was observed in 
Michika LGA while Yamaltu/Deba LGA had the least with 5,817 naira (30 USD). On average, households spent 
48% more than the average income earned and a significant proportion of households across the LGAs 
reported being in debt with Fika and Nafada LGAs reporting the highest proportion of households in debt�� at 
70% each. 

In general, there is a great deal of diversity in household expenditures across the assessed LGAs and the 
variation is based on a combination of various factors and situations particular to each LGA. During the 30 days 
prior to the assessment, households across the study area reportedly spent the highest proportion of their 
expenditure on food with the exception of Askira/Uba LGA, which had the highest proportion of expenditure 
spent on education at 30%. 

Market activities are gradually getting off the ground as some traders in more accessible LGAs have recovered 
their businesses to varying degrees, albeit functioning below average. Households in LGAs such as Konduga 
(25%) have limited access to markets as a result of the crisis which led to the closing of major markets in the 
LGA and forced them to travel as far as Maiduguri for major purchases. Where markets are functional market 
stocks have been further limited by localized below-average cash and staple food crops production��. The 
limited market stock in addition to the unprecedented steep depreciation in the naira in recent times has led 
to an increase in prices of items at the markets when compared to the previous 5-year average.��

A majority of the households in the study area were unable to meet their basic needs in the 30 days prior to this 
assessment with the exception of Konduga and Potiskum LGAs that generally fared better with relatively low 
proportions of households not being able to meet their need at 46% and 43%, respectively, compared to the 
higher proportions in Maiha (76%), Askira Uba (67%) and Yamaltu Deba (66%). Amongst households that 
reported the inability to meet their needs, food was, on average, the most unmet need, followed by medical, 
transportation and energy needs. Less variation was found across the LGAs with respect to food needs as 
compared to other needs. For instance, the proportion of households that could not meet their food needs 
and medical needs in Michika were 97% and 44%, respectively, while that of Nafada was 99% and 97% in the 
same order. This variation was also apparent in the proportion of households unable to meet their 
transportation and energy needs.

The inability of households to meet their basic needs led to high usage of negative livelihood coping 
strategies which has taken a great toll on children as 41% of households in Yamaltu/Deba have children 
involved in child labour and 35% in begging. The average Livelihood Coping Strategies Index (CSI)�⁴ score was 
highest in Yamaltu/Deba (41), Nafada (40) and Fika (37) while Askira/Uba (25) and Konduga (29) had the 
lowest. 

 ��  The average household debt refers to the total money borrowed in the 30 days preceding the assessment.
 �� Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET). Nigeria Food Security Outlook: February to September 2016.
 �� Nigeria March 2016 Cadre Harmonise analysis.
�⁴ Livelihood CSI measures behaviour or strategies used by households when they cannot meet their basic needs in the 30 days preceding the assessment.



 �⁵  Livelihoods are defined as including the capabilities, assets (both material and social), and activities required for a means of living. In addition to income and employment, the 
concept of livelihoods encompasses any reliable ways that people use to access food, shelter, health care, education, safe water and sanitation, security, and protection (UNDP, 2013. 
Livelihood and Economic Recovery in Crisis Situation). 

�⁶ Economic recovery is defined as including market development, strengthening of new and existing enterprises, and job creation in both the public and private sectors. This process 
often involves an umbrella of economic, institutional, legal, and policy reforms and the reconstruction of infrastructure that facilitates trade and commerce (UNDP, 2013. Livelihood 
and Economic Recovery in Crisis Situation).
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RECOMMEMDATIONS

The findings of the assessment revealed the hyper local complexities for Livelihoods and Economic 
Recovery (LER) interventions and their need to be properly synergized with the ongoing humanitarian 
actions in the North-East. In this vein, it is hoped that all who wish to take action as a result of this 
assessment would aim at contributing to building the resilience of affected people and communities to 
overcome the negative consequences of the crisis and maintain a decent standard of living. It should 
ensure a response that provides the affected population, including returnees, IDPs and host communities 
with:

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

Increased level of 
food security and 
food self-reliance

Sustained and improved 
access to basic social 
services and community 
infrastructure

The creation and 
stabilization of livelihoods 
and economic opportunities 
for socio-economic recovery

 The promotion of social cohesion 
and local participation to 
strengthen community resilience 
and mitigate the effects of the 
protracted crisis.

1 2

3 4
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Site of a destroyed bridge in Yamaltu Deba, Gombe State



BACKGROUND

 �⁷   IOM, Round VIII Displacement Tracking Matrix, February 2016.  
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O v e r  t h e  y e a r s  i s o l a t e d 
incidences of religious crisis 
h a v e  b e c o m e  a  n o r m a l 
o c c u r r e n c e  i n  N o r t h - E a s t 
Nigeria. Currently, the insecurity 
s i t u a t i o n  i n  t h e  r e g i o n , 
perpetuated by the insurgency 
group, Boko Haram (BH), is the 
most protracted yet and has 
b e c o m e  p r o g r e s s i v e l y 
destabilizing to the region. In 
M a y  2 0 1 3 ,  f o l l o w i n g  a n 

incessant insurgency attack on civilian and government institutions in some 
parts of the country, the Federal Government of Nigeria declared a State of 
Emergency (SoE) in the three neighbouring states of Adamawa, Borno and Yobe. 
The declaration of SoE did not reduce the number of attacks by the insurgency. 
Instead, over the course of 2014 and 2015, Boko Haram increased their attacks on 
civilians and state institutions.

The impact of the conflict over the last few years has resulted in a prolonged 
humanitarian crisis which has led to numerous deaths as well as mass 
displacement of an estimated 2,241,484 individuals (334,608 households). Borno 
has the highest number of IDPs at 1,525,404 followed by Yobe (139,550) and 
Adamawa (132,626). In Gombe, a state bordering the three SoE States, 26,233 
IDPs are also registered. In total, 8% of IDPs are being hosted in government-run 
camps situated mainly in urban settings, while the remaining 92% are staying 
within host communities. 

Since March 2015 the coordinated counter-insurgency response by the Armed 
Forces of Nigeria and its neighbours (Chad, Cameroon and Niger) has significantly 
reduced the momentum of the BH insurgence. Subsequently, the response has 
resulted in the liberation of large swaths of territory previously occupied by BH. 
Starting in November 2015, there has been a strong push by the Government of 
Nigeria to facilitate the IDPs return to their place of origin. Although there have 
been returns in some parts of the region, especially in Northern Adamawa and 
some parts of Southern Borno, the situation in most LGAs remains perilous with 
many LGAs still inaccessible by humanitarian actors due to isolated attacks. 

The majority of IDPs that have returned to their habitual place of residence had 
already lost most of their productive and financial assets at the peak of the 
conflict. Upon returning home IDPs found their houses and farms burnt down as 
well as public infrastructures and facilities destroyed. They were therefore left 
with no sustainable means of livelihood. As for IDPs yet to return, hundreds of 
thousands of them remain in host communities because their places of origin are 
still inaccessible. The presence of these IDPs in the host communities has 
overstretched the coping capacities of the hosts. Moreover, the fact that many 
IDPs might be unable to return safely to their areas of origin anytime soon and the 
lack of access to livelihoods might create severe challenges in dealing with the 
displacement and also worsen social cohesion tensions in host communities.
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A woman in Jakana, Konduga LGA, Borno State



OBJECTIVE2

The Inter-Sector Working Group 
(ISWG) led by Government 
agencies with technical support 
from the UN developed the 2016 
Humanitarian Needs Overview 
(HNO) in November 2015. All 
sectors undertook assessments 
to produce reports that formed 
the HNO and eventually the 
2016 Humanitarian Response 
Plan (HRP). The information 
contained in the HNO for the 
Early Recovery and Livelihood 

(ERL) sector was predominantly obtained from secondary data and 
relevant excerpts from other sectors' assessments. The lack of primary 
data for the ERL Sector was due to the late establishment of the sector 
which made it difficult to undertake an assessment at that point in time. 
However, in order to address this gap and to ensure implementation of 
response based on informed needs, UNDP decided to undertake the 
following assessments:

Based on Oxfam's experience and operations in the North-East, UNDP 
engaged Oxfam to undertake the Livelihoods and Economic Recovery 
assessment. Oxfam has made deliberate efforts to integrate Early 
Recovery into its interventions, thereby further justifying the discussions 
and eventual engagement to undertake the field assessment and analysis. 

The overall objective of the Livelihoods and Economic Recovery 
assessment was to gather detailed and context specific information in 
order to gain an in-depth understanding of the situation of returnees and 
IDPs who had settled with host communities and to facilitate comparative 
analysis between the affected populations in Adamawa, Borno, Gombe 
and Yobe states. The assessment also sought to identify the recovery 
needs and priorities of the insurgency affected population and inform 
strategic decisions for humanitarian interventions needed to ensure that 
appropriate support for economic recovery and resilient livelihood is 
delivered at the right time to the most vulnerable, insurgency-affected 
households.
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Debris and 
Waste Management 

Assessment

Mine Action 
Assessment

Livelihoods and 
Economic Recovery 

Assessment
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A scene in Konduga during the Livelihood and Economic Recovery Assessment using a mobile-based technology
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METHODOLOGY3

3.1    Sampling
Purposive-random multi-stage 
sampling of Adamawa, Borno, 
Gombe and Yobe states in 
North-East Nigeria was used to 
create a representative sample 
of the affected population. Local 
Government Areas (LGAs)�⁸ were 
chosen as sampling units, giving 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t o  t h e 
heterogeneous nature of the 
various LGAs in the region. 

Sampling at LGA level allowed for coverage of a 
considerably large area, as well as providing population 
figures that could be used to calculate sample sizes and 
draw LGA-by-LGA comparisons.

In the first-stage of sampling, two LGAs were 
deliberately selected in each of the four assessed states. 
These LGAs were selected because they were relatively 
safe for assessment and were also classified as return 
areas based on the presence of returnees or IDPs settled 
within host communities. To accommodate and 
highlight the differences in the needs of rural and urban 
communities, one rural/peri-urban and one urban LGA 
were each selected per state.

The second-stage of sampling involved the random 
selection of respondents from each of the eight 
selected LGAs at a 95% confidence level and a 5% 
margin of error. The sampling frame for this assessment 
was designed using the 2016 projected estimate of the 
National  Population Commission (NPC ) 2006 
population census figures. The number of interviews 
necessary to attain the required sample size�⁹ for 95% 
confidence level and 5% margin of error for each LGA 
ranged from 379 to 382 households, giving a total 
sample size of 3,044 (Table 3-1). However, given the 
likelihood that some interviews or responses would be 
invalidated during the cleaning process, a higher target 
for the number of interviews were set for each LGA.

CHAPTER
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  LGAs are the second level of administrative unit in Nigeria after States.�⁸   
 For additional information about the calculation of sample size, estimates of the �⁹    
      population of each LGA at the time of the assessment and the corresponding sample 
      size, please see Annex 2.  



Map 3-1:  Assessed LGAs and sample sizes across North-East Nigeria
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Table  3-1:  Target and achieved sample size
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State LGA Target Sample Size  Achieved Sample Size 

Adamawa Michika 380 420 
Maiha 379 388 

Borno Askira/Uba 380 426 
Konduga 381 393 

Gombe Nafada 380 403 
Yamaltu/Deba 382 406 

Yobe Fika 380 401 
Potiskum 382 421 

Total 3,044 3,258 

The insurgency situation has transformed the geography of the affected areas in the North East turning 
communities that were once population centres into areas that are largely uninhabited and vice versa. In 
addition to population shifts, a significant portion of each LGA at the time of the assessment had been 
affected by conflict in ways that prevented humanitarian access and made data collection untenable. To 
devise a sampling framework for each LGA that represents current realities, three of the most inhabited 
and accessible wards were identified and selected in each LGA as the final stage of the multi-stage �⁰ �� 

sampling.

3.2. Data  collection
In order to gain a better understanding of the livelihood activities and underlying vulnerabilities at both 
household and community levels, as well as the impact of the insurgency situation on access to basic 
needs and income and expenditure patterns, five main tools were used for the assessment, namely: 

u  Household interviews using standardized questionnaires 

u Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) with representatives from assessed communities 

u Key Informant Interview (KII) 

u Field observations

u Secondary data review

Data collection was both quantitative and qualitative and was triangulated with FGDs, KII, field 
observation and secondary data review to provide analytical depth to statistically significant findings. 
The household questionnaire for the assessment was designed by adapting Livelihoods and Economic 
Recovery questionnaires previously used by UNDP in other countries affected by conflict including 
Yemen and Lebanon to the context of North East Nigeria. The questionnaire was divided into 7 sections to 
collect information on household demographics and composition, household expenditure, household 
income sources and livelihood, household coping strategies, Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH), and 
access to market and household perceptions of their current situation. Android phones and GPS-enabled 

   Ward are electoral sub-divisions of LGAs.�⁰   
  Detailed list of wards assessed is available in Annex 3.��    
 For the full questionnaire, please see Annex 1.    �⁰     
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technology that utilized the Open Data Kit (ODK) mobile data collection platform was employed to 
conduct the survey. ODK was used in order to reduce the incidence of inaccuracies and inconsistencies in 
the data collection. It also aided the cleaning and analysis processes, whilst also enabling geo-referencing 
all data collected. 

