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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

WFP plans to replace a percentage of the cereal ration of the in-kind General Food Distribtuion 

(GFD) provided to refugees in northern Kenya with a voucher that would enable them to buy 

other food commodities.  This will initially be 10% of the cereal ration steadily increasing to 30% 

if markets respond well to the increased demand. 

 

A key concern in scaling up the voucher scheme is the possible impact on the net distribution of 

costs and benefits in refugees, traders and the host community.  In particular, possible effects 

on vulnerable groups and markets (especially prices), and the influence of exogenous factors 

such as food cuts, changes in the camp population and security restrictions. 

 

The purpose of the research is to develop a set of analytical tools that will inform on the scale 

up of vouchers, and in particular help WFP to determine the most effective mix between GFD 

and vouchers, given available resourcing.  

 

The approach used was holistic, initiating with key stakeholder interviews and examination of 

secondary data and background information to understand the context, key issues, expected 

costs, benefits and risks and other activities or exogenous factors which may influence 

outcomes. The expected theory of change was then developed, and a general equilibrium 

economic simulation model was formulated that computes the market (price) response to the 

injection of vouchers and compares it to in-kind food aid. A list of key variable and indicators 

were then developed, and a gap analysis and an evaluation of the current WFP M&E tools were 

then used to construct the data collection and analytical tools required to run the model. 

The model is constructed taking into consideration key findings from the stakeholder interviews 

including seperate models for Kakuma and Dadaab, and individual household types which may 

differ in vulnerability (income and consumption) and accessibility to vouchers in different sub-

camps. Three stand-alone surveys were proposed : A household (HH) survey, a trader survey 

and a market monitoring (MM) tool. These are to be supplemented by systematic monitoring of 

conflicts; FGDs with traders, host communities and refugees; KI interviews with local providers 

and suppliers; and a costing inventory and itemised menu construction for estimating the WFP 

provider costs.  

The main model outcome is the percentage change in welfare (utility) or its monetized 

equivalent for different household types. Estimates of the costs of both the food and voucher 

distribution can be used to compute and maximize net welfare estimated from the model and 

the key parameters related to consumption and production.  Although the model should only be 

seen as a decision-guiding tool, it has the capacity to determine the minimal cost associated 

with reaching a particular welfare goal, using a combination of instruments. It can also be used 

decide under what conditions (e.g. critical price levels), one may want to scale-back vouchers. 
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1  INTRODUCTION 

Kakuma and Dadaab refugee camps have a population of 182,887 and 351,538 respectively. The 

projected total population size of both camps in the coming years is half a million people. There 

are four sub-camps in Kakuma (Kakuma 1-4) and five sub-camps in Dadaab (Ifo, Ifo2, Hagadera, 

Dagahaley and Kambioos). 

The World Food Programme (WFP) provides a General Food Distribution (GFD) to all registered 

refugees consisting of 420g of cereal, 60g of pulses, 40g of Corn Soya Blend (CSB), 5g of salt and 

35g of vegetable oil, per person per day. This translates into 80,805 tonnes of cereal every year 

given the current camp population. The costs of providing and delivering the GFD to the two 

camps in 2014 was between USD 80-90 million.  

In August 2015, WFP will launch a food voucher programme that aims to move from food aid to 

food assistance. The strategy built upon findings of market assessments done in 2012 and 2014, 

and an evaluation of a Fresh Food Voucher (FFV) pilot by WFP in Dadaab between August 2013 

and February 2015.   The FFV targeted pregnant and lactating mothers with vouchers for meat 

and fresh vegetables in addition to the GFD.  

The proposed food voucher programme to be rolled out in August will replace a percentage of 

the cereal portion of the GFD, starting at 10 percent and increasing steadily to 30 percent, if 

markets can meet demand and prices remain stable. 

Although the initial replacement of 10 percent of the cereal ration (15.1kg per person per year) 

is providing only USD 12 per person per year spending potential to households (HHs), this could 

translate into USD 6.4 million entering the local markets. Scaling up the voucher to 30 percent of 

the cereal ration would mean that each year USD 6.6 million would enter markets in Kakuma 

and USD 12.6 million in Dadaab. The opportunities for growth and employment could be 

substantial.  
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2  SCOPE OF THE CONSULTANCY 

The purpose of the research is to develop a set of analytical tools that will inform on the scale 

up of cash vouchers, and in particular help WFP to determine the most effective mix between 

GFD and vouchers, given available resourcing.   

The overall objective was to investigate: 

 

The main deliverables were: 

 The key research questions 

 A research methodology  

 Data collection instruments. 

The study involved the following components around which the report is structured:  

 Stakeholder interviews  

 Secondary data analysis  

 Theory of Change (ToC) definition 

 Model development  

 Definition of key research questions  

 Key indicator and variable identification 

 Evaluation of WFP proposed M&E 

 Design of data collection instruments  

 Data analysis plan.  

The research design process used to define the primary data requirements and the linkages 

between the various components listed above are outlined in Figure 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How the scaling up of the voucher scheme will affect the net distribution of costs and benefits 
(in all groups including refugees, traders and host community), with particular consideration to 
vulnerable groups, the effects on markets (prices in particular) and the influence of exogenous 
factors such as food cuts, changes in the camp population and security restrictions. 
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Figure 1: The Research Design Process used to Define Primary Data Requirements 
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3  STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS 

Kimetrica conducted stakeholder interviews in Nairobi, Kakuma and Dadaab. Stakeholders 

interviewed in Nairobi included WFP officials, four donors (DFID, ECHO, USAID and Germany) 

and FAO. In Dadaab and Kakuma the following actors were interviewed: food distribution 

implementing partners (World Vision (WVI), CARE and NRC), UNHCR, DRA, County 

Administrators, local traders and WFP officials. The process took almost four weeks, and over 30 

interviews were undertaken. Details of all the interviews undertaken are given in Annex 1. 

The key findings relevant to the design of a method to evaluate the impact of scaling up the 

voucher programme are outlined below, alongside the implications for the model design and 

data collection. 

3.1. Benefits and risks 

Benefits and risks may be spread unevenly across the population with the potential that the 

voucher programme may marginalise certain groups.  These could include refugee groups such 

as a HHs with a single member (HH size 1), new arrivals and residents in certain sub-camps with 

poor market access, certain ethnic groups or income-poor HHs, traders not in the WFP 

programme or outside the camps, or the host community.  

Implication: The evaluation tools need to be able to capture the distribution of costs and benefits 

across different sub-groups within the refugee populations, traders in and out of the voucher 

programme and the host community.  

3.2. Vulnerable groups 

The most vulnerable HHs do not have mobile phones. This may restrict their access to vouchers 

and their representation in any telephone or SMS monitoring systems. 

Implication: The evaluations need to be undertaken at the HH level and should not be reliant on 

telephone or SMS surveys. All vulnerable groups need to be adequately sampled. 