The FGDs involved farmers, artisans, traders, public servants, the unemployed, housewives, widows, as 
well as IDPs , returnees , locals  and hosts ⁵. In all, 19 FGDs (involving 275 people) were carried out across �� �⁴ �⁴ �

the four states. FGD could not be completed in Konduga LGA, Borno because of the insecurity in the area 
at the time of the assessment. Instead of FGDs, interviews with key informants such as Lawanis (Village 
Heads) and Bulamas (Community heads) at ward and community levels was conducted in Konduga LGA, 
Borno.

3.2.1.  Training and Coordination

In all, 48 enumerators (18 female and 30 male) were selected from Adamawa, Borno, Gombe and Yobe 
states for the assessment. The criteria for selection included performance during the initial interview, 
languages spoken (at least English and Hausa in addition to Kanuri for enumerators in Borno state and 
Fulani for enumerators in Adamawa and Gombe), educational qualification, experience in conducting 
assessments and gender (to mitigate potential gender effects and sampling biases). Some of the 
enumerators were familiar with the terrain of the LGAs visited, which made community entry easier. In 
addition, some enumerators selected were fluent in the other prevalent languages in the LGAs assessed 
such as Higgi in Michika LGA of Adamawa state and Kare-Karai in Fika LGA of Yobe state.

A training session for Livelihood and 
Economic Recovery Assessment 2016 
enumerators in Yola, Adamawa State

    IDPs in this context consist of IDPs and returnee refugees still displaced.��   
      Returnees here includes both returnee IDPs and returnee refugees.�⁴
 Locals are residents of a community that were never displaced and are not hosting IDPs or returnees.�⁵       
 Hosts are residents of a community that are hosting IDPs or returnees. �⁶      
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The enumerators were trained in three phases. The first phase took place in Adamawa State on 8 and 9 
February 2016 and targeted enumerators for Michika and Maiha LGAs in Adamawa as well as Askira Uba 
LGA in Borno State due to its proximity to Adamawa. The second phase took place in Borno State on 12 
and 13 February 2016 in which Konduga LGA in Borno State was targeted, while the third phase was held 
in Gombe State on 19 and 20 February 2016 and consisted of both Gombe and Yobe State enumerators. 

The training was participated in by 48 enumerators, 8 supervisors and 7 community entry focal persons. 
The training covered topics such as humanitarian principles and code of conduct, etiquettes in the field 
and sampling techniques. The questionnaire was also discussed and explained in English and Hausa, the 
prevalent language of the North-East, and several exercises were conducted to train the data collectors 
on interview techniques and use of the ODK tool on android phones.

The community heads were briefed prior to the arrival of the assessment team on the purpose of the 
assessment, the proposed date of the assessment and the sampling methodology to be used. They gave 
their consent and delegated village heads to organize community members to be briefed by the 
community entry focal person before the arrival of the assessment team in all the states visited. Data was 
collected between 12 February and 26 February 2016. Eight full-time field supervisors assisted with 
planning, data collection and provided technical support to teams as needed. In addition, the teams were 
supervised by an assessment coordinator who also regularly monitored data submitted for quality.

3.2.2.      Debriefing and cleaning
Each data collection team was debriefed by the assessment coordinator after the survey had been 
completed. The debriefing process involved a review of completed questionnaires, clarification and 
validation of responses, as well as collection of contextual information based on teams' experience and 
observations in the field. The field data was triangulated with secondary data, findings from other 
assessments and the technical team's first-hand knowledge of the area. Inconsistent, incomplete or 
contradictory data were discarded. Although the enumerators conducted 3,307 interviews, only 3,258 
records were kept.

3.2.3.    Secondary data review

This report drew on several previous assessments of North-East Nigeria to contextualize information 
obtained during this assessment. Although their geographic scope, both in terms of coverage and units 
of analysis, may differ significantly, they provide invaluable tools for contextualizing changes over time as 
well as the findings presented in this assessment. The assessments reviewed include the following:

= The Nigeria Demographic and Health Survey (NDHS)  completed in 2013 by the National �⁷ 

Population Commission (NPC) provides information on demographics, fertility, family planning, 
and maternal and child health across Nigeria. In addition to presenting national estimates, the 
report provides estimates of key indicators for both rural and urban areas in Nigeria, the six geo-
political zones, the 36 states, and the Federal Capital Territory (FCT).

= The National Core Welfare Indicator Questionnaire (CWIQ) Survey published in 2006 is an 
assessment carried out by the National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) to collect household data which is 

   National Population Commission (NPC) [Nigeria] and ICF International. 2014. Nigeria Demographic and Health Survey 2013. Abuja, Nigeria, and Rockville, Maryland, USA: �⁷   
        NPC and ICF International.
  



useful when quantitatively profiling the well-being of the population. The 2006 Nigerian CWIQ was 
a nationwide sample survey conducted to produce welfare indicators for the population at 
national and sub-national levels.

= Secondary Data Review:  Conflict - Adamawa, Borno, Gombe, and Yobe States published in 2015 
by Assessment Capacities Project (ACAPS). The report reviews secondary data on the impact of the 
ongoing conflict on the humanitarian needs of the affected population in Adamawa, Borno, 
Gombe, and Yobe states in north-eastern Nigeria. It compared recent data as of the time of the 
review with information on pre-existing conditions.

= Preliminary Livelihoods Zoning: Northern Nigeria  – A Special Report by the Famine Early 
Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET). This publication provides the results of a livelihood zoning 
project conducted in March and April of 2007. The objective of the project was to create a basis for 
understanding how people in different parts of the north will be affected by various hazards and for 
interpreting existing monitoring information on crop production, prices, or any range of other 
indicators. 

3.3. Challenges and Limitations 

Finding qualified female enumerators was a huge challenge due to the tradition and culture 
predominant in the region. The insecurity situation was also a contributing factor and limited the areas 
accessible for assessment, most especially in Konduga LGA in Borno state and some parts of Fika LGA in 
Yobe state. In addition, many respondents had been involved in several surveys in the past and were 
therefore tired of been interviewed for a supposedly fruitless cause. Along similar lines, enumerators 
reported that some households chose not to participate in the survey. In the event that a household 
refused to participate, enumerators were instructed to select another household living a few buildings 
away.

Another limitation of the assessment was authentication of the veracity of responses to certain questions. 
For example, responses to questions on income and expenditure (attributable to poor record-keeping or 
the respondents simply exaggerating their travails in order to influence assumed proposed response in 
their favour) as well as questions with longer recall periods (such as those that attempt to determine the 
number of times various coping strategies were used 30 days prior to the survey) are difficult to verify. 
Readers and users of this report should therefore take into account the subjectivity and possibility of bias 
in the response.
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4. PRE - CONFLICT DESCRIPTION
This section presents secondary data on the conditions in north-eastern Nigeria before the ongoing crisis in 
order to contextualize the region before delving into a more in-depth analysis of the findings. It is difficult to 
define a start date for the crisis and therefore this review refers to information before 2013, after the start of 
the mass movement of IDPs and focuses mainly on Adamawa, Borno, Gombe and Yobe states.

4.1. Socio-Economic Characteristics
The north-eastern part of Nigeria comprises of six states, namely Adamawa, Bauchi, Borno, Gombe, Taraba 
and Yobe state. The region is known for its production of crops and livestock which contribute greatly to the 
country's economy. Its population, of which 60% is rural, was estimated to be over 18 million in the 2006 
national census. The major tribes in the area include Hausa, Fulfulde, Kanuri and Babur which are all 
predominately Muslim. 

28The average household size in the North-East is 7.3 individuals  and the various households fall into 
different wealth groups ranging from the poor, medium class and the well-off. The north-eastern states are 
ranked below other geopolitical zones on most socioeconomic indicators prior to the unrest in the region, 

29with a poverty rate of 69%  and literacy level of 28%. The literacy ratio in the four states for men and women 
between the ages 15 and 49 ranges from 19% to 42% with Adamawa having the highest ratio and Yobe the 
lowest. The level of education attained varies amongst the population as a whole with the majority of the 
population having no formal education and 56.8% having attained some level ranging from primary to 
tertiary. Table 4-1 shows the occupation of people employed in professional, technical, or managerial 
positions. The largest group are engaged in sales and services (34.85%), followed by the individuals working 
in the agricultural sector (33.8%), with 21.05% in skilled manual jobs, and 2.3% in unskilled manual jobs.

�⁸  National Bureau of Statistics (Nigeria), 2012, Social statistics in Nigeria 2010: Socio-economic survey on Nigeria.
�⁹  National Bureau of Statistics (Nigeria), 2012. Nigeria Poverty Profile 2010.
�⁰  National Population Commission [Nigeria] and RTI International, 2011. Nigeria Demographic and Health Survey (DHS) EdData Profile 1990, 2003, and 2008: Education Data      

for Decision-Making. 2011. Washington, DC, USA: National Population Commission and RTI International.
�� National Bureau of Statistics (Nigeria), 2012, Social statistics in Nigeria 2010: Socio-economic survey on Nigeria.
�� National Population Commission [Nigeria], 2009. Final results of 2006 census.

Characteristics

 

Northeast

 

Adamawa

 

Borno

 

Gombe

 

Yobe

 

Population (million)

 

18,971,965

 

3,168,101

 

4,151,193

 

2,353,879

 

2,321,591

 

Ave. household size (NBS 2010)

 

7.3

 

6.0

 

5.3

 

5.9

 

5.5

 

Literacy rate (2010) %

 
28

 
42

 
21

 
34

 
19

 

Education %
  

No education
 

58.10
 

29.40
 

66.95
 

55.30
 

85.40
 

Some primary education
 

17.35
 

27.80
 

11.50
 

18.90
   

4.55
 

Completed primary education
   

5.50
   

8.30
   

4.30
   

4.90
   

1.15
 

Some secondary education
   

8.30
 

16.60
   

5.55
 

10.10
   

3.00
 

Completed secondary education
   

6.20
 

10.40
   

6.20
   

6.50
   

3.30
 

More than secondary education
   

4.55
   

7.50
   

5.50
   

4.30
   

2.60
 

Occupation %
  

Professional/technical/managerial    5.90    7.15    7.70    5.70    5.00  

Clerical    0.70    1.50    1.20    0.45    0.70  
Sales and services  34.85  34.15  31.25  39.8  39.50  
Skilled manual  21.05  20.50  21.15  20.00  14.15  
Unskilled manual    2.30    4.05    0.40    5.85    0.60  
Agriculture  33.8  31.95  37  21.85  39.6  
Unemployment rate (2010)  26.07  24.60  26.70  27.20  26.20  

 Source:   NEDS 2010 , NBS 2010 , NPC 2006 .�⁰ �� �� 

Table 4-1:   Socio-economic characteristics before the conflict



 Kuku-Shittu O. (IFPRI), Mathiassen A. (WFP), Wadhwa A. (WFP), Myles L. (IFPRI) and Ajibola A. (IFPRI);  Based on analysis of the Nigeria General Household   Survey as part of the �� 
Living Standards Measurement Study–Integrated Surveys on Agriculture, International Food Policy Research Institute, Abuja.

 Relative poverty is defined by reference to the living standards of majority in a given society.�⁴  
  The dollar-per-day  criterion refers to the proportion of those living on less than US$1 per day poverty line.�⁵ 
 National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) [Nigeria]: Press briefing on Nigeria Poverty Profile 2010 Report.�⁶ 
 �⁷  National Population Commission (NPC) [Nigeria] and ICF International. 2014. Nigeria Demographic and Health Survey 2013. Abuja, Nigeria, and Rockville, Maryland, USA: NPC 

and ICF International.

The north-eastern region has one of the highest proportions of people living in poverty in Nigeria. 
33Poverty is higher in rural areas than in urban . Absolute poverty is defined in terms of the minimum 

requirements necessary to afford minimum standards of food, clothing, healthcare and shelter. Using this 
measure, 54.7% of Nigerians were living in absolute poverty in 2004. However this increased to 60.9% 

34(99.2 million persons) in 2010 . Among the geo-political zones, the North-West and North-East recorded 
the highest rates at 70% and 69%, respectively. In 2004, Nigeria's relative poverty measurement stood at 
54.4%, but increased to 69% (112.5 million persons) in 2010. The North-West and North-East geo-political 
zones recorded the highest relative poverty rates in the country with 77.7% and 76.3%, respectively, in 
2010. If applying the dollar-per-day criterion is applied, 69% of Nigerians in the North-East were living on 

35   36less than US$1 per day in 2010 .  
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Table 4-2:   National wealth quintiles by residence and geographical zone

Residence/ Geopolitical Zone Lowest  Second Middle Forth Highest 
Residence (%)  
Urban 3.0 6.6 16.3 30.9 43.3 
Rural 31.1 28.9 22.5 12.8 4.6 
Zone (%)  
North-Central 11.3 21.3 32.1 20.5 14.8 
North-East 40.4 26.1 15.0 11.2 7.4 
North-West 35.4 28.7 15.9 12.7 7.4 
South-East  4.7 13.3 25.5 28.5 27.9 
South-South 0.5 10.1 25.9 32.2 31.3 
South-West 1.7 6.6 13.4 28.5 49.8 

 Source:   DHS 2013�⁷ 

Table 4-2 shows the percentage distribution of Nigeria's de jure population as of 2013 by wealth quintiles 
according to residence and region. In urban areas, 3 percent of the population was in the lowest wealth 
quintile. This was significantly higher in rural areas, where 31.1% of the population was in the lowest 
wealth quintile. The wealth quintile distribution varied greatly among the regions: 4.7%, 1.7%, and 0.5% 
of the population in the South-East, South-West and South-South, respectively, were in the lowest 
quintile. In the South-South and South-East 0.5% and 4.7%, respectively, were in the lowest quintile   
while a more substantial fraction of households in the North-East and North-West (40 percent and 35 
percent, respectively) were in the lowest wealth quintile.



4.2. Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) 

Generally speaking, access to water supply in Nigeria is limited to just under two-thirds of the population, 
with a much higher proportion of households having access to improved sources of drinking water in 

38urban areas (76%) compared to rural areas (49%) . Access to WASH services in the North-East is lower than 
that of other parts of the country and has been made even more inadequate due to the methodical 
destruction of water points, mainly in the form of urban riots caused by religious crises which have 
spanned over 30 years.

The most common sources of improved drinking water before the ongoing insurgency situation were 
boreholes, followed by wells and public taps. In rural areas, 20% used surface water. About half of 
households have access to water sources in Gombe and Adamawa, compared to 45% in Yobe and 34% in 
Borno. Before the crisis, boreholes, hand pumps, and unprotected dug wells were the main source of 
drinking water in communities in the north-eastern states (Table 4-3). The weak WASH capacity is a sign of 
a worsening malnutrition situation in the country, especially in the Sahel belt which is prone to frequent 
droughts. In this area water quality was acceptable but the quantity provided was inadequate to meet the 
needs of most communities and water trucking activities usually compensated for the shortage in some 
areas.

In 2011, 34% of households in the North-East practiced open defecation. Some 50% had access to a 
household-exclusive facility, of which more than half were unimproved and the few existing public 

39latrines were poorly maintained . 30% of households in Nigeria had access to improved sanitation 
facilities that were not shared and 25% had access to a shared facility; this proportion was much higher 
among urban households than rural households. 62% used unimproved sanitation in rural areas, 
including 40% who engaged in open defecation. Coverage of improved sanitation facilities was 
particularly low in Yobe (10%) and Adamawa (11%). 25% of households used improved sanitation 
facilities in Borno, 30% in Gombe. 

Hygiene practices such as household hand washing practices varied across states. Table 4-3 illustrates 
that, in 2013, only 2.3% of households had a place for hand washing on their premises in Adamawa, 89.4% 
in Borno, 86.4% in Yobe and 40.7% in Gombe. However, the majority of households reported not washing 
their hands with water, soap, or any other cleansing agent. This proportion was highest in Borno state at 
92.8%. Among households that reported hand washing in Yobe and Borno, most only used water. 

   National Population Commission (NPC) [Nigeria] and ICF International. 2014. Nigeria Demographic and Health Survey 2013. Abuja, Nigeria, and Rockville, Maryland, USA: NPC �⁸
and ICF International.

   National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) [Nigeria], the United Nations children's Fund (UNICEF), 2011, United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), The Nigeria Multiple Indicator �⁹ 
Cluster Survey (MICS), Abuja. 
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�⁹ National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) [Nigeria], the United Nations children's Fund (UNICEF), 2011, United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), The Nigeria Multiple Indicator 
Cluster Survey (MICS), Abuja. 

⁴⁰ Surface water includes sources such as stream, lake, pond, canal, river and irrigation channel.
⁴� Nigeria: National Bureau of Statistics, 2003, 2004, 2007, 2009, 2010, National Health survey on Nigeria.
⁴� National Population Commission (NPC) [Nigeria] and ICF International. 2014. Nigeria Demographic and Health Survey 2013. Abuja, Nigeria, and Rockville, Maryland, USA: NPC 

and ICF International.

Table 4-3:   Water, Sanitation and Hygiene pre-conflict condition 

Characteristics (%) North East Adamawa Borno Gombe Yobe
Main source of improved drinking water 
Piped into dwelling 0.75 0.62 0.54 3.73 0.54
Piped into compound/yard/plot 0.44 0.18 1.31 0.11 0.42
Piped into neighbour

            

0.23

            

0.0

 

0.00

 

1.32

 

0.14
Public tap/standpipe

            

2.08

         

0.78

 

2.36

 

3.65

 

7.40
Tube well borehole

          

26.04

        

30.24

 

19.70

 

27.46

 

39.58
Protected well

            

8.20

          

0.90

 

8.72

 

10.50

 

11.72
Protected spring

            

0.25

          

5.96

 

0.00

 

0.50

 

0.00
Rain water collection

            

0.17

          

0.00

 

0.00

 

0.00

 

0.17
Bottled water

           

0.00

          

0.00

 

0.00

 

0.00

 

0.00

Main source of unimproved drinking water  

 

Unprotected well

          

41.72

        

19.47

 

59.30

 

36.46

 

35.33
Unprotected spring

            

2.30

          

0.31

 

0.24

 

7.77

 

1.16
Tanker –

 

truck

            

1.78

          

7.22

 

0.00

 

2.30

 

1.38
Cart with small tank/drum

 

4.39

 

8.27

 

4.34

 

0.00

 

0.32
Surface water

  

10.78

 

25.93

 

3.48

 

0.67

 

0.85
Bottled water

 

0,07

 

0.43

 

0.00

 

0.00

 

0.00
Sachet/pure water

 

0.06

 

0.40

 

0.00

 

0.00

 

0.04
Other

 

0.19

 

0.19

 

0.00

 

0.00

 

0.94

     

% using improved sources of water

  

37.93

 

37.68

 

32.30

 

46.01

 

59.74
% using improved sanitation facilities

 

33.05

 

46.6

 

33.20

 

24.80

 

28.20
Use of water treatment 

 

2.25

 

1.10

 

2.60

 

3.00

 

1.00

Water treatment types used 

 

Boil

 

0.90

 

1.20

 

0.70

 

0.60

 

1.10
Add bleach/chlorine

 

0.58

 

0.60

 

1.10

 

0.20

 

0.20
Strain through cloth

 

93.90

 

87.80

 

94.00

 

97.60

 

94.40
Water filter

 

0.65

 

0.50

 

0.90

 

0.30

 

1.30
Solar disinfection

 

0.03

 

0.00

 

0.10

 

0.00

 

0.00
Let it stand and settle

 

3.65

 

9.50

 

2.70

 

1.00

 

2.50
Don’t know

 

0.18

 

0.00

 

0.20

 

0.10

 

0.00

Hand washing 

 

Places for washing hands were observed

 

48.00

 

2.30

 

89.40

 

4.70

 

86.40
Soap and water

 

2.80

 

-

 

1.10

 

4.00

 

6.00
Water and cleaning agent other than soap only 

 

0.20

 

-

 

0.20

 

0.60

 

0.00
Water only

 

1.90

 

-

 

5.80

 

3.90

 

20.90
Soap but no water

 

0.90

 

-

 

0.10

 

7.90

 

0.80
Cleaning agent other than soap only

 

0.10

 

-

 

0.00

 

0.00

 

0.30
None at all

 

86.10

 

-

 

92.80

 

83.60

 

72.10
41 42Source:   NBS 2007, 2009, 2010 , NDHS 2013 .
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4.3.    Health

The health status of a population generally determines their quality of life, level of productivity and life 
expectancy. Pre-conflict, basic health indicators in the North-East zone were worse than the national 
average, though often not the lowest in the country. Key factors contributing to the high mortality rate 

43include the high rate of poverty and low level of education in the region . Access to healthcare is usually 
determined by the distance it takes a household member to reach a health facility. According to the 
report of the 2006 Core Welfare Indicator Questionnaire (CWIQ) survey, 55.1% of the population sampled 
at the national level had access to medical facilities. However, there was a striking difference in 
accessibility between those residing in the urban areas at 70.9% as compared to those in the rural areas at 
47.8%. There was also a considerable difference between the rural poor (16.1%) and the urban poor 
(45.9%). The rates in the North-Eastern states ranged from 54.2% in Borno which was slightly less than the 

44national average (55.1%) to 39.6% in Yobe . The most common illnesses include acute respiratory 
infections, fever, malaria, typhoid, cholera, measles, meningitis, Lassa fever and diarrhoea. Prevalence of 
these illnesses was highest in the north, and up to twice the national average.

454.4.   Agriculture:  Crop Production, Livestock, Fisheries and Market Access

4.4.1.   Crop production and Fishing
Irrigation permits prolonged cultivation of valuable cash crops such as maize, cowpeas, chilli peppers, 
wheat, rice, sesame, and sweet potatoes. The most extensive produce in the North-East are sorghum, 

46millet, cowpeas, maize and groundnut . 

The floodplains of Gombe and Yobe states are fundamental for rice, vegetable and wheat cultivation. The 
indigenes live by selling and consuming their produce. At the time the Nigeria Demographic Health 
Survey (NDHS) was conducted in 2013, 59% of households in the North-East relied primarily on markets 
for their source of food while 28% of households relied on their own production, with poor and rural 

47households relying more often on their own production than wealthier or urban households . 

The areas around water bodies including Lake Chad, also affects the livelihood characteristics of the 
region due to the opportunity for fishing. Fishing is added to buttress agronomy of cash crops in the 
region.

4.4.2.   Special  Grazing

Although a considerable majority of the population in the North-East are sedentary farmers, the greater 
part of the area is noted for livestock, particularly cattle. The bulk of livestock production is in the hands of 
local Fulani and Arabic-speaking pastoralist and agro-pastoralists because they have a wide range of 
grazing resources. The lands are also used seasonally by large numbers of incoming herders from Niger 
and Chad, many on their way to central and southern Nigeria. The local herders supply the main markets 
with livestock for transport south to satisfy the huge demand for meat in the south of Nigeria. Land-use 
encroachment problems between farmers and herders have been at the root of ethnic conflict in recent 
years, possibly intensified by inward migration of livestock during drought years in the Sahel region.

43Assessment Capacities Project (ACAPS). 2015. Secondary Data Review: Conflict - Adamawa, Borno, Gombe, and Yobe states. 
44National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) [Nigeria], Core Welfare Indicator Questionnaire (CWIQ) survey, 2006, Nigeria. 
45For detailed information, please see Livelihood Map in Annex 4.
46Preliminary Livelihoods Zoning: Northern Nigeria - A Special Report by the Famine Early Warning Systems Network, 2007.
47Kuku-Shittu O. (IFPRI), Mathiassen A. (WFP), Wadhwa A. (WFP), Myles L. (IFPRI) and Ajibola A. (IFPRI);  Based on analysis of the Nigeria General Household Survey as part of the 

Living Standards Measurement Study–Integrated Surveys on Agriculture, International Food Policy Research Institute, Abuja.
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4.4.3.     Access to markets

The Potiskum cattle and grain markets have been a thriving trade hegemony in Yobe State because of its 
strategic position as a centre of commerce, learning, spiritual and cultural revival. Due to Potiskum's 
situation in the state as the “biggest cattle market in Sub-Saharan Africa” it also attracts business activities 
from neighbouring Borno, Jigawa, Kano, Bauchi and Gombe States, as well as numerous others from 
Niger, Chad, Cameroon, Benin and Central African Republic. Likewise for Maiduguri, traders in Chad and 
Cameroon relied heavily on the Monday Market, Baga Market, the famous Bolori stores and other 
business locations for supplies.



Empowered lives.
Resilient nations.
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A displaced man constructing a makeshift shelter in Auno community, Konduga LGA, Borno state. Photo: Yinka Afolabi/Oxfam
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FINDINGS5 The findings of the report are 
organised into several short 
sections that highlight the 
overall conclusions of the LGAs 
assessed in Adamawa, Borno, 
Gombe and Yobe states in 
Fe b r u a r y  2 0 1 6 .  Th e  f i r s t 

section presents a profile of the populations covered 
by the assessment while the 3 subsequent sections 
are findings specific to those sectors such as  WASH, 
health, safety and social cohesion and protection – 
that are paramount to having a better contextual 
understanding which is necessary for Livelihoods and 
Economic Recovery programming in north-eastern 
Nigeria. The last section analyzes livelihood data and 
provides information on sources of income including 
humanitarian assistance, as well as on household 
expenditures. Challenges faced in meeting basic 
needs and coping strategies utilized to meet these 
needs are also presented in this section. 

5.1. Assessed Population Profile 

This section outlines findings related to the assessed 
population profile, with analysis aggregated at 
regional level⁴⁸ and disaggregated at LGA level. Figure 
5-1 shows that the proportion of men and women in 
the population assessed are nearly evenly split, with a 
marginally larger proportion of men (51%) than 
women (49%). The economic active population⁴⁹ 
makes up 39% of the assessed population while 54% 
are below 17 years.

CHAPTER

31

 Regional level in this context refers to Adamawa, Borno, Gombe and Yobe states.⁴⁸  
 Economic active were classified as individuals aged between 18 and 59 for the purpose ⁴⁹ 
     of this assessment.
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The average household consisted of ten individual members, with a standard deviation of six. The most 
reported household size was seven. The largest average household size was in Potiskum (14) and the 
smallest was in Konduga (7) as illustrated in Map 5-1. This might be attributable to the fact that Potiskum 
(40%) is the LGA with the highest proportion of households that cared for at least one child who was not a 
member of their immediate family while Konduga (2%) has the lowest proportion (Figure 5-2). The other 
LGAs reported similar average household sizes ranging from 9.5 to 11 individuals. 