3.3. Different ethnic groups 

Different ethnic groups have different cereal type demand patterns. The cereal component in 

the ration will affect resale behaviour, and prices and demand for different cereals in the market 

place. Demand for rice and pasta in Dadaab will be high.  

Implication: The prices of all types of cereals in the market need to be monitored. 
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3.4. Exogenous factors 

There are many exogenous factors that may influence the costs, benefits or risks observed in 

the programme’s scale-up. These include restrictions placed on money-transfers (reducing HH 

income from relatives), cross-border trade with Somalia (increasing prices of key commodities 

such as sugar), curfews in Dadaab (limiting business hours), security of voucher pipeline (any 

breaks would have marked effects on markets) and food ration cuts (which may affect resale 

and purchase of cereals).  

Implication: These exogenous factors need to be adequately monitored. 

3.5. Conflict 

Existing conflicts occur over limited resources, and business and employment opportunities. 

These can be between host community and refugee populations, or between different ethnic 

groups or sub-clans within the camps. There was also concern that vouchers may bring intra-HH 

conflicts related to decision-making.  

Implication: Conflicts need to be monitored.  

3.6. Commodity prices 

Food commodity prices can be seasonal due to supply limitations related to transport costs 

during the rainy season. This is particularly relevant to Dadaab for commodities coming from 

Garissa and to Kakuma for fish coming from Lake Turkana. Some prices of local commodities 

such as meat and milk are also seasonal, based on production cycles. 

Implication: Regular price monitoring is required, covering a range of food commodities.  

3.7. Diversity and differentiation 

Kakuma and Dadaab differ in many aspects that will affect the relative costs and benefits of the 

voucher programme.  These aspects are as diverse as the ethnic compositions and interactions 

with the host community, to variations in food security and the strength of the local markets.  

Implication: The analysis needs to treat Kakuma and Dadaab camps separately.  

For more comprehensive information related to the various interviews carried out, please see 

Annex 1. 
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4  SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS 

A comprehensive review of the available secondary data was undertaken in order to identify the 

analysis that could be achieved from existing data, and the key gaps where additional data 

collection may be required.  

WFP and UNHCR shared their available secondary data. A detailed summary of these reports 

and the data available is provided in Annex 2. The main secondary data relevant to this study is 

summarized below. 

1. Refugee demographic data from UNHCR on HH size and County of Origin (CoO) distribution 

across sub-camps and refugee arrivals and departures: 

 HH size 1 represents a third of all HHs in Kakuma camps.1  

 Ninety-five percent of refugees in Dadaab are Somali compared to only 31 percent in 

Kakuma. The remaining refugees in Kakuma are from South Sudan (50%), Sudan (6%), 

DRC (5%), Ethiopia (4%) and Burundi (3%).  

 Kakuma continues to receive new arrivals (5,000 this year alone), whereas the 

population at Dadaab is falling (by 2,000 so far this year) due to the ongoing repatriation 

process. 

 Of the 83,277 HHs in Dadaab, 11 percent did not collect their GFD in the second cycle of 

April 2015. Most of these “no shows” were HHs with a single person (63%).  

 Detailed demographics by sub-camp has been requested for both camps, including HH 

size distribution, CoO and time since arrival statistics, and the percentage of female and 

child headed households. 

2. Nutrition and health surveys by UNHCR, WFP and other partners that include the annual 

nutrition survey, monthly Health Information System (HIS) survey, and the four-monthly HH 

Food Security Outcome Monitoring (FSOM) surveys. The main findings of these surveys which 

are relevant to this study design are: 

 Food security varies across the sub-camps and between Kakuma and Dadaab Camps, 

with Kakuma being more food insecure than Dadaab, and Ifo2 and Kambioos being the 

most vulnerable sub-camps in Dadaab.   

 The food ration rarely lasts the intended 15 days, with half of HHs in Kakuma reporting it 

lasts less than 11 days. 

 Phone access is lower in HHs with a lower Food Consumption Score (FCS) and is only 38 

percent in Kambioos. 

                                                        

1
 Data for Dadaab was requested and is under discussion as part of the UNHCR-WFP data sharing agreement. 
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 Prices for maize in Dadaab have doubled since the introduction of Biometrics, with many 

refugees being dropped from the GFD. Despite this, in 2013 the price for the minimum 

healthy food basket was higher in Kakuma than Dadaab. 

3. Market monitoring by WFP in Kakuma (Kakuma 1 and 3) and Dadaab (Ifo, Hagadera and 

Dagahaley) on key food commodity prices collected every four months (in line with the FSOM 

HH survey) and monthly for a more limited number of commodities. An analysis of the data 

showed that: 

 Some key food commodities are not priced such as pasta, eggs, sukuma, potatoes and 

fish. 

 Data collection is inconsistent and not all listed items are assessed in all sub-camps at 

each survey. 

 Prices can vary markedly across camps and sub-camps. 

 Goat milk and meat prices can be highly seasonal. 

4. Voucher programme documentation including the operational plan, the communication 

plan, the Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) for the Subscriber Identity Module (SIM) 

voucher, the WFP-UNHCR Joint Assessment Mission in 2014, the Focus Group Discussion 

(FGD) document on mobile phone use in Kakuma 4, Kakuma and Dadaab market assessment 

data, and documents on the FFV voucher experience. The main findings relevant to this 

exercise were that: 

 Only 30 percent of HHs in Kakuma 4 have a mobile phone. In FGDs, refugees mentioned 

a range of coping mechanisms to ensure access to phones, although there were 

concerns that borrowing phones could attract a cost or hostility. 

 The FFV programme found that traders charged higher prices to voucher customers than 

cash customers. 

 The number of traders and transporters present in the market are sufficiently high to 

support a voucher-based intervention. 

 The host community often shop in the refugee camp markets because the food 

commodities are available at lower prices. 

 Food availability in the markets is determined by the seasonal production cycles, and 

road conditions during the rainy season. 

 There are concerns about traders being able to meet a future demand for cereal given 

that WFP has been the main source of this commodity for the last 20 years. 

 Traders often supply credit to their customers. 

 The GFD only lasts between 7- 12 days, and various coping mechanisms are employed to 

survive until the next distribution cycle including borrowing, taking food items on credit, 

reducing the amount of food cooked, and skipping meals.  

 Severity in coping is more pronounced for new arrivals, particularly in Kakuma 4, Ifo2 

and Kambioos.  

 Some refugees have access to livelihood activities such as casual jobs, petty trade as well 

as employment by the humanitarian agencies as incentive workers.  
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 A significant portion of food entitlement is lost through transportation costs.  

 Food preference is important as the less preferred commodity is either bartered or sold 

at a price lower than its market value. The least preferred item is sorghum followed by 

maize. 

 

5. Cost data (WFP) including quantities and unit costs for food commodities purchased by WFP 

as well as resources and processes at the Food Distribution Points (FDPs) were collated.  The 

main findings were that: 

 WFP costs are aggregated into unit costs that include Landside Transport, Storage and 

Handling Costs (LTSH) and assumed equivalent costs, whether transported to Kakuma or 

Dadaab.  