Figure 5-1:   Population pyramid by age and gender 
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Map 5-1:   Demographic profile of assessed LGAs



Figure 5-2:   Proportion of households with 1 or more unaccompanied children

Figure 5-3:   proportion (%) of households with a child head

The proportion of children under 18 relative to the total LGA population varies across LGAs, with Fika and 
Nafada having the highest at 62% and 60% respectively. The lowest proportion was reported in 
Askira/Uba (45%) and Michika (47%). The findings reveal uniformity in the distribution of the elderly 
across the LGAs with little deviation from the average proportion of 7% except in Fika where the 

50proportion of persons aged over 59 is 11%. The dependency ratios  in Map 5-1 further emphasizes this 
trend. Michika (1.8) and Askira/Uba (2.0) have the lowest average dependency ratio while Fika (3.7) and 
Maiha (2.5) had the highest. The high dependency ratio especially in the case of Fika could be an 
attributed to the high proportion of households with at least one unaccompanied child (27%) in addition 
to the relatively high proportion of child-headed households (2.7%).

50In economics, geography and demography, the dependency ratio is an age-population ratio of those typically not in the labour force (the dependent part) and those typically 
in the labour force (the productive part).  It is used to measure the pressure on productive population. (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dependency_ratio).   For the purpose of 
this assessment, dependents were classified as individuals aged between 0-17 and over 60 while members of the productive population were classified as individual aged 18-
59.
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Another issue that needs to be considered during livelihoods and economic recovery programming is the 
51educational attainment of the population. The level of education  attained varies amongst the 

population as a whole, Map 5-1 shows that across the LGAs surveyed, Konduga (3%) and Nafada (10%) 
have the least educated population while Michika (49%) and Askira/Uba (48%) have the highest. Females 
are the least educated across-the-board but with variations. The ratio of educated female to educated 
male is 1:2 in all the LGAs except in Michika and Askira/Uba where the education attainment of both 
gender is almost uniform.

Male-headed households represent 77% while 23% of households are lead by a woman. There was 
variation in the proportion of female-headed households, where Michika (38%) and Yamaltu/Deba (32%) 
featured the highest proportion of female-headed households, whereas only 13% of the households in 
Potiskum and Konduga reported a female head. 

Figure 5-4:   Characteristics of household head

Figure 5-5:   
Proportion of women that 
are widows in each lga

51The survey analyses the education attainment of LGA based on the proportion of male and female household population aged 18 and over that have at least secondary school 
   education.
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14% of women are widows. It is worth noting that LGAs with high proportions of female-headed 
households also have higher proportions of widows. Yamaltu/Deba (22%), Michika (17%) and Fika (17%) 
had the highest proportion of women who are widows while Konduga (5%) had the lowest. The husbands 
of most of these widows, especially those in Michika, had been killed during the crisis.

Figure 5-6:   Proportion of households by residency status

The intensity of the conflict, particularly during its peak in the assessed locations, varied from one LGA to 
another. This, in addition to the geographical location of individual LGAs, determined the displacement 
pattern and also the distribution of each population group (residency status). Maiha has the highest 

52 53proportion of returnee refugees and returnee refugees  that are still displaced  because of its proximity 
54to Cameroon. In general, Maiha has the highest proportion of returnees  (81%), while the second   

highest proportion of returnees cannot be clearly determined between Askira/Uba and Michika because 
the hosts in Michika (37%) are also predominantly returnees hosting other returnees or IDPs. Potiskum 
has the lowest proportion of returnees but the highest proportion of locals while Fika (53%) has the 
highest proportion of IDPs followed by Nafada (36%) and Konduga (35%).  The proportion of hosts is the  
highest in Michika (37%) and Yamaltu/Deba (33%). 

52 Returnee refugees are refugees that have returned to their habitual residence.
53 Returnee refugees that are still displaced are returnees that have returned to their country but not to their habitual residence.

  Total proportion of returnees is the combined proportion of returnee IDPs and returnee refugees.54
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5. 2.   Water,  Sanitation  and  Hygiene  (WASH)

Before the ongoing crisis, access to WASH facilities in the North-East was mostly lower than that of other 
parts of the country and has been made even more inadequate due to the methodical destruction of 

55water points by the insurgents . WASH, particularly access to water, is crucial for livelihoods and 
economic recovery most especially because the region is predominantly rural with a high percentage of 
farmers. This section presents results related to key water security and sanitation indicators important for 
livelihoods and economic recovery programming.

5.2.1.     Water
56   57Figure 5-7 shows that a majority of households are in dire need of improved sources  of drinking water.  

The high proportion of households with access to improved water sources in Michika (71%) LGA is 
attributable to the recent rehabilitation of water points in the area by NGOs as part of the North-East 
humanitarian response. Additionally, most residents in Konduga (53% with access) buy water from 
private water merchants in the area although it should be noted that not all parts of Konduga were 
accessible as at the time the assessment took place.

A girl fetching water from 
an unprotected well in 
Nafada, Gombe. 
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55  Please refer to the section on pre-conflict description for more information.
56   Improved water sources include piped water into dwelling, piped water to yard/plot, public tap or standpipe, tube well or borehole, protected dug well, protected spring, 

rainwater (http://www.wssinfo.org/definitions-methods/watsan-categories/).
57  This study considered households with access to improved drinking water source as those that use less than 30 minutes to make one water collection round trip. In situations 

when it takes longer, households progressively collect less water and thereby compromise on their daily minimal water consumption, making families – and especially 
children – highly vulnerable to hygiene-related diseases.  They also incur significant economic losses due to illness and the length of time spent hauling water.  
(http://www.unicef.org/wash/index_watersecurity.html).
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Figure 5-7 :  Proportion of households with access to improved water sources

Figure 5-8:  Primary sources of drinking water

Have Acess

No Access

Sixty one per cent of households do not have access to improved water sources. Compared to other, 
Yamaltu/Deba (43%) and Fika (43%) have relatively high access to improved water. Askira/Uba (21%), 
Potiskum (23%) and Maiha (24%) have the lowest proportion of household with access to improved 
water. With the exception of the assessed LGAs in Yobe state, urban LGAs have more access to improved 
water sources than rural LGAs. 

The primary sources of improved drinking water across-the-board are boreholes and protected wells while 
public taps are the primary source in Yamaltu/Deba (13%) and Fika (12%). The public taps in Yamaltu/Deba 
are piped from Dadin Kowa Dam in the LGA, a dam constructed by the Federal Government of Nigeria. 
Water from the dam is also used for irrigation in Yamaltu/Deba, accounting for 59% of its water for irrigation 
and livestock. Conversely, Nafada (82%), also in Gombe state, which does not have access to such irrigation 
facilities has the highest proportion of households with no access to water for agriculture. Across the LGAs, 
Askira/Uba (85%) and Maiha (80%) have the highest proportions of households with access to water for 
irrigation and livestock. Overall, 27% of households do not have access to water for irrigation and livestock. 

58  Improved water from Dadin Kowa Dam was classified as public tap as regards sources of drinking water while water from the dam for irrigation purposes was classified as 
     Pond/Stream/River
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Figure 5-9 :  Primary sources of water for irrigation and livestock

5.2.2.      Sanitation 

Households that have access to adequate sanitation facilities are those that effectively separate excreta 
59from human contact, and ensure that excreta do not re-enter their immediate environment . Prevalence 

of excreta in the immediate environment is usually a result of open defecation, which most often 
indicates unavailability/inadequacy of sanitation facilities or hygiene habits of the population. 55% of 
households do not have these facilities. Open defecation poses a serious threat to human health 
subsequently leading to significant economic losses. 

60Figure 5-10 shows variation in the access of households to functional household latrines  across the 
assessed LGAs. All urban LGAs including Michika (63%), Konduga (55%) and Nafada (54%), have the 
highest proportion of households with access to functional household latrines compared to the rural 
LGAs in their respective states. Similarly, Fika (31%) and Maiha (32%), both rural LGAs, have the lowest 
proportion of households with access to functional sanitation facilities. 

59 World Health Organisation/United Nations Children's Fund. 2010. Joint Monitoring Programme for Water Supply and Sanitation and Drinking Water. WASH targets and 
indicators post-2015: outcomes of an expert consultation.  http://www.unicef.org/wash/files/4_WSSCC_JMP_Fact_Sheets_4_UK_LoRes.pdf 
60A household is classified as having an improved toilet if the toilet is used only by household members (i.e., it is not shared with another household) and if the facility used by 
the household separates waste from human contact.
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Figure 5-10:   Proportion (%) of households with access to functional latrines compared to the 
prevalence of excreta in households' immediate environment

Figure 5-11:   
Anomalies in the prevalence 
of excreta in the immediate 
environment of households 
with respect to the proportion 
of households with access to 
functional household latrines 
(anomalies are in red)

Comparing households' access to functional latrines and the prevalence of excreta in their immediate 
environments, displays a negative correlation. The higher the access to sanitation facilities, the lower the 
prevalence of excreta. This is the case for all the LGAs except in Nafada (37%) and Yamaltu/Deba (33%) 
where the prevalence of excreta in the immediate environs is high despite having relatively high access to 
sanitation facilities. This anomaly, exemplified in Fika (52%) with a high prevalence of excreta in 
comparison to its low proportion of households without access to sanitation facilities (31%), can be 
explained by the poor defecation habits of children in the LGAs. Aside from Potiskum, the 
aforementioned LGAs have the highest proportion of households where children defecate in the open 
field (immediate environment). Open defecation amongst children under five typically occurs when 
access to potty is unavailable or is simply a result of poor hygiene education.

In general, Nafada (49%) has the 
highest case of open defecation by 
children, followed by Potiskum 
(31%) and Fika (30%) while 
Konduga (6%) and Maiha (21%) 
have the lowest.
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Figure 5-12:   Children Defecation
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5. 3.   Health

Health and livelihoods are inextricably linked. Households facing significant health challenges frequently 
face food and livelihood insecurity where livelihoods and food security limitations undermine health, 

61perpetuate vulnerability, and exacerbate social stigma, especially for the most vulnerable . This section 
of the report analyses findings on health vis-à-vis other relevant sectors.

11% of households have at least one member with a physical or mental disability (Figure 5-13). Putting 
this into context with the 21% of households with one or more persons with a chronic illness (see Figure 5-
14) we see the dramatic effect that health challenges have on the coping capacities of households and 
their livelihoods and economic recovery.

A man badly injured 
(while fleeing from 
insurgency) in Nafada LGA
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61  http://dai.com/our-work/solutions/health-and-livelihoods

Figure 5-13:   
Proportion (%) of households with 1 or more 
persons with disability (physical or mental)
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Figure 5-14:   Proportion (%) of households with at least one member perceived suffering from 
chronic illness

Health services, which were already inadequate before the crisis in the North-East have deteriorated 
drastically since the beginning of the crisis. The effects of the crisis on health services have been 
exacerbated by the fact that hospitals and medical infrastructure have been targets of attack. Information 
collected during debriefings with enumerators suggest that very few individuals that need medical care 
are able to obtain the treatment. Individuals with chronic illnesses, such as asthma, diabetes, cancer, liver 
cirrhosis, HIV, tuberculosis, and others were present in 23% of the households assessed. Incidences of 
food allergies are particularly common in Yamaltu/Deba where people have to eat food they are allergic 
to as a negative coping strategy. In Potiskum, approximately 36% of households reported at least one 
member with a chronic illness - the highest proportion in any of the assessed LGAs - followed closely by 
Yamaltu/Deba at 34%. Only 3% of households in Konduga reported members that were chronically ill. The 
relatively high rates of chronically ill persons in households suggest a potentially high dependency on the 
productive population thereby increasing the already high dependency ratio in the area. 

In terms of reproductive health, 40% of households include pregnant and/or lactating women. Potiskum 
once again had the highest proportion of households with at least one pregnant and/or lactating woman 
(PLW). This implies that the number of children in the 0-4 age group and subsequently the average 

62dependency ratio may increase soon. All of these factors  should be considered when analyzing the 
average dependency ratio (2.3) of Potiskum in Map 5-1 because they were not factored into this analysis. 
In contrast, Fika, also in Yobe state, had the lowest proportion of households with one or more PLW at 17%.

62 The high proportion of households with at least one member suffering from chronic illness, with mental and/or physical disability as well as the high proportion with 
    pregnant and lactating women in Potiskum.
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Figure 5-15:   Proportion (%) of households hosting pregnant and/or lactating women
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5. 4.     Safety and Social Cohesion

Security and social cohesion are relevant to LER programming. This section presents findings on a set of 
indicators, which are used as proxies for measuring the degree of safety and social cohesion in the 
assessed LGAs .

5.4.1.     Perception of Safety

Households were asked if they had experienced insecurity in the 30 days leading up to the assessment 
and their response was used as an indicator of the level of security in that area. On average 16% of 
households perceive their situation as unsafe. The order of severity - from high to low – of the level of 
insecurity in LGAs as a factor of residents' perceptions is as follows: Fika (20%), Yamaltu/Deba (19%), 
Potiskum (18%), Konduga (17%), Askira/Uba (15%), Nafada (15%), Maiha (10%) and Michika (8%). In 
general, LGAs in Adamawa appear to be the most secure while those in Yobe seem to be the most 
insecure. Figure 5-16 demonstrates that men recorded the highest level of anxiety in relation to insecurity 
in six out of the eight assessed LGAs. The proportion of men that feel unsafe ranked highest in both Fika 
and Yamaltu/Deba at 21% followed by Konduga at 19%, while Michika, Nafada and Maiha ranked lowest 
at 10%, 12% and 13%, respectively.

A group of family members 
in Askira/Uba, Borno State
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Figure 5-16:   Proportion (%) of households feeling unsafe in their LGA 

Figure 5-17:   Perception of burden of IDPs/returnees on hosts

5.4.2.     Perception of Safety

One consequence of the crisis is the drop in societal cohesion amongst people living in affected 
communities. Considering that many IDPs will be unable to return safely to their area of origin in the near 
future, there is a high likelihood that continued competition for livelihoods and resources could worsen 
social cohesion tensions between IDPs and host communities. 

The influx of IDPs has put a severe economic and social strain on host communities in the North-East 
particularly in the context of the pre-existing poverty in those areas. In cases where IDPs or returnee IDPs 
who returned home to find their houses destroyed have to stay with hosts, an extra burden is placed on 
the hosts which could subsequently lead to friction between then and the returnee IDPs. 

The perception of burden of IDPs and returnees on their hosts appear to be relatively uniform across-the-
board, but comparatively lower in Maiha (35%) but higher in Askira/Uba (69%). In all the assessed LGAs 
the perception of the burden of IDPs on hosts is either higher or equal to the perception of burden of 
returnees on hosts except in Maiha and Askira/Uba. 

46

LIVELIHOODS AND ECONOMIC RECOVERY ASSESSMENT 2016



Figure 5-18:    Household perception of tension in their LGA

Figure 5-18 illustrates the perceived tension in each LGA where only Konduga, Fika and Maiha displayed 
significant perception of tension among residents. The chart shows that Konduga ranked highest overall 
with 19% and 3% households perceiving pastoral and religious tension respectively amongst the locals 

63and hosts , while returnee and IDPs complained significantly of issues of resource sharing. Fika recorded 
all the types of tensions listed (pastoral, religious, resource sharing and tribal/ethnic) but at different 
degrees, with pastoral tension greatly cutting across all population groups except among IDPs who 
perceive resource sharing tension as higher. Interestingly, no form of tension was recorded in 
Yamaltu/Deba and Michika. In the case of Yamaltu/Deba, the significantly high percentage of returnees 
and IDPs documented in the section on assessed population profile could be ordinarily expected to lead 
to conflict. It is noteworthy that although the results of the survey indicated that there is no form of 
tension in Michika the debriefing session with enumerators indicated otherwise. For instance, Michika 
was reported to have signs of religious tension with significant religious divides where tellingly there 
were separate market days for Christians and Muslims.

63  Similar population groups were grouped together to enable easier and more meaningful comparison – returnee IDPs and returnee IDPs still displaced, locals and hosts, IDPs 
    and returnee refugee still displaced.
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5. 5.     Livelihoods

Access to livelihood is crucial for increasing the self-reliance and resilience of returnees and IDPs living in 
host communities across the North East. In this vein, adequate income is essential for them to be able to 
meet their basic needs, improve their living conditions in their habitual residence and areas of 
displacement as well as been able to save earnings for emergency expenses. Conversely, a lack of income 
increases dependence on negative coping strategies and assistance provided by the Nigerian 
government, community and humanitarian Organisations.

The conflict has severely affected the livelihood opportunities available in the North-East, further 
64aggravating the pre-existing poverty in the region . Although the livelihood issues encountered in the 

assessed LGAs are protracted as a result of underlying issues such as low level of education and 
marketable skills as well as limited options for livelihood diversity. The conflict has had a considerable 
impact on many households; especially the most vulnerable and these effects may linger for some time. 
The crisis resulted in the loss of food and seed stocks, damage to productive assets, loss of livestock and 
reduced income generating opportunities in addition to the loss of lives and displacement of people.

To understand the current livelihood opportunities available in the North-East, this section looks at the 
primary livelihood activities as well as other sources of support and income that the population uses to 
meet their needs. An examination of households' incomes and expenditures, considering the degree of 
homogeneity or heterogeneity displayed in livelihoods patterns and income-sourcing strategies across 
the assessed LGAs will also be explored in greater depth.

An old woman peeling 
groundnut in Konduga
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64  For more information, please refer to the section on pre-conflict description.
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5.5.1.     Income

In the month preceding the assessment, the average household income across all the assessed LGAs was 
11,650 Naira (59 USD). However, as seen in Figure 5-19 there were considerable differences in the average 
household income of the LGAs. Households in Michika reported the highest average income of 27,425 
naira (140 USD) which was significantly higher than the combined average income of all the LGAs. 
Households in Askira Uba, which adjoins Michika, also reported a high average household income, 
whereas Yamaltu/Deba had the least with 5,817 naira (30 USD). This is not surprising since Yamaltu/Deba 
had the highest proportion of economically inactive households (55%). In Konduga and Potiskum, the 

65average household income was slightly above the regional average , at 19,165 naira (98 USD) and 18,925 
naira (97 USD), respectively. In comparison, Maiha (11,468 naira, 59 USD), Nafada (10,550 naira, 54 USD) 
and Fika (10,409 naira, 53 USD) demonstrated slightly negative deviations from the average. Urban LGAs 
appear to have higher average household income as well as higher average expenditure compared to 
rural LGAs with the exception of Yamaltu/Deba and Konduga.

Figure 5-19:    Average household income (labelled, naira) in the month preceding assessment

The most common form of livelihood amongst economically active households in the assessed LGAs in 
the 30 days preceding the assessment was farming (20%), followed by trading/business (19%) and 
humanitarian assistance (6%). The proportion of economically inactive households in the LGAs is 30% of 
the population, although higher in Yamaltu/Deba with over half of the population at 54.9% and lower in 
Nafada and Potiskum at 10.2 and 10.9 percent respectively. The seemingly low proportion of households 
without income generating activities in Nafada is not necessarily a representation of the economic status 
of the LGA, because 33.3% of households in the LGA were involved in trading, mostly petty trading with 
another 10% involved in forestry which mainly means gathering of firewood. Both livelihoods yield very 
little income. 

65  Regional average in this context refers to the combined average income (11,650 naira) of Adamawa, Bono, Gombe and Yobe based on this assessment.
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Table 5-1:    Proportion (%) of households by primary source of income at LGA level (30 Days)

 Adamawa  Borno  Gombe  Yobe  

 Maiha  Michika  Askira Uba  Konduga  Nafada  Yamaltu Deba  Fika  Potiskum  

None 34.5  31.7  29.6  39.2  10.2  54.9  32.7  10.9  

Farming 27.8  12.1  29.6  17.8  15.6  23.4  24.7  13.1  

Trading/Business  15.2  23.6  16.0  18.1  33.3  6.4  11.7  29.2  

Assistance 9.0  8.1  4.5  6.1  6.0  3.4  2.2  7.1  

Wages (Unskilled Labour)  4.1  3.6  4.2  1.0  8.4  1.2  5.5  10.9  

Wages (Skilled Labour)  2.3  8.1  8.5  1.3  6.7  1.5  4.7  10.5  

Forestry 2.6  0.0  0.0  3.1  9.7  0.5  0.5  0.2  

Livestock/Poultry 1.3  1.9  0.5  4.8  1.5  4.2  1.7  3.6  
Wages (Construction)  1.0  1.4  0.9  2.3  3.0  0.5  2.7  5.0  
Begging 0.5  0.2  0.2  0.3  2.5  0.2  0.0  0.5  
Remittances 0.5  0.0  0.2  0.0  0.0  0.0  2.0  0.0  
Borrowing 0.3  0.5  0.5  0.3  0.0  0.2  0.2  1.0  
Other 0.3  4.3  0.7  4.6  2.0  1.5  8.7  0.7  
Pension 0.3  4.0  4.0  0.0  0.2  1.5  0.2  3.3  
Transportation  0.3  0.5  0.5  0.8  1.0  0.2  1.5  3.3  
Fishing 0.0  0.0  0.2  0.5  0.0  0.2  0.5  0.7  
Informal Waste Recycling  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.2  0.0  

 

As is to be expected from the rural-urban dynamics, the proportion of households with farming as their 
primary source of income was higher in the rural LGAs than in the urban LGAs of each of the assessed 
states except Nafada and Yamaltu/Deba LGAs in Gombe state. Taking into account the huge gap in access 
to water for irrigation and livestock in Nafada, discussed above in the WASH section, it is therefore not 
surprising to see this anomaly. The LGA with the highest proportion of households involved in farming 
was Askira/Uba (29.6%) followed by Maiha at 27.8%, these are also LGAs with the highest proportion of 
households with access to water for agriculture. Michika and Potiskum, both urban LGAs, had the lowest 
at 12.1% and 13.1% respectively. 

66This assessment was carried out in February 2016 during the off-season , which might explain the 
significant reduction in farming activities compared to 6 months before the assessment (Figure 5-20). This 
reduction led to an increase in the proportion of households with no income in the 30 days prior 

67assessment, but also to a proportional increase of households involved in trading .

66  Please refer to the seasonal calendar of Nigeria in Annex 5 for more detailed information.
67 Trading in this case implies mainly petty trading.
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Figure 5-20:    Top 5 primary sources of income of households at LGA level in the last 6 months 
compared with primary sources in the last 30 days

Before the conflict, trading/business were the primary livelihood activities in Adamawa (34%), Borno 
68(32%), Gombe (40%) and Yobe (40%) states and making it the most predominant source of income . At 

the time of this assessment trading/business corresponded on average with only 19% of all income 
sources in the assessed LGAs.

The percentage of households with skilled labour service as their main source of income dropped from 
21% (NDHS, 2013) prior to the conflict to 5% in 2016.

In addition to the high proportion of households not engaged in any income-generating activity, a 
relatively high proportion of households are dependent on humanitarian assistance in Maiha (9%), 
Michika (8%), Potiskum (7%), Konduga (6%) and Nafada (6%). Fika has the lowest proportion of 
households that had received humanitarian assistance in the 12 months preceding the assessment. 

Figure 5-21 shows not only households that depend primarily on humanitarian aid but the total of 
households in each LGA that receive either in-kind or cash support. In Michika 38%, in Potiskum 26%, 
Nafada 24%, Askira Uba 20%, Maiha 18%, Yamaltu Deba 12%, Konduga 9%, and Fika 6% of households 
stated that they received some form of humanitarian assistance. 

68  Nigeria Demographic and Health Survey (NDHS) 2013.

FINDINGS

51



Figure 5-21:    Proportion (%) of households that received humanitarian assistance within 
12 months prior to the assessment by resident status

Figure 5-22:    Proportion (%) of households that received cash assistance within 12 months prior 
to the assessment
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In general, humanitarian assistance was mainly in-kind except in Potiskum and Fika where the ratio of the 
proportion of households that received cash assistance to the proportion of households that received in-
kind humanitarian assistance was 88% and 66%, respectively. In-kind assistance is effective in addressing 
specific issues and needs, but it limits the type and number of basic needs that can be met by the 
households.

Figure 5-23 shows the primary source of income for households by their residency status 30 days prior to the 
assessment. It shows a relatively homogenous picture. If we take, as a reference, the percentage of income 
receiving households to no-income receiving households, we can conclude that humanitarian assistance 
makes Returnees and IDPs better off than their local or hosts in Michika, Maiha, and Nafada. Aid to Returnees 
and IDPs is most significant in Potiskum and Maiha. Returnees are better off than IDPs and Local/Hosts in 
Potiskum and Fika. IDPs are better off in Nafada, Michika, and Maiha. Local/Hosts are better off in Askira Uba, 
Konduga, and Yamaltu Deba. 

Figure 5-23:    Primary (%) source of income of households by residency status (30 days)
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5.5.2.     Expenditure and Debt
Households spend an average of 42% on food, 14% on education, 12% on health, 8% on debt, and 6% on 
firewood (see Table 5-2 below). If we add expenditure on education and health, which should be essential 
public services, households spend 26% of their available income on these. This data underlines the 
urgency of providing a public safety net, eventually in the form of conditioned or unconditioned cash 
transfers.

Table 5-2:    Proportion (%) spent on various household expenditures in the 30 days preceding 
assessment

 Adamawa Borno Gombe Yobe 

 Maiha Michika Askira Uba Konduga Nafada Yamaltu Deba Fika Potiskum 

Food 39% 32% 26% 53% 59% 48% 40% 40% 

Education 17% 28% 30% 1% 6% 6% 10% 14% 

Health 16% 11% 13% 6% 12% 14% 10% 14% 

NFI 4% 6% 4% 3% 7% 7% 7% 5% 

Debt Repayment 5% 6% 7% 6% 5% 11% 10% 10% 

Firewood 6% 6% 5% 9% 3% 4% 6% 6% 

Communication 2% 3% 4% 5% 2% 2% 3% 2% 

Water 4% 3% 3% 9% 3% 3% 5% 3% 

Transportation 5% 3% 5% 6% 4% 3% 4% 3% 

Fuel 0% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 

Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 

Housing 2% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 3% 2% 

 

In general, we observed a high diversity in household expenditures across the assessed LGAs and the 
variation is based on a combination of different factors and situations particular to each LGA. Askira/Uba 
(30%) and Michika (28%) had the highest proportion of expenditure for education compared to the other 
LGAs. Conversely, these two LGAs also have the highest literacy rate with 48% and 49% of people over 17 

69having had at least secondary school education in Askira/Uba and Michika respectively . Konduga (1%) 
had the least proportion spent on education and also has the lowest literacy rate of the assessed LGAs 
with 3% of the population above 17 having at least secondary school education.