 The partners distributing GFD at the camps are paid per metric tonne distributed. This 

will cause problems when a portion of the cereal is replaced with cash as the reduced 

time taken to deliver, and the associated staff costs, will not be proportional to the 

reduction in quantity delivered. 

6. Cash / voucher for food experiences in other refugee camps including Somalia, Sudan, 

Rwanda, and Burundi. Some of the key lessons learnt included: 

 Traders need to be carefully monitored. 

 Markets and traders suffer if there is a break in the voucher pipeline. 

 Fraudulent loss from mobile phone provision can be minimised by insisting on police 

reports.  

 The relative impacts on nutrition depend on baseline values and the transfer amount. 

 Possible benefits on HH debt reduction should be explored. 

7. Complementary activities in Kakuma and Dadaab that may be relevant to evaluating the 

impact of voucher programme scale-up.  These include: 

 WFP supplementary feeding programmes, e.g. Maternal and Child Health and Nutrition 

(MCHN) program may influence the food security of targeted HHs. 

 Kenya Hunger Safety Net Programme (HSNP) cash targeting in Kakuma and the 

surrounding area (HSNP2) may influence the income of host communities. 

 Mastercard Foundation/FAO/ECHO livelihood initiative supporting host community 

charcoal supply to a targeted 8,000 refugees may influence income status of both 

targeted host and refugee populations. 

 UNHCR targeted delivery of Non-Food Items (NFIs) to female headed HHs may influence 

income of targeted HHs. 

 Socio-economic (SE) data for Kakuma refugees and host community will be available 

from the World Bank study. 
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8. Estimating elasticities for the key food commodities in the refugee camps were assessed by 

evaluating the price and HH expenditure data that is regularly collection by FSOM. These 

elasticities will be essential in calibrating the model. Aside from issues related to data quality 

and consistency,  the main finding was that the current data is not collected in a form which 

lends itself to the calculation of required elasticities, as expenditure is not disaggregated by 

unit price and quantity. For more details, refer to Annex 2. The implications for the design of 

this study are :  

 Both a HH survey and a trader/market survey are required to collect price and 

expenditure data on all relevant commodities. 

 HH expenditure for all food and NFIs need to be disaggregated into quantity and unit 

costs. 

 HH demographic data is required such as HH size, gender, education and age of HHH. 

 All markets and sub-camps need to be sampled for the price data.  

 All key food commodities need to be covered in both the HH survey and the 

trader/market survey. 

 A producer survey may be needed to estimate farm level elasticities of supply. 
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5  THEORY OF CHANGE DEFINITION 

A theory of change (ToC) is useful in dissecting out the impacts and outcomes of an activity, the 

associated assumptions required to fullfil these, and possible risks that may occur along the 

way. This information is critical to defining the research question and key variables that may 

need to be monitored.  The ToC outlined here (Figure 2) focuses on the impacts on refugee 

population. The net costs and benefits to the other major groups; host community consumers, 

traders and local producers are considered in more detail in the following sections. Furthermore 

the diagram describes only the main outcomes and impacts, with key assumptions and risks 

being described in more detail in the text.  

Please note that the ToC diagram is a simplification of a relatively complex set of interactions. 

The diagram was built trying teo capture the refugee perspective. It does not consider any intra 

household dynamics and neither all the various alternative livelihood or nutrition interventions. 

The expected impacts of scaling up the voucher programme on the refugee population are a 

reduction in poverty and increase of net total expenditures, improve nutritional health, energy 

intake and dietary diversity, and reduced conflicts.  These impacts will be achieved through a 

number of intermediate outcomes as a result of the three main outputs of the programme. 

These are that local traders are trained and engaged with the programme, the scale of the 

voucher programme steadily increases, while at the same time, the GFD ration decreases.  

Reduction in the GFD ration is expected to reduce the resale of GFD commodities and increase 

their prices. This will lead to a reduction in both the purchase and consumption of GFD 

commodities with positive impacts on dietary diversity (DD). The scaling up of the voucher 

distribution will increase both HH income and the volume of trade in local markets. These will 

both act to increase the purchase and consumption of non-GFD commodities improving DD, 

food and nutrional security and reducing poverty. The training of traders will also be expected 

to increase the volume of local trade and improve trader and camp interactions and relations, 

thereby reducing tensions and conflicts in the camps. The opposite force that may increase 

tensions is represented the price increase for non-GFD commodities. 
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Figure 2: Theory of Change (ToC) for the voucher programme 
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5.1. Assumptions 

The ToC from programme outputs through to impacts, will be dependent on a number of 

assumptions.  

The first assumption is that people will be able to access and use the vouchers disributed. If HHs 

do not have access to mobile phones, charging facilities or food markets, or the ability to 

nagivate the system, then they will not be able to use the voucher.  These problems of 

accessibility may disproportionately affect the most vulnerable HHs.   

The second assumption is that the traders will provide the food demanded by the HHs at an 

acceptable quality and affordable price.  If the quality is poor or the price is too high, the 

expected increase in food and nutritional security could be compromised.  

The third assumption is that the beneficiaries will purchase nutritious food items with the 

vouchers. Although the positive impacts on local trade and income will persist if other items are 

purchased, the nutritional benefits may be compromised.  For example, the most vulnerable 

HHs with tight budget constraints may buy cereals rather than fruits or vegetables because they 

are cheaper. Therefore although they may use the voucher to purchase food, their DD may not 

increase.  

The fourth assumption is that the food redeemed with the voucher will be consumed by the HH 

(not stolen or sold) and will be shared appropriately across all HH members.   

The benefits for the traders and local economy are dependent not only on the markets being 

used by the beneficiaries but on there being enough M-PESA agents to cash in vouchers 

received, traders not being targeted by thieves, and beneficiaries shopping with traders. There 

is a risk that some traders not involved with the programme will lose business. 

5.2. Risks 

There are potential risks in the process that may adversely affect any benefits or even result in 

harm. The most critical is that prices of food commodities may increase. This will have negative 

effects on HH purchases and consumption, reducing any expected benefits in terms of food 

security, dietary diversity and poverty reduction. In a similar vein, increases in prices may also 

lead to an increase in tensions and conflicts in the camps. Price increases could occur in 

response to a market with limited supply or as a result of other exogenous factors listed below. 

A minor risk is that the employment opportunities for porters and temporary staff at the FDPs 

will also diminish as the cereal portion is reduced, thus adversely affecting HH incomes for these 

specific groups. 