Konduga LGA has the highest percentage of household expenditure spent on water, indicating that 
being the LGA with the second highest proportion of households with access to improved water sources 

70came at a high price . Almost all the LGAs, besides Konduga, spent a significant portion of their 
expenditure on health. In fact health was the second highest expenditure in Potiskum (14%), 
Yamaltu/Deba (14%) and Nafada (12%). Few functional medical facilities still exist in these areas as a result 
of the conflict exacerbating the lack of such facilities which existed before the conflict situation. Where 

71health facilities do exist the residents have to pay for drugs under the Drug Revolving Fund Scheme , a 
scheme with its own challenges of poor management, misapplication of the Fund, purchasing of drugs at 

72exorbitant prices and non-reimbursement of the cost of drugs for exempted patients, amongst others . 
Moreover, it is important to take into account the fact that Potiskum (36%) and Yamaltu/Deba (35%) have 

73the highest proportion of households with at least one member suffering from chronic illness .

69  For more details, please refer to the section on assessed population profile.
70  Refer to the sub- section on WASH under findings. 
71  The Drug Revolving Fund Scheme is a strategy for ensuring uninterrupted drug supply in the health care delivery system.
72  Federal Ministry of Health (FMOH) [Nigeria] and World Health Organisation (WHO). National Drug Policy – Nigeria. 2005.
73  Refer to the sub- section on Health under findings.
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An assessment of expenditure reveals that all the households spent more than their income, although the 
difference varies across the LGAs. On average the households spent 86% more than was received as 
income: Maiha, Nafada, Yamaltu Deba, Fika and Potiskum LGAs each spent more than half of their income, 
with Yamaltu/Deba having the largest deviation of 174% (see Figure 5-24).

Taking into account the economic vulnerability of the households as outlined above, it is therefore not 
surprising that a significant proportion of households across the LGAs reported being in debt. As seen in 
Figure 5-25, the highest proportions were found in Fika (70%) and Nafada (70%) followed by Potiskum 
(62%), Yamaltu/Deba (58%) and Konduga (50%). Interestingly, despite the high economic vulnerability 
identified in Maiha, a smaller proportion (34%) of the households reported being in debt. 

Figure 5-24:   Average household expenditure (labelled, naira) in the month preceding assessment, 
against the average income 

Figure 5-25:   Proportion (%) of households in debt 
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The high proportion of households in debt across assessed LGAs equally explains the relatively high 
proportion of household expenditure (average 8%) spent on debt repayment. Yamaltu/Deba (11%), Fika 
(10%), Potiskum (10%) and Askira/Uba (7%) had the highest amounts of household expenditure spent 
proportion on repaying outstanding debts. Coincidentally, three of these LGAs are amongst the four LGAs 
with the highest proportion of households in debt. 

Figure 5-26 shows the sources of credit for households. As expected, informal channels dominate the 
credit supply. Before the conflict traders in, for example, Uba Grain Market, Askira/Uba had access to a 
commercial bank loan scheme. Many residents of Askira/Uba - also traders in Uba Grain Market – 
participated in this scheme although their loans are largely still unpaid.

Similarly, local female farmers and petty traders in Michika formed a women's group to access loans from 
a Micro Finance Institution (MFI) before they were displaced. These outstanding debts in addition to the 
differences between the average household expenditure and average household income in these LGAs 
explain the magnitude of their average household debt services. 

Figure 5-26:    Proportion (%) of  households  by source  of  credit
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5.5.3.   Markets

While damage to stocks and storage facilities was significant in many areas, some traders in the more 
accessible LGAs have recovered their businesses to varying degrees. Anecdotal information suggests that 
a significantly higher proportion of market traders are yet to recover their businesses in the LGAs that 
were not accessible during this assessment either because the markets are not functioning or are formally 
closed on market days. In cases where the markets are functioning, many of them continue to function at 
below-average levels in Borno, Yobe and Adamawa states due to the effects of civil insecurity.

Households in the assessed LGAs have access to markets with Askira/Uba and Michika having as high as 
98% of households with access to markets as well as various transportation options to reach the markets 
as illustrated in Figure 5-27 and Table 5-3. Households in Konduga (25%) have limited access to markets as 
a result of the conflict situation, which has led to the shutdown of the major market in the area. 
Consequently, residents often have to travel to Maiduguri to make major purchases. 

Figure 5-27:    Proportion (%) of households that use open market or market days for their 
household purchases and sales for livelihood
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Table 5-3:    Proportion (%) of households that use various primary mode of transportation to the 
market with reference to time taken and cost

 
Adamawa  Borno  Gombe  Yobe  

 
Maiha  Michika  Askira 

Uba  
Konduga  Nafada  Yamaltu 

Deba  
Fika  Potiskum  

Bicycle (%)  8  8  30  13  4  4  6  6 

Average Time (Min)  44  21  30  20  22  24  26  28 

Average Cost (NGN)  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 
   

Car (%)
 

40
 

20
 

7
 

42
 

28
 

26
 

34
 

74
 

Average Time (Min)
 

30
 

21
 

30
 

20
 

22
 

24
 

26
 

28
 

Average Cost (NGN)
 

254
 

123
 

148
 

315
 

347
 

284
 

308
 

387
 

   

Foot (%)
 

49
 

41
 

41
 

45
 

58
 

54
 

56
 

9
 

Average
 

Time (Min)
 

39
 

38
 

29
 

16
 

15
 

23
 

19
 

22
 

Average Cost (NGN)
 

-
 

-
 

-
 

-
 

-
 

-
 

-
 

-
 

 
`

 

Motor Bike (%)
 

2
 

20
 

23
 

-
 

10
 

17
 

3
 

10
 

Average Time (Min)

 

26

 

16

 

16

 

-

 

46

 

44

 

32

 

19

 

Average Cost (NGN)

 

86

 

102

 

88

 

-

 

393

 

225

 

138

 

129

 
   

Tricycle (%)

 

1

 

10

 

-

 

-

 

-

 

-

 

-

 

-

 

Average Time (Min)

 

15

 

23

 

-

 

-

 

-

 

-

 

-

 

-

 

Average Cost (NGN)

 

150

 

72

 

-

 

-

 

-

 

-

 

-

 

-

 
 

The limited market stock in addition to the unprecedented steep depreciation of the naira in recent times 
has led to an increase in the price of items at the markets compared to the previous 5-year average.

5.5.4.      Unmet  Needs

Consistent with the relatively high rates of economic inactivity, a majority of households across the 
assessed LGAs - except in Konduga and Potiskum - were unable to meet their basic needs in the 30 days 
preceding the assessment. Households in these two LGAs fared better than the other LGAs with relatively 
low proportions of 46% and 43% of households respectively not being able to meet their needs 
compared to the higher proportion of 76%, 67% and 66% in Maiha, Askira/Uba and Yamaltu/Deba, 
respectively. 
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Figure 5-28:    Proportion (%) of households that were not able to meet their basic needs in the 
30 days preceding assessment

It is interesting to note that the expressed degree of under consumption of households is proportional to 
the residence status of the population. If we compare Figure 5-6 (proportion of households by residence 
status) and Figure 5-28 (proportion of households that cannot meet their basic needs) we can assume 
that humanitarian aid, eventually, does not make any type of household (Returnee, IDP, Host) better off or 
that aid does not have significant impact on the need reduction of different type of households. 

If we compare Figure 5-21 (proportion of households that receive humanitarian assistance) with Figure 5-
28 (proportion of households that cannot meet their basic needs) we can conclude that Fika, 
Yamaltu/Deba, Nafada, Konduga, Askira/Uba, and Maiha are underserved by aid and that, ultimately, only 
Potiskum and Michika show a proportional match between aid coverage and household with unmet 
basic needs. Table 5-4 below shows the ratio unmet basic needs and humanitarian assistance. 
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Table 5-4:    ratio (%) of households receiving humanitarian assistance and households declaring 
unmet basic needs

State LGA Proportion % 
households with 
unmet basic 
needs 

Proportion % 
of households 
that received 
humanitarian 
assistance in 
the last 12 
months 

Ratio % between 
households with 
humanitarian 
assistance to 
households with 
unmet needs 

Yobe Potiskum 43 27 63 
 Fika 55 6 11 

Gombe Yamaltu/Deba 66 13 20 
 

Nafada
 

63
 

25
 

40
 

Borno
 

Konduga
 

46
 

9
 

19
 

 
Askira/Uba

 
67
 

21
 

31
 

Adamawa
 

Michika
 

63
 

39
 

62
 

 
Maiha

 
76
 

19
 

25
 

 

Amongst households that reported the ability to meet their needs, food was, on average, the most unmet 
need, followed by medical, transportation and energy needs. Less variation was found across the LGAs 
with respect to food needs compared to other needs. For instance, the proportion of households that 
could not meet their food needs and medical needs in Michika were 100% and 44%, respectively, while 
that of Nafada was 100% and 97% in the same order. This variation was also apparent in the proportion of 
households unable to meet their transportation and energy needs.

Figure 5-29:    Proportion (%) of unmet needs amongst the households that were not able to meet 
their basic needs
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In view of the high proportion of households unable to meet their food needs, a high rate of engagement 
in negative food-based livelihood coping strategies across all LGAs confirms FEWSNET's projected higher 

75levels of food insecurity in the assessed areas during this period . The main strategies used to cope with 
food insecurity across the assessed LGAs were for the people to eat cheaper food (57%) than they would 
normally eat, limit portion sizes (56%) and reduce the number of meals (55%). 46% households borrow 
money to buy food. These coping strategies were used in all the LGAs with variations: the highest 
proportion of households relying on cheaper food was found in Maiha (73%) and lowest was in Potiskum 
(41%). Households also rely on alternative healthcare (41%), consume their seed stock (33%), sell assets 
(29%), or migration to other locations (21%), and engage children into labour (20%).

Table 5-5:    Proportion (%) of households applying livelihoods coping strategies with colour 
gradient green to red indicting least to most used strategies

75  Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWSNET). Nigeria Food Security Outlook: February to September 2016

 Adamawa Borno  Gombe  Yobe  

 

Maiha Michika Askira/ 
Uba  

Konduga  Nafada  Yamaltu/ 
Deba  

Fika  Potiskum  

Rely on Less Preferred/Expensive Food 73 60 64  45  64  66  43  41  
Limit Portion Sizes 73 56 57  45  63  64  51  37  
Reduce Number Of Meals 71 52 56  44  63  65  51  37  
Borrow Food/Money for Food 60 38 32  40  61  61  38  38  
Consume Seed Stock 53 23 25  30  34  48  30  23  
Rely on Alternative Healthcare 60 27 41  31  62  47  34  26  
Use Alternative Transportation 40 35 49  24  45  32  27  24  
Sell More Assets than Usual 38 30 23  24  38  33  29  16  
Identify New Livelihood Opportunities 26 21 27  22  33  30  15  23  
Child Labour 21 13 7  5  28  41  31  10  
Migrate to Secure Income 15 29 14  20  18  30  24  19  
Engage in Begging 16 1 10  4  23  35  25  5  
Use Alternative Sources of Energy 12 33 29  25  38  34  28  15  

 

Children appear to be most affected by the impact of households being unable to meet their basic needs 
in Yamaltu/Deba. 41% of households in this LGA have children engaged in labour and 35% of households 
are also involved in begging, a coping strategy which primarily involves children. This is coupled with the 
fact that children of school age in this LGA have few options as regards attending school.

The high proportion of households that use alternative livelihood energy combined with the relatively 
high proportion of households involved in forestry (gathering of firewood) as their primary livelihood 
activity in Nafada is worrisome with regards to deforestation and climate change. This trend, although not 
as prevalent as it is in Nafada, is also typical to the other LGAs, apart from Maiha and Potiskum.