5.3. Exogenous factors 

A number of exogenous factors may influence the potential benefits observed. The first one is 

related to the food ration. Current cuts in the ration may affect the spending behaviour of the 
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voucher recipients. For example, they may use their vouchers to buy cereal if cuts are high. The 

cashing in of the food ration, and availability of cash for HHs and cereals in the market, is also 

highly dependent on the type of cereal in the ration. For example, Somalis will cash in sorghum 

as it is not a prefered cereal. The spending behaviour and resale of the ration will depend on the 

existing vulnerability of HHs. For instance, a HH size of 1 may cash in the ration as it is not cost-

effective for them to cook their own food. Similarly, wealthy HHs may cash in the ration if they 

do not need the food and would rather have cash.  

The second exogenous factor relates to insecurity, which is a particularly serious problem in 

Dadaab.  The insecurity in the area has resulted in curfews that reduce the hours of business for 

traders and increase food prices due to increased travel times to get commodities from Nairobi 

to Dadaab. Furthermore, prices of key commodities such as sugar, rice, onions and fruits have 

increased since the closure of border trade with Somalia.  The discontinuation of some money 

transferring modalities by the Kenyan Government is also affecting the availability of other 

income sources for refugees in both Kakuma and Dadaab Camps, since many Somalis are unable 

to access funds being sent by relatives.  

Thirdly, some refugees receive other nutritional supplements, such as MCHN services,  which 

may influence food security, or NFIs that may influence HH incom. These need to be recorded. 

In addition, a large number of school children from South Sudan are registered and attending 

school in the camps but reside outside the camps. When these children return “home” after 

schools close, they leave their registered HHs with a larger food ration per person.   

Finally, there may be other factors which could influence the supply of commodities such as 

poor weather conditions affecting transport links or changes in future external market 

conditions for grain and other food commodities. 

5.4. Unexpected benefits 

There may be unexpected benefits and positive spinoffs from the programme on the social and 

economic status of traders and HHs. Firstly, vouchers may increase the availability of credit to 

traders (allowing them to expand their business) and to HHs (allowing them to keep hold of 

assets, and potentially reducing debts). It may also improve the general well-being and dignity 

of HHs and result in more cohesion in the family as they make joint decisions. The ToC in Figure 

2 is fairly simplistic mainly focusing on impacts (benefits) to the refugee populations. There may 

also be impacts on the market and prices of food commodities that will ultimately affect 

purchasing behaviour and food consumption. 
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6  MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

We propose to develop a general equilibrium model that can be run using the available 

secondary data and the proposed primary data.  The main purpose of the model is to predict 

changes in price and in the distribution of costs and benefits under different scale-up scenarios. 

This type of modelling is commonly used in economics to examine the likely costs and benefits 

of market interventions like the voucher scheme. All predictive models have their limitations 

and can generate errors, and this is no exception. Given the risks (particularly of prolonged food 

prices hikes) the model should be used alongside regular monitoring of prices and key welfare 

and food security indicators. It should not be viewed as a substitute for these. The model is 

described in detail in Annex 3. 

The possible cost and benefit trade-offs for a reduced GFD and an increased voucher 

distribution are summarised as a matrix in Table 1. Although the net benefits for both refugees 

and traders are likely to be positive, the effects of price increases on the host community not 

receiving vouchers may result in a net loss for this group. 

Table 1: Cost-Benefit Matrix for the Main Population Groups 

 Reduced GFD Increased Vouchers Net Benefit 

Refugees 

Reduction in Volume of 

GFD but increase in 

Unit Price 

Increased Income but 

possibly Higher Prices 

for all Items 

Probable Net Gain 

Host community 

Consumers 

 

Higher Prices for GFD 

Commodities 

 

Higher Prices for Non-

GFD Commodities 

 

Net Loss 

Traders 

 

Reduced Volume on 

GFD Resale 

 

Increased Sales of 

Non-GFD Commodities 

 

Probable Net Gain 

Local Producers 

 

Improved Market for 

GFD Commodities 

 

Improved Market for 

Non-GFD Commodities 

 

Net Gain 

 

The costs and benefits of the voucher programme will be reflected in changes in the supply and 

demand functions resulting from the GFD decreasing and vouchers increasing. These effects are 

demonstrated in Figures 3 and 4.   For GFD commodities (Figure 3), there is likely to be an 

unambiguous increase in prices and a net shift in the supply curve. In contrast, for non-GFD 

commodities (Figure 4), the increased income will lead to a shift in demand (from D1 to D2). In 

the short term, supplies may be fixed and so prices will rise quickly (P2). However, as traders 

respond to the market and the supply curve shifts, a new equilibrium could be reached at 

slightly lower prices (P3). 
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Figure 3: Supply and Demand Functions for GFD Commodities.  

 

 
 

 
 

Figure 4: Supply and demand functions for non-GFD commodities.  
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We will use a general equilibrium economic simulation model that will allow us to endogenously 

compute the market (price) response to the injection of vouchers and compare it to the 

injection of in-kind food aid. Although we are not directly interested in all general equilibrium 

feedbacks nor the welfare of all agents, using a general equilibrium framework will allow us to 

be as flexible as possible as new data comes in or new impacts need to be simulated. Because of 

a lack of data, some elasticities will initially be introduced as “partial equilibrium elasticities” (for 

example, food supply elasticities from the main Kenyan and Somali markets). 

The model will be based on the standard economic theory of optimizing behaviour, although 

frictions or sub-optimal behaviour can be introduced if the data reveal these to be significant. 

Consumers maximize their welfare subject to their budget constraint. Their preferences are 

assumed to be non-homothetic, implying that the share of their budget spent on each type of 

good will vary with income (i.e., they might spend increasing shares of their budget on meat and 

dairy products if their budget increases sufficiently). Households perceive each type of 

commodity to be imperfect substitutes to each other. Preferences will be estimated according 

to standard demand systems such as AIDS or LES. If necessary, more flexible approaches can be 

integrated.  

Each camp, Kakuma and Dadaab, will have its own model, calibrated to camp-specific data.  

Each model will be composed of various geographical units, with each sub-camp as well as the 

host community and an “outside” region considered as separate markets. Prices will be 

assumed to be unique within each market. In each sub-camp, a number of different 

representative households will be considered, based on income levels, employment types, and 

potentially ethnicity.  If the HH survey suggests marked heterogeneity by sub-camp, then 

separate models can also be run for different sub-camp groups. 

There will be three types of “production” sectors: agricultural commodities (one for each 

commodity, based on available data), transport (traders), and an “other goods” sector. 

Households in all markets can be employed in each of these sectors, apart from traders that will 

be assumed to be part of the “host community” market. Production shares will be inferred from 

the household and trader survey data. Most sectors will be produced using labour only, except 

for transport that will also require capital (and is initially in fixed supply). Goods in each sector 

are assumed to be produced by a large number of competitive producers or traders. Evidence 

seems to suggest that the trading sector is competitive. While there may exist significant 

margins in the agricultural production sector, lack of information regarding production costs will 

prevent us from distinguishing profit margins from wages. 

Trade in each commodity will be defined according to the assumption that commodities are 

uniform across sources, implying that consumers will simply buy the goods from the cheapest 

source, including transport costs (this assumption can be relaxed if we collect sufficient 

evidence that consumers have a preference for goods from a specific source or region). Under 

this assumption, goods would have identical prices anywhere if not for the transport costs. 

Hence, transport costs can be inferred using observed camp-specific price differences. Transport 

services are provided by traders and are determined by a unique price across the camp. 
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In-kind food aid and vouchers can both be introduced exogenously into the model in order to 

compute their impact on prices and welfare. Outside estimates of the costs of both food and 

voucher distribution could then be used to compute and maximize net welfare. Alternatively, 

the model could be used to minimize the cost associated with reaching a particular welfare goal, 

using a combination of instruments. The model could be run as a planning tool each time data 

are updated. 
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7  DEFINITION OF KEY RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The key research question is:  

How will the voucher scheme affect the net distribution of costs and benefits as it scales up? 

With particular consideration to the following issues:  

7.1. Cost and benefit distribution 

It is critical to measure how the costs and benefits will be distributed across all groups (refugees, 

traders and host community) and across HHs of different levels of vulnerability in terms of both 

income and access to vouchers and food markets. Costs include the economic losses incurred 

through, for example, higher food prices as well as the opportunity costs incurred through 

participating in the programme. Opportunity costs incurred by beneficiaries include time spent 

in accessing the voucher and the markets, and in the resale of food items. For traders these are 

costs associated with engaging with the voucher programme and supplying increased demand, 

and for host communities there will be opportunity costs from increased food prices. Traders 

will also incur a small transcation cost (one percent) on all voucher exchanges. The benefits will 

include increased HH and trader income, and the non-monetised impacts on food security, 

livelihood opportunities and improved relations between refugees and host communities, and 

communities and HHs within the camps. Much of the analysis will be focused on calculating net 

benefit (i.e. benefits net of costs) of different programme design scenarios. 

7.2. Impact of voucher scheme on the markets 

The voucher scheme is expected to promote the growth of local markets providing access to a 

diverse range of quality food commodities at affordable prices. The effects may extend not only 

to local producers and suppliers, but along the market chains to Kitale, Nairobi, Garissa and 

Mombasa for the many imported goods such as cereals and fresh fruit and vegetables. These 

market linkages and potential multipler effects will be important. 

7.3. Likely influence of exogenous factors on the voucher 

scheme 

As outlined in the ToC, there are a number of exogenous factors that may influence the costs 

and benefits of the voucher programme. These include factors related to the GFD (eg. food cuts 

and cereal composition); security restrictions which may impact on refugee general income (eg. 

loss from relatives), availability of commodities in the market (eg. supply constraints from 

refugee movement controls and reduced market connectivity) and trader general income (eg. 

reduced business hours under curfew); future external market conditions for grain and other 

food commodities; flooding or weather conditions that limit local and imported supply of goods; 

and changes in the size and composition of the camp population.   
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7.4. Potential risks 

The most critical potential risk from implementing a voucher scheme in the refugee camps is 

that it could result in increased prices of food commodities in the local markets. This could 

negatively affect the refugee and host population with implications for the income and food 

security, and could result in increased tensions and conflicts in camps.  
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8  KEY INDICATORS AND VARIABLES IDENTIFICATION 

The key variables influencing costs and benefits to refugees and traders, including impact and 

outcome indicators, assumptions, risks and exogenous factors, are summarised in Table 2. These 

include key variables in the model and / or limiting factors, which could be addressed to 

increase efficiency.  The key indicators were chosen to represent commonly used international 

metrics.  

Table 2: Key Variables And Modes of Measurement 

Variable Modes of measurement 

HH food and nutritional 

security 

Standard metrics including WFP indicators for DD and FCS, and HH 

daily food energy availability.  

HH consumption Consumption patterns in HHs and markets.  

HH income 

Directly through gifts from relatives, resale of food ration and other 

income-generating activities, and indirectly through expenditure on 

food and other items. 

Trader income 
Directly from revenue and indirectly through increased supplies and 

employment. 

HH social and economic 
Debts, assets, children in school, family cohesion and WFP Coping 

Strategy Index (CSI). 

Tensions and conflicts Police reports and intra-HH conflicts. 

Voucher coverage  Number of HHs receiving vouchers and redeeming vouchers. 

Assumptions related to 

access to voucher 

Adequate communication, mobile phone ownership, charging 

facilities, SIM ownership, Safaricom coverage, and voucher pipeline. 

Assumptions related to 

access to food 
Affordable price and quality in markets, resale of food ration. 

Assumptions related to 

access to income by traders 
M-PESA agents and no thefts. Adequate supply chain. 

Exogenous factors 

Food ration cuts, type of cereal in ration, refugee general income 

(eg. loss from relatives), local supply constraints, (eg. loss of 

supplies from Somalia), trader general income (eg. reduced 

business hours under curfew) and future external market conditions 

for grain and other food commodities. 

Costs 

Financial costs to WFP, opportunity and financial costs to 

beneficiaries and traders in utilizing vouchers and resale of food 

received. 

Outcomes: Prices 
Prices per commodity, as well as price indices for food and non-food 

items and an overall measure of inflation. 

Outcomes: Supply 
Supply of each commodity into the camps and into the various 

outlying host communities. 

Outcomes: Real income 
Household income deflated by the overal price index. On average or 

across different household types. 

Outcomes: Welfare  

 

Percent changes in welfare (utility) or its monetized equivalent 

(equivalent variation). Different social welfare functions can be 

chosen to aggregate welfare changes across household types, 

depending on distributional preferences. 

 Houehold type h’s welfare. Welfare gain/loss from the 
introduction of vouchers can infered from changes in this 
variables.  
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9  SECONDARY DATA AVAILABLE FROM PROPOSED 
M&E PLAN 

The WFP M&E plan for voucher scale-up provides a detailed framework that builds upon the 

existing GFD M&E processes with additions such as “mystery shopping” and MVAM.  As shown 

below, these tools have limited capacity to provide the primary data necessary for the proposed 

model, but will be useful for triangulation with data collected for the model: 

 The Beneficiary Contact Monitoring (BCM) is undertaken monthly and the revised 

questionnaire will assess among other things: GFD utilisation (including resale), opportunity 

costs to access GFD and traders for voucher redemption, satisfaction with vouchers, and 

voucher utilisation in relation to HH needs. The main limitation is that the survey is 

undertaken at the FDP and the sample size will be too small (20 per FDP every month) to 

capture impacts for vulnerable groups (such as HH size 1 and new arrivals). 

 The FSOM HH survey is undertaken every four months and assesses HH coping strategies 

(CSIs), food consumption (FCS and DD) and HH expenditure. The main limitation of this 

survey is that sample size will be too small for this impact study and important indicators 

such as the quantity of food consumed important for this impact study are not included.  

 MVAM will be used to survey 150 refugee HHs in each camp is planned to be undertaken 

monthly. This will assess HH needs, cash utilisation and FCS. This will be used to complement 

face to face BCM done on a monthly basis  and FSOM done 3 times a year. The main 

limitation is that this may miss vulnerable HHs without phones. 