If we compare and relate the data from Figure 5-28 (proportion of households that cannot meet their 
basic needs) with Figure 5-19 (average income per household) and with Table 5-5 (proportion of 
households with coping strategies), we can suggest that a Livelihoods and Economic Recovery 
intervention should eventually favour vulnerable households in Maiha (Adamawa), Yamalta Deba, and 
Nafada (Gombe). 
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Empowered lives.
Resilient nations.
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Teenage girls hawking vegetables in Zambok, Yamaltu/Deba LGA, Gombe State
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The assessment revealed the 
complexities of the hyper local 
context of each of the 8 LGA 
and the 24 assessed Wards and 
the impact of the conflict for 
the livelihoods of urban and 
rural households in the region. 
The assessment demonstrated 
the diversity of the socio-
economic conditions, their 
coping strategies, as well as 
the needs and context specific 

priorities of households. We can clearly state that a 
one-size-fits-all approach is ineffective and that the 
challenge for donors, policymakers and aid agencies 
lies within the very specific situation of households 
on Ward level. Conversely, the various population 

76groups  in these LGAs exhibit similarities in terms of 
living conditions, skills and assets that limit their 
options as regards coping with the volatile security 
situation. These complexities mean it is necessary for 

7 7 7 8Livelihoods  and Economic Recovery  (LER) 
interventions to be properly synergized with the 
ongoing humanitarian actions in the North-East. 
Such a LER intervention should combine dynamic 
elements of humanitarian relief with livelihoods 
support and economic recovery initiatives for 
community self-reliance and resilience. The efficiency 
of LER in linking humanitarian with long-term 
development actions will go a long way towards 
developing community resilience in the North East.
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76  Locals, Hosts, Returnee IDPs, Returnee Refugees, IDPs and Returnee Refugee Still 
Displaced Persons.
77 Livelihoods are defined as include the capabilities, assets (both material and social), and 
activities required for a means of living. In addition to income and employment, the 
concept of livelihoods encompasses any reliable ways that people access food, shelter, 
health care, education, safe water and sanitation, security, and protection (UNDP, 2013. 
Livelihood and Economic Recovery in Crisis Situation).
78 Economic recovery is defined as including market development, strengthening of new 
and existing enterprises, and job creation in both the public and private sectors. This 
process often involves an umbrella of economic, institutional, legal, and policy reforms 
and the reconstruction of infrastructure that facilitates trade and commerce (UNDP, 2013. 
Livelihood and Economic Recovery in Crisis Situation).
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The creation and stabilization 
of livelihoods and economic 
opportunities for socio-economic 
recovery

3

Sustained and improved 
access to basic social 
services and community 
infrastructure

2

Moreover, any action taken as part of the LER programme should aim to help increase the resilience of 
affected people and communities to overcome the negative consequences of the crisis and to maintain a 
decent standard of living. It should ensure a response that provides affected people, including returnees, 
IDPs and host communities with:

To emphasize the above, the following recommendations are being put forward as offshoots of the 
assessment. While top-line recommendations apply to the whole North-East, actual implementation 
should entail modifications for different areas and vulnerable groups and should be based on priorities.

Increased level of 
food security and 
food self-reliance

1

 The promotion of social cohesion and 
local participation to strengthen 
community resilience and mitigate the 
effects of the protracted crisis.

4
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E 1Objective

Increased level of food 
security and food self-reliance 

The crisis has led to localized below-average cash and staple food 
crops production and supply chains. Food has become relatively 
unaffordable for households that depend on markets for 
consumption, while those that depend on their own production 
(most especially in rural LGAs), are also face food insecurity. LER-
support should ensure that affected communities have adequate 
access to food and income through emergency recovery of 
subsistence and commercial agriculture by:

a) Putting in place social safety nets for the most vulnerable 
(provision of additional cash/food transfers in exchange for 
participation in community works) to ensure that livelihood 
supports are not diverted to meet food needs that were 
found to be critical.

b) Restocking livestock, distribution of farm inputs (seeds, 
fertilizers and pesticides), tools and implements to affected 
communities

c) Rehabilitation of destroyed agricultural infrastructure such 
as irrigation, flood control, animal shelters and storage 
facilities

d) Agricultural extension services and credit facilities should be 
reviewed and strengthened.
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TW
O 2Objective

Sustained and improved access 
to basic social services and 
community infrastructure

The crisis has exacerbated the pre-existing poor access to basic 
services and infrastructure in the North-East. Emphasis should be 
placed on systemic issues such as insecurity, conflict sensitivity, 
psychosocial impact and other protection-related interventions as 
well as improvements to damaged facilities and public 
infrastructure. Restoration and functionality of these issues are 
necessary for the success and sustainability of future LER actions. In 
order to address these issues, interventions should be sector based 
with an emphasis on synergizing humanitarian and early recovery 
responses. In addition, it is important to note that for an accelerated 
process of reintegration within these communities, the LER 
processes must be community driven. The assessment-driven 
recommendations for key interventions include: 

WASH

a) The repair, rehabilitation and construction of water systems; 
both public and community built/maintained schemes. 

b) The repair of sanitation facilities.

c) The provision of water and sanitation services to schools and 
health facilities.

d) A mass awareness campaign on health and hygiene promotion.

Health

a) The immediate provision of primary health care services and 
essential medicines and supplies.

b) The augmentation of the existing Drug Revolving Fund Scheme 
by the Government to align with current humanitarian realties in 
the North-East. 

66

LIVELIHOODS AND ECONOMIC RECOVERY ASSESSMENT 2016



c) The provision of training to support community based health 
services.

d) The provision of special care for the elderly, people with 
disabilities, chronically ill persons, women (especially PLWs) 
and children.

e) The provision of psychosocial and mental health counselling.

Education

a) The improvement of access to education by providing 
temporary school structures in areas where schools have been 
destroyed, the reconstruction of damaged infrastructure and 
also the provision of school books and supplies. 

b) Measures such as school feeding, stipends for girls in high 
schools, cash /in-kind incentives for the most vulnerable 
should be put in place to incentivize the most vulnerable 
children to stay in schools. 

c) The introduction and strengthening of adult literacy 
programmes, especially for women. 

d) The inclusion of peace building and psychosocial support in 
school curricula and the training of teachers on the same 
issues.

Protection

a) Protection and gender issues should be integrated into all 
programme components

b) The capacity of local authorities and protection service 
providers should be strengthened to understand and address 
protection-related issues 

c) Protection service providers in the affected areas should be 
mapped and an effective referral network should be 
established between different service providers, both 
governmental and non-governmental.

2
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1Objective

Creation and stabilization of livelihoods 
and economic opportunities for 
socio-economic recovery 

The assessment revealed a high proportion of people in the North 
East to be small-scale farmers. Consequently, in order to support 
Livelihoods and Economic Recovery, special emphasis needs to be 
placed on alternative and, most importantly, rapid income generating 
livelihood. This will strengthening the coping mechanisms and 
creation of sustainable jobs and employment opportunities for the 
most vulnerable. 

a) Create emergency employment opportunities such as repairs of 
basic infrastructure and service as part of community restoration 
projects (Cash for Work).

b) Reinvigorate livelihoods through start-up grants for micro, small 
and medium enterprise (MSME), demand-driven skills 
development/vocational training and productive asset 
replacement.

c) Provide direct support to female headed households and 
persons with disability through tailored employment/income 
generation activities, cash transfer, vocational training and start-
up kits for quick income generating activities as well as provision 
of disability aids for persons with disabilities. 

d) Improve women's access to alternative energy in areas of return 
and host communities to reduce felling of trees for firewood 
thereby promoting environmental sustainability.

e) Strengthen coordination systems for early recovery and longer-
term sustainable livelihoods. An LER Working Group should be 
set up with specific deliverables such as stakeholders mapping, 
developing an early recovery action plan, detailing the 
implementation of early recovery interventions, and its 
monitoring and evaluation, as well as assessing local capacities 
and capacity-building priorities for recovery.
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4Objective

Promotion of social cohesion and local 
participation to strengthen community 
resilience, reduce vulnerability and 
mitigate the effects of the protracted crisis

The LER programme should enhance levels of tolerance and 
inclusion in communities by:

a) Promoting the inclusion of all population groups for all LER 
programme activities to foster a culture of tolerance and 
acceptance

b) Encouraging community-based peace initiatives and other 
existing local mechanisms in addressing communities issues 
including peace and security 

c) Strengthening local capacities for dialogue, reconciliation and 
mediation

d) Conducting comprehensive participatory analysis to 
understand the structural causes of conflict.

e) Developing the capacity of local government entities and 
CSOs to plan, facilitate, implement and monitor and evaluate 
recovery and reintegration, peace building and disaster risk 
reduction processes.
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ANNEX 1:   Household Questionnaire

COMPLETE BEFORE THE INTERVIEW   

Date: 
 

|____|____|/|____|____|/2016 
          Day           Month 

GPS Coordinates: 
N:  0   0   |___| º  |___|___|’  |___|___[•]___| “  

E:  0  |___|___| º  |___|___|’  |___|___|[•]|  ___| “ 

Interview
er Name: 

 State:  

LGA: 
 

Ward:   Village/Community:  

 INTRODUCTION 

This questionnaire will examine the impact of the recent crisis on livelihoods and seek to identify immediate priority needs. Please introduce yourself and 
ask for households’ consent before proceeding. All answers given will be anonymous   

 

Before the interview, make sure you walk around the household to put answers into context. Ask for permission first, and look  at their assets, food 
present in storeroom and kitchen, and general conditions of the household. In this way you will be better able to examine in more detail any answers 
that do not seem to make sense.   

0. INTRODUCTORY QUESTIONS   

1. DEMOGRAPHICS 

A. Has your HOUSEHOLD received CASH in return for WORK ON COMMUNITY ASSETS in the  

PAST 12 MONTHS? (Circle ONE)  
1 YES 2 

B. Has your HOUSEHOLD received any other ASSISTANCE in the LAST 12 MONTHS? 
 (Circle ONE) 

1 YES 2 

C. Do you have at least ONE member in your HOUSEHOLD who is aged AT LEAST 18 AND  

is able to WORK? (Circle ONE)  
1 YES 2 

HOUSEHOLD HEAD (HHH) 

1.1. What is the NAME of the household head (HHH)? 
Surname:__________

__ 
First Name:_______________ 

1.2. What is the GENDER and AGE of the HHH? (Enter age in completed 

years in ONE box) 
Male: 

|___|___|  

yrs 
OR Female: |___|___| yrs 

1.3. Provide the Mobile Number of HHH |___|___|___|___|___|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

1.4. If MALE, how many wives does he have? (Enter number of wives) |___|___|  

HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS (EXCLUDING THE HHH) 

1.5. In addition to the HHH 

- how many people 

currently live in your 

household? (Enter number of 

HH members in each age group 

– EXCLUDING THE HHH) 

AGE 0-4yrs 5-17yrs 18-59yrs 60+yrs TOTAL  

Female |___|___| |___|___| |___|___| |___|___| |___|___| 

Male |___|___| |___|___| |___|___| |___|___| |___|___| 

TOTAL NUMBER OF HH MEMBERS (EXCLUDING THE HHH)  : |___|___| 

ALL HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS (INCLUDING THE HHH) 

1.6. How many HH members are VULNERABLE/DEPENDENT? (Enter number of HH members – ONLY enter a member ONCE) 

Disabled 
(physically 

or 

mentally): 

|___|__
_| 

Chronical
ly sick: 

|___|__
_| 

Pregnant
/ 

lactating: 

|___|__
_| 

Widows
: 

|___|__
_| 

U/ 
children |___|___| 

 

TOTAL 
Vulnerable: 

|___|___| 

If chronically sick, does s/he want referral? 1 YES 2 NO 

1.7. How many HH 

members have had 
Primary school 

(6 YEARS)  

Secondary school 

(6 YEARS)  
Diploma University 
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Disabled 
(physically 

or 

mentally): 

|___|__
_| 

Chronical
ly sick: 

|___|__
_| 

Pregnant
/ 

lactating: 

|___|__
_| 

Widows
: 

|___|__
_| 

U/ 
children |___|___| 

 

TOTAL 
Vulnerable: 

|___|___| 

If chronically sick, does s/he want referral? 1 YES 2 NO 

1.7. How many HH 

members have had 

SCHOOLING? (Enter 

number of HH members) 

Primary school 
(6 YEARS)  

Secondary school 

(6 YEARS)  
Diploma University 

Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male 

 |___|___| |___|___| |___|___| |___|___| |___|___| |___|___| |___|___| |___|___| 
1.8. What is the RESIDENCE STATUS of 

the HOUSEHOLD HEAD? (Circle ONE 

NUMBER) 

1 Host 2 IDP 3 Returnee 

IDP 

4 Returnee Refugee 

5 Returnee Refugee still 

Displaced 
6 Local 7 Others: 

_____________________ 

1.10 Is there any form of tension in your 

area? 