 Market monitoring is done on a monthly basis and concurrently with the FSOM HH surveys. 

It involves quantitative data collection of retail prices for key commodities and qualitative 

data on demand through KI interviews. The main limitations are that key commodities are 

missing (eg. pasta, eggs, sukuma, potatoes and fish in Kakuma), items are not routinely 

collected, there are no wholesale prices, and not all sub-camps are covered.  

 MVAM-SMS will take place weekly, collecting information on prices of key food items (meat, 

red bulb onion, sugar, milk and rice) from 500 HHs and traders.  This will be used to 

complement face to face market monitoring interviews done on a monthly basis during 

FSOM surveys. The main limitation is that HHs without phones will not be represented.  

 Mystery shopping to monitor performance of traders. Has been shown to be useful in 

monitoring traders, but no documentation on proposed strategy available for evaluation. 

 Trader feedback from monthly meetings with the trader committees. In the absence of clear 

guidelines on sampling strategy and sample size, it is difficult to evaluate trader feedback. 

 Distribution monitoring takes place monthly in all FDPs during food distribution. It monitors 

the whole process of distribution. Apart from detailed process data, information on 

opportunity costs for beneficiaries, the resale of food commodities and protection of the 

vulnerable during distribution is also collected. 
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10  DESIGN OF DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS 

Based on the above analysis and in reference to the key research questions, Kimetrica proposes 

the application of a stand-alone HH survey, a stand-alone trader survey and a stand-alone 

market monitoring survey. Each of these survyes will build upon the WFP FSOM HH and MM 

survey and the BCM, and other standard living standard measuresment as in the KHIBS. This 

section outlines the details of each survey. 

10.1. Stand-alone HH Survey  

This survey should take place close to baseline (after the first or second voucher experience). 

Based on the homogeneity of the data collected at this round (and the need to account for 

seasonality effects), additional sentinel surveys may be required before the next large survey, 

which if vouchers have been scaled up relatively quickly could be after one year, and then again 

after two years.  

It is essential that the survey is representative of sub-camps and HH sizes, and covers all ethnic 

groups.  The questions would include information on food consumption, expenditure, income, 

variables related to the GFD and vouchers (eg. resale and items purchased, opportunity costs, 

domestic conflicts), and exogenous factors such as loss of income from relatives, amongst 

others.  It will also include questions on how demand for certain food commodities would 

change in response to changes in price, to understand these elastcities given that the cross-

sectional price data is likely to be relatively homogeneous. The questionnaire format will build 

upon the FSOM, BCM and the KHIBS to permit comparability. It is suggested that a minimum of 

400 HHs be randomly sampled in each sub-camp, with a total of 1600 sampled in Kakuma and 

2000 in Dadaab. The sample size of 400 is based on the minimum requirement for achieivng 

95% confidence in any proportion estimate includng the most conservative 0.5.  This is done at 

the sub-camp level to capture clustering in some demongraphic statistics eg. new arrivals, while 

across sub-camps any key demographic groups such as HH size 1 with an overall prevalence of 

25% or more in Kakuma (20% in Dadaab ) would be expected to achieve this minimum sample 

size if sampled at random. 

It is also suggested that a modified version of this HH survey, which looks at HH income and 

consumption and how they would respond to changing prices, is also applied to a random 

sample of “host community” HHs in the main town (Kakuma or Dadaab) (100) and the next 

nearest large town (Lodwar or Garissa) (100) if the World Bank survey data or other LSMS data 

is not sufficient, or available.  This will be important in understanding the types of commodities 

consumed and to assess how welfare is impacted by price changes. 

10.2. Stand-alone trader survey  

This survey will be concurrent with the HH survey. It is essential that it is representative of all 

traders in the market, and covers beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the voucher 

programme, refugees and host community members, and all trader levels from large wholesale 
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stores to small retailers.  The questions would build upon the FFV interview to capture turnover 

and employment opportunities, uses of the vouchers, commodity prices, demand and 

exogenous factors which may be influencing supply of commodities. This survey will also be 

important in understanding the capacity of the markets and how food is traded between 

markets. The suggested sample size would be 400 in each camp, and an additional 50 in the 

main town. 

10.3. Stand-alone market monitoring survey 

This survey will take place every month. It will follow a similar methodology to the FSOM market 

monitoring but will include wholesale prices for food commodities (what the traders pay for 

these) as well as retail prices (what they sell them on for); an expanded list of commodities 

including all types of cereals, potatoes, greens, eggs and fish; and information on suppliers and 

qualitative changes in supply and demand. All markets in the sub-camps, the main town 

(Kakuma or Dadaab) and the nearest large market town on the major supply chain route 

(Lodwar/Kitale or Garissa) will be sampled.  This survey will be important in tracking prices for 

all the key food commodities. 

The sampling strategies and the data collection tools for these three stand-alone surveys are 

outlined in Annex 4 and Annex 5 respectively. These will be supported by data proposed by the 

WFP M&E framework, and triangulation of this and other secondary data, for example from the 

KHIBS, the World Bank SE survey in Kakuma and the NDMA data. In addition, it is recommended 

that there be systematic monitoring of conflicts between refugees and with the host 

community from police reports and an inventory for collection of WFP cost data that captures 

all resources and expresses quantities and unit costs as disaggregated data (an example is given 

in Annex 5).  

Furthermore, it is critical to collect qualitative data on all the benefits, costs and risks through 

regular FGDs with the host community, refugees and traders at least every 6 months. This will 

include information related to conflects and tensions, economic trade interactions between 

refugees and host communtities, and regulations and constraints to traders.  These would 

coincide with changes in the voucher amounts and any significant chnages in market prices or 

supplies, and are likely to be more frequent at the start of the programme. Furthermore to 

confirm supplier prces quoted by traders in both the trader and market monitoring surveys, 

checks will be made with the suppliers, at least at the start of the programme. In addition to the 

information on exogenous factors collected as part of the HH and trader interviews, secondary 

data will need to be collated on any security restrictions imposed in the areas, adverse 

conditions affecting supply of commodities, changes in the camp population and GFD 

composition and ration cuts.   

Since the  model also requires information on production costs (labour and capital) and farm 

gate prices for main commodities it is suggested that KI interviews be held with local producers 

of the host community for supplies of fish, meat and milk, and possibly also with the more 

distant producers of vegetables, fruits, cereals and pulses if secondary data if not available. The 
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key information will be quantities produced and corresponding prices, input costs (including 

labour, capital and land), percentage of output sold to traders, and what their response to an 

increase in demand would be. This should be for a well defined time period and season, and for 

each commodity separately. 
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11  DATA ANALYSIS PLAN  

The data collection tools will enable the key indicator and model parameters to be determined.  

A detailed breakdown of these indicators and parameters, alongside their source and calculation 

is given in Annex 6.  