1 Religious 2 Tribal/Ethnic 3 Resource Sharing 

3 Pastoral 4 Others (Specify): _______________________ 

1.11 How many household members (>18) are currently  
1 |___|___ 3 |___|___ 5 |___|___ 

2 |___|___ 4 |___|___ 6 |___|___ 

EMPLOYMENT CODES 

1= Self-employed 

2= Employed in private sector 

3= Employed in public 
sector 

4= Unemployed 

5 = Student 

6 = Other (Specify):________________ 

2. EXPENDITURE   

HOUSEHOLD 

 
2.1. In the PAST 30 DAYS – how much did your household spend on the following ITEMS? (ASK about EACH item listed below) 

Food 
 |___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Fire Wood/Charcoal  
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Transportation 
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Non-Food Items 
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Education 
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Debt repayment 
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Health 
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Communications 
(phone/internet) |___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Water 
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Livelihood inputs 
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Housing 
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Other (Specify) 

_____________ |___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Fuel 
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Total  
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

 
2.3. In the PAST 30 DAYS – how much money did you SAVE? 

 
|___|___|___|___|___|___|___| NGN 
 

2.4. In the PAST 30 DAYS – how much did you BORROW or OWE? (If debt is IN 
KIND, estimate the value in Naira)  

 
|___|___|___|___|___|___|___| NGN 
 

2.5. In the PAST 30 DAYS – how much did you REPAY using the MONEY 
THAT YOU BORROWED? (IF MONEY BORROWED was repaid IN KIND (WITH 
ITEMS) Estimate the value in Naira) 

 
|___|___|___|___|___|___|___| NGN 
 

2.6. In the PAST 30 DAYS – did you BARTER ANY ITEMS?  

(Circle ONE – AND if yes, estimate the monetary value of these items in Naira) 
1 

YES |___|___|___|___|___| 

NGN 
2 NO 
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LIVELIHOOD INPUTS 

  
2.7. In the PAST 30 DAYS  – How much did your household spend on the following LIVELIHOOD INPUTS? 
 

Seeds 
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Rent (for shops/kiosks) 
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Farming Tools  
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Hiring labour 
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Livestock purchases 
|___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Water (for 
irrigation/livestock) |___|___|___|___|___|___| 

Fodder 
|___|___| 

Electricity 
|___|___| 

Livestock drugs 
|___|___| 

Non-farming tools (sewing 
machines/fishing 
equipment) |___|___| 

Fuel 
|___|___| 

Other livelihoods inputs 
|___|___| 

Transportation 
|___|___| 

 
 

 
2.8. Do you have access to NATURAL ASSETS? 1=  YES 2=NO   
 

 
Before 

 

 

Now 

 

 

 
Before 

 

Now 

 

Own grazing land 

   

Own cultivated land 

 

  

Rented grazing land 
  

Rented/communal 

cultivated land   

Fishing areas 
  

 
  

Water for irrigation/livestock 
  

 

 
2.9. Do you have access to the following FINANCIAL ASSETS? 1= YES 2=NO  

 

 
Before 

 

 

Now 

 

 

 Before 

 

Now 

 

Remittances 

   

Cash transfer from 

family/friend   

Savings 
  

Formal Credit 
  

Pension 
  

Informal Credit 
  

 
  

 
  

2.10 In the past 90 DAYS  has your household experienced a 

change/limitation of assets? (mention access, use,…)? 
1 Yes 2 No 

IF YES please specify  
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2.11 In the past 90 DAYS
 

has your household experienced a change 

in income-generating activities? (mention loss of job/ change of 

profession/sector)?
 

1
 

Yes
 

2
 

No
 

IF YES please specify
 

2.12 Has any family member migrated to other locations to secure 

income?  1 Yes  2  No  

2.13 IF YES has the family member secured it?  1 Yes  2  No  

 
2.14. Identify your main and secondary source of CREDIT  

 

Main credit source 
 

Secondary credit source  
 

CREDIT CODES 

1= Commercial Bank 

2= Islamic Bank 

3=Micro Finance 
Institutions( MFI) 

4= Family 

5= Friends 

6 = Group lending  

7= Informal local lender  

8= Cooperatives/adashe)  

9= Other _________________ 
(specify)  
 

10 = None  

 
2.15. Identify your main and secondary source of SAVINGS  

 
Main saving source

 
 

Secondary saving source
 

 

SAVINGS CODES
 

1= Cash at home
 

2= Deposit at bank
 

3= Deposit at Micro Finance Institutions( MFI)
 

4= Cooperatives/adashe                                         6
 
= None

 
5= Saving in kind

 

 

74

LIVELIHOODS AND ECONOMIC RECOVERY ASSESSMENT 2016



3. INCOME SOURCES
 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

SOURCES in the past 30 

DAYS
 

3.1. How MUCH 
INCOME did your 

household make in the 
past

 
30 days?

 

3.2. What were your 

household’s TWO main 

INCOME SOURCES in 

the past

 
30 DAYS?

  

(Enter source code)
 

3.3. What PROPORTION did EACH 

SOURCE contribute?

 

(Enter %)

 

Main income source
 

|___|___|
 

|___|___|
 

|_____|_____| 
%

 
   

Second income source
 

|___|___|
 

|___|___|
 

|_____|_____| 
%

 
   

  
 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

SOURCES in the past
 

6 

MONTHS
 

3.4. How MUCH 
INCOME did your 

household make in the 
past

 
SIX MONTHS?

 

3.5. What were your 

household’s TWO main 

INCOME SOURCES in 

the past
 
SIX MONTHS?

  

(Enter source code)
 

3.6. What PROPORTION did EACH 

SOURCE contribute?
 

(Enter %)
 

Main income source
 

|___|___|
 

|_____|_____|_____| %
 

Female:
 

|___|___|
 

Male:
 

|___|___|
 

Second income source
 

|___|___|
 

|_____|_____| %
 

Female:
 

|___|___|
 

Male:
 

|___|___|
 

  
 

INCOME SOURCE CODES 9 = Informal waste recycling  

1 = Farming  10 = Wages – skilled labour (teacher, etc)  

2 = Livestock/Poultry 11 = Wa ges – construction  

3 = Fishing 12 = Wages – other unskilled labour (porter, domestic)  

4 = Forestry/Hunting 13 =  Assistance (received from NGOs, WFP, Government)  

5 = Trading/business (tea seller, kiosk, sales of handicraft 
etc) 

14 = Transportation  

6 = Remittances 15 = Pension 

7 = Begging 16 = None 

8 = Borrowing 99 = Other, specify:___________________________________________  

4. COPING STRATEGIES  

4.1. In the past 30 DAYS were there times when you did not have enough money to meet 

your basic needs? (Circle ONE) If the answer is “No” ask if there are EVER times, IF NOT circle NEVER .   
1  YES  2  NO  3  NEVER  

***If ‘NO’/’NEVER’ – go to SECTION 5 *** If ‘YES’ go to QUESTION 5.1 BELOW  

4.2. IF YES – IN THE PAST 30 DAYS, did your household use any of these 

strategies?  (Ask about EACH strategy) 

Option (Indicate frequency of strategy used by 
families)  

Rely on less preferred and less expensive food |_____|  

Borrow food/money to buy essential items,  or rely on help from friends or relatives
 

|_____| 
 

Limit portion size at meals/ reduce number of meals (use this to capture women 
during analysis)

 

|_____|
 

Sell more assets THAN USUAL 
 

|_____|
 

Consume seed stocks held for the next season
 

|_____|
 

Migrate to other locations to secure income
 

|_____|
 

Child labour
 

|_____|
 

Identify new livelihoods opportunities
 

|_____|
 

Use alternative transportation modalities
 

|_____|
 

Use alternative sources of energy
 

|_____|
 

Engage in begging

 

|_____|

 
Rely on alternative healthcare

 

|_____|

 LEGEND

 
 

1= Never; 2= Rarely (< a week); 3= Sometimes (1-2 weeks); 4= Often (> 2 weeks); 5= Always (everyday)
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5. WATER & SANITATION  

5.1. What is currently the MAIN SOURCE of DRINKING water for 
the household? (If several, indicate the one used MOST OFTEN) 

 

5.2 Has this changed in the past 30 DAYS ? 1  YES  2  NO  

5.3 What is currently the MAIN SOURCE of IRRIGATION 
water/water for LIVESTOCK for the household? (If several, indicate the 
one used MOST OFTEN) 

 

5.4 Has this changed in the past 30 DAYS? 1  YES  2  NO  

WATER SOURCES 

1= Public tap 

2= Borehole 

3= Protected hand dug well                           7 = Pond, stream, river  

4= Unprotected well                                     8 = Purchased (Mai Ruwa)  

5 = Tube well                                                  9 = Water Truck  

6 = Spring                                                     10 = Sachet / Bottled Water  

                                                                    11 = Other please specify 
_____________________________ 

5.5. HOW LONG does it currently take for you to go there, ge t water and come back? (Circle ONE number)  

Less than 30 

minutes 

31 minutes < 1 

hour 

1 hour 

<2 

hours More than 2 hours 

 1 2 3 4 

5.6 Where do you and family members defecate? 

Adults  Children  

  

DEFECATE CODES 

1= Open field 

2= Bush 

3= River 

4= Family latrine 

5= Communal latrine 

6= Potty  

7= Bury  

8= Other (specify): ___________________  

5.7 (Observation) Are there any latrine(s) in the
 

House?
 

Community?
 

1
 

YES
 

2
 

NO
 

1
 

YES
 

2
 

NO
 

5.8 If yes (check all that applies),
 

Is it full?
     

Is it collapsed?
     

Other (specify): 
     

5.9 (Observation) Is there faeces around the house?
 

1
 

YES
 

2
 

NO
 

5.10 (Observation) Is there stagnant water around the house?
 

1
 

YES
 

2
 

NO
 

6. MARKET ACCESS 
  

6.1. Which market do you MOST OFTEN 
 

use for PURCHASING AND/OR SELLING? 
 

(Circle ONE number)
 

 

6.2. Which mode of TRANSPORT
 

 
do you use MOST OFTEN to reach

 

 
this market?

 

6.3. How long does it take you
 

 
to reach that market?

 

6.4. How 
much do 

you pay, on 
average, in 

NAIRA? 
(Enter 
MOST 

RECENT 
cost)

 
1
 

Open market/market days
 

 

1
 

Car
 1

 
<30 minutes

 
1

 __|
 

 __|
 

 __|
 

 __|
 

 __|
 

2
 

Local shops
 

2
 

Bicycle
 2

 
30 –

 
1 hour

 
2

 

3
 

Kiosks
 

3
 

Motorbike
 

3
 

>1-
 
2 hours

 

3
 

4
 

Donkey/animal cart
  4

 

4
 

At Home
 

5
 

On foot
 

4
 

>2 hours
 

5
 

5
 

Other (Specify):
 

6
 

Other 

(Specify):________________
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6.5. Are ther e any KEY ITEMS that you want to buy which are NEVER available in the market?
 

1
 

NO
 

2
 

YES
 

 

6.6 Please list the MAIN food items that you cannot find in the market
 

 

1.
 

6.7 Please list the MAIN non-food item that you cannot find in the market 

 

1. 

 

 

 

7. PERCEPTIONS 

7.1. In the PAST 30 DAYS, how often did your household, or any of the members 

in your household, experience the following? (Circle ONE number for EACH)  
Option (Indicate frequency of household 

experiences)  

Insecurity/violence?  |_____|  

Intimidation by authorities/security forces?  |_____|  

Food too expensive/not available?  |_____|  

Lack of access to fuel (e.g. charcoal) for cooking?  |_____|  

Lack of clean/safe water?  |_____|  

Lack of access to medical care?  |_____|  

Lack of income?  |_____|  

Lack of transport/high transport costs? |_____|  

Poor road conditions/road closures?  |_____|  

Livestock diseases?  
|_____|  

Relatives (Returnees) being a burden to household?  
|_____|  

Relatives (IDPs) being a burden to household?  
|_____|  

Non-relatives (ALL) being a burden to household?
 

|_____| 
 

Increase in child-headed/female-headed households
 

|_____| 
 

Any other issues? (Specify):______________________________
 

|_____|
 

LEGEND: 1= Never; 2= Rarely (< a week); 3= Sometimes (1 -2 weeks); 4= Often (> 2 weeks); 5= Al ways (everyday)
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ANNEX 2:  Population Estimates and Sampling

The National Population Census 2006 figures were used for each of the eight LGAs across the four 
selected states.

The target sample size aimed for a 95% level of confidence and a 5% margin of error at the LGA level. 
Reliable and widely-used 2-step formulae were used to calculate the sample size as described below:

1. Sample Size Calculation:
 Sample Size = (Distribution of 50%) / ((Margin of Error% / Confidence Level Score) Squared)

2. Finite Population Correction:
 True Sample = (Sample Size X Population) / (Sample Size + Population – 1)

The World Bank annual growth rate (2.7) for Nigeria was used to project the 2006 population census to 
2016. The population estimates obtained for 2016 were divided by the average household sizes for the 
four states to obtain household population. The table below outlines these derivations, including 
household sample size:

State LGA Population 

2006 
Population 

Projection 

2016 

Average 

Household 

Size  

Household 

Population  
Sample Size  

(Household)  

Adamawa Michika 155,302 202,713 6.0  33,786  380  

Maiha 111,215 145,167 6.0  24,195  379  

Borno Askira/Uba 138,091 180,248 5.3  34,009  380  

Konduga 156,564 204,360 5.3  38,558  381  

Gombe Nafada 138,185 180,370 5.9  30,571  380  
Yamaltu/Deba 255,248 333,171 5.9  56,470  382  

Yobe Fika 136,895 178,687 5.5  32,489  380  
Potiskum 205,876 268,726 5.5  48,859  382  

Total 1,297,376 1,693,442  298,937  3,044  

 

79  National Population Commission (Nigeria), 2009. Final results of 2006 census
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ANNEX 3:   Sampled States, LGAs and Wards

State LGA Ward 

Adamawa Maiha Maiha Gari 

Mayonguli 

Pakka 

Michika Jigalambu 

Michika 1 

Michika 2 

Borno 

 

Askira/Uba Askira 

Lassa 

Wamdeeo 

Konduga
 

Auno
 

Dalori
 

Jakana
 

Gombe
 

Nafada
 

Birin Bolawa
 

Birin Fulani East
 

Birin Fulani West
 

Yamaltu/Deba
 

Lano Kuri
 

Lubo Difa
 

Zambok
 

Yobe
 

Fika
 

Fika Anze
 

Gadaka Shembire
 

Ngalda Dumbulwa
 

Potiskum
 

Bolewa A
 

Danchuwa
 

Mamudo
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ANNEX 4:   Livelihood Map

80

Source: FEWS NET / Nigeria Livelihood Zones 2014 (http://www.fews.net/west-africa/nigeria)
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ANNEX 5:   Seasonal Calendar

Source: FEWS NET / Nigeria Seasonal Calendar 2013 (http://www.fews.net/west-africa/nigeria)
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