The indicators include HH benefits in terms of food security such as the WFP FCS (frequency of 

consumption of different food groups weighted by a nutrient value), DD (consumption of 

different food groups) and daily food energy availability per capita (which considers the calorific 

value of foods consumed in a HH, applying adult equivalents to all HH members).   

The surveys will also provide most of the information needed for the calibration of the 

economic model. Combined with external data describing household demographics, the HH 

survey will be used to estimate the quantities and values of each commodity consumed in the 

camps and host communities. The HH survey will also provide valuable information regarding 

household incomes, including transfers, in-kind food aid and the returns to their labour. 

Combined with consumption data, the survey will provide a comprehensive and representative 

picture of income and consumption disparities within the camps. This will serve as a basis for 

the model’s welfare estimates. 

The trader survey will allow the computation of the source of the commodities sold in the 

camps and in the host community. Both the trader survey and the MM surveys will provide 

information regarding transport costs and trading margins: either by asking traders directly, or 

by comparing the price of identical commodities in various markets. Production of the goods 

consumed within the camps will be inferred by combining consumption and transport data. 

Production destined for consumption outside of the camps will be estimated using HH surveys 

from the outlying communities and external population estimates.  

Finally, the HH survey also asks respondents about their likely response to increases in 

commodity prices. This will allow the estimation of price elasticities of demand that can replace 

or complement estimates based on secondary data sources such as FSOM, if these are 

incomplete. Similarly, the trader survey will ask respondents about their expected capacity to 

satisfy increases in demand as well as the expected price adjustment. 

In addition to analyses on the cost and benefits with respect to impacts on welfare derived from 

the general equilibrium model, the data collection tools will also permit evaluations related to 

the incremental cost-effectiveness of scaling up vouchers in terms of improved food security. 
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ANNEX 1  STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS 

There were inception meetings in Nairobi (28th May 2015), Kakuma (10th June 2015) and Dadaab 

(15th June).  In addition to trader informal interviews and FGDs at the two camps, key 

stakeholders were also formally interviewed (Table A1.1). 

Table A 1. 1: List of Key Stakeholders Interviewed 

Stakeholder Organization/Dept. Representative email 

Donor Germany 

DFID 

ECHO 

USAID 

Malte Locknitz 

Ernest Achtell 

Morten Petersen 

Anita Oberai & 

 Barbara Reed 

pol-11@nair.auswaertiges-ant.de 

E-Achtell@dfid.gov.uk 

Morten.Petersen@echofield.eu 

aoberai@usaid.gov; 

breed@usaid.gov 

Food 

distribution 

implementing 

partners 

World Vision 

(Kakuma) 

NRC (Kakuma) 

CARE (Dadaab) 

World Visions 

(Dadaab) 

Samuel Mwangi 

 

Fred Magumba 

Bishar Salat 

Emily Mkungo 

 

samuel_mwangi@wvi.org 

 

- 

bishar@ddb.care.or.ke 

mkungo@wvi.org 

 

Key Partners UNHCR (Nairobi) 

UNHCR (Kakuma) 

UNHCR (Dadaab) 

Dr Burton Wagacha 

Katie Ogwang & colleagues 

Kaparo Kasongo & 

colleagues 

burtonj@unhcr.org 

- 

kaparo@unhcr.org 

DRA DRA (Kakuma) 

DRA (Dadaab) 

Jeramiah 

Patrick Musango 

- 

Dra.dadaab@gmail.com 

WFP (Nairobi) Donor Relations 

Reports 

Logistics 

Resource 

management 

VAM 

Innovations 

Refugee Unit 

 

Charisse Tillman 

Pauline Maingi 

Olive Wahome 

Eric Oranga 

 

Yvonne Forsen 

Consolata Ntoburi 

Felix Okech  

Deborah Yohendran 

 

chariss.tillman@wfp.org 

pauline.maingi@wfp.org 

olive.wahome@wfp.org 

eric.oranga@wfp.org 

 

yvonne.forsen@wfp.org 

consolata.ntoburi@wfp.org 

felix.okech@wfp.org 

deborah.yohendran.wfp.org 

WFP (Kakuma) Head of Office 

Operations team 

Julia Vasconcelos 

Philomena Wanyama & 

colleagues 

julia.vasconcelos@wfp.org 

Philomena.wanyama@wfp.org 

WFP (Dadaab) Head of Office 

Operations team 

Louise Sowe-Holdbrook 

Jairus Mutsiya & colleagues 

Louise.sowe@wfp.org 

Mutisya.musyoki@wfp.org 

Garissa 

/Dadaab 

administration 

Sub county 

administrator 

Acting Deputy District 

Commissioner 

Nassir Dolal 

 

James Kosgei (DO 1) 

nassir.dolal@garissa.go.ke 

 

dcdaddab@yahoo.com 

Others FAO 

HNSP 

UNHSS 

 

Robert Allport 

Ric Goodman 

Dadaab office 

 

robert.allport@fao.org 

ric.goodman@hsnp.or.ke 

- 

 

Given the overlap in issues raised by the different stakeholders, only specific points related to 

each stakeholder group are provided separately, with common issues addressed in A 1.8.  

mailto:felix.okech@wfp.org
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A 1.1 Donor interviews 

Four donors were interviewed: Germany, DFID, ECHO and USAID. ECHO are major proponents of 

cash/vouchers and are now only funding these approaches, whereas DFID continue to support 

both. Germany is finding it harder to justify in-kind funding for Dadaab, and the vouchers are 

appealing because they are seen as being more cost-efficient. The introduction of Biometrics did 

much to reduce the costs, and it is hoped that the vouchers will do the same. USAID currently 

only provide in-kind aid to Kenya (cereals, dried pulses and vegetable oil), but are also 

interested in cash/vouchers. However, they need good evidence that they work and that 

markets can cope with any pipeline problems. This requires good communication between WFP 

and the traders. Key requirements for the agencies were: 

 Value for money, data on the cost-effectiveness of vouchers over in-kind and impacts on 

FCS, local markets and multiplier effects and livelihoods.  

 An independent evaluation and analysis.  

 Feedback presentation on results in presence of consultant before August 

 Data sharing between WFP and UNHCR 

A 1.2 FAO  

FAO are interested in the livelihood opportunities for the host community in Kakuma in 

supplying the increased demand for food and NFIs in the camps. The major local market 

commodities are fish, charcoal and livestock, but these could also be extended to vegetables if 

supported with irrigation schemes and a defined market. Current opportunities include scaling 

up use of the Lomidat slaughter house in Lokichoggio (as the slaughter houses in camps are to 

be closed down), and the support of certified charcoal sellers. FAO are currently contracting 

charcoal sellers to supply to 8,000 refugees in Kakuma using Mastercard, and would like to add 

this to the WFP wallet. To help plan with livelihood opportunities for the host population, FAO 

would like information on the type and quality of food items in demand, and their going rates. 

There is marked inequality between the host community and the camp population and many 

Turkana work as cleaners and house-helps for the refugees. There is an opportunity to close the 

gap by engaging the host community as suppliers for key commodities. 

A 1.3 Contracted implementing partners for food distribution 

The contracted implementing partners for food distribution in Kakuma (WVI and NRC) and 

Dadaab (WVI and CARE) were interviewed. Although they recognised that they would lose work 

with the introduction of vouchers, they all thought this was a good move as the most common 

complaints they receive from beneficiaries is that the items in the food basket do not cover their 

needs. They were concerned that they are currently paid by WFP in terms of tonnage 

distributed, whereas the time taken to undertake food distribution given a small reduction in 

the cereal ration will not change. However, since they will be paid less by WFP they will need to 

reduce the number of staff, which may in turn affect the quality of the service. They provided 

key data on the process, costs and resources employed in the food distribution.  
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A 1.4 UNHCR 

UNHCR is a key partner in the process and representatives from Nairobi and the two camps 

were interviewed. Most of the specific issues the camp representatives raised were in relation 

to the communication strategy and information sharing as applied to all stakeholders, including 

the host community, their participation in the process and the importance of a baseline survey 

and regular monitoring using both quantitative and qualitative data.  They reported that they 

have a team of 100 enumerators (trained refugees) they use to undertake surveys in the Dadaab 

camps given the current insecurity situation. They were also more cautious about the current 

delivery strategy for vouchers suggesting that this should be rolled-out to a smaller population 

to start with, to have a plan B in case it fails and to monitor exactly what the voucher is being 

spent on.  They also suggested that the voucher programme would have most benefit if it 

focused on traders who are borderline dependent on aid, as these would benefit more from 

increased income than large stores.  

A 1.5 DRA and DC (government bodies) 

A representative from the DRA in both camps was interviewed. The DRA officers are concerned 

that WFP are currently not giving the refugees what they want with the current food basket 

(families want meat and children want milk), and that some HHs such as new arrivals should 

have their ration increased. DRA requested more information on the voucher strategy, and 

more involvement in the process for themselves and the refugee population. One of their major 

roles is acting as a mediator in any conflicts between the host community and the refugees. 

Most conflicts are related to resource distribution, business opportunities, employment and 

contractual issues. This was reiterated during the meetings with the DC and sub-county 

representative in Dadaab, and the UNDSS officer. The DC office had strong views on how the 

traders should be allocated across the host and refugee populations (70:30) and that the FFV 

experience should be improved upon with simpler registration documents for traders. There 

was a suggestion that refugee traders would have their licences revoked as they are illegal, but 

special licences will be given to the 30% traders in the voucher programme allowing them to 

operate.  

A 1.6 Traders  

Traders were interviewed to determine where food commodities are sourced and how they are 

transported, what food commodities are in most demand, the potential to increase supply and 

any challenges. The market chains are documented in Table A 1.2.
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Table A 1. 2: Market Chains for Major Commodities in Kakuma and Dadaab 

Commodity Kakuma Dadaab 

Meat 
Local goat and camel available (seasonal 

prices) 

Local goat, beef, camel and chickens 

available  

Milk 

Fresh milk from KCC and Brookside 

factories in Kitale, and local goat milk, 

but most use powdered milk from 

Nairobi/Kitale 

Camel and cow milk available in Dadaab 

Powdered milk from Nairobi/Garissa 

Vegetables Kitale 
Mombasa, Nairobi/Garissa or cross-

border 

Fish 
Omena from Kisumu, other dried and 

fresh fish from Turkana (seasonal) 
Not available 

Cereals and 

dry goods 
Kitale, Nairobi or Kakuma wholesalers 

Mombasa (rice and pasta), 

Nairobi/Garissa or cross-border 

(Somalia) 

 

In Kakuma, five traders in the markets around Kakuma 1 were visited ranging from general 

stores to shops selling only vegetables or fish. They included traders from the host community 

though these were not Turkana. Most dry goods are sourced from Kakuma wholesalers, 

vegetables and fruits from Kitale and fish from Lake Turkana, and payment of suppliers is often 

made by M-PESA. The only supply concern was for fish from Lake Turkana during the rainy 

seasons when the roads to the lake are inaccessible. WFP cereals and vegetable oil containers 

were observed in storerooms within the markets.  The main vegetables sold are tomatoes, 

potatoes, onions and cabbages. The general expectation was that the voucher would be close to 

500 Kshs.  

Four traders in Dadaab town were informally interviewed. They rely heavily on the NGOs for 

business, and the general feeling was that because refugees rarely shop in town, they will not 

benefit directly by being in the voucher programme unless they also have outlets inside the 

camps. Good quality fruit and vegetables were available sourced from Nairobi and transported 

by bus, with buses arriving daily.  Rica and pasta are sometimes sourced from Mombasa, though 

most goods come from Nairobi. A focus group discussion was then held with 14 traders from 

Hagadera (four females and ten males). Although they were mostly wholesalers and general 

store owners, there was a woman who sold just vegetables and had been part of the FFV 

programme who shared some experiences from this initiative. She stated that she wasn’t always 

able to supply what the women with vouchers wanted and sometimes they wanted items not 

on the voucher such as milk for their child, cash to pay for transport home or water to drink. The 

main food commodities sold in Dadaab camps are sugar, rice, pasta and milk, followed by 

wheatflour, maize flour, salt and oil. The main vegetables are potatoes, onions, tomatoes and 

sukumawiki. 
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A 1.7 WFP 

WFP programme officials were interviewed in Nairobi, Kakuma and Dadaab. In addition to 

providing essential information on the process, costs and resources they also raised the 

following issues: 

Donors: The donor pipeline for vouchers is strong with commitments for at least a year, whereas 

the in-kind food pipeline is weak as reflected in the current food cuts. Donors are requesting 

information on the efficiency of vouchers, what the vouchers is being spent on, and the 

feasibility of adding on vouchers for NFIs.  

Experience from the FFV: The FFV showed that the markets in Dadaab can meet demand. 

However, some refugees had to travel long distances to reach markets, with many going to 

Dagahaley to source food.  One woman actually refused to be part of the programme because 

she was concerned about security issues as she travelled to market. The FFV should be seen as a 

best case scenario as it was in addition to, rather than instead of the cereal ration, limited to 

meat and vegetables and was higher at USD 12.5 per month for targeted women and their HHs.  

Trader selection and recruitment: There are more than 1000 traders in Kakuma, and expressions 

of interest to be involved in the voucher scheme were obtained from 620, with 320 meeting the 

criteria. However a major constraint is that only a fraction has a valid licence, with only seven of 

the 57 butchers having the health hygiene licences and less than 70 of the other traders have 

valid Trade Licences. The voucher programme will not proceed until all have valid licences. Only 

71 out of 320 are host community (and very few of these are Turkana), and only 13 operate 

inside the camp. There is a concern that host community traders operating outside the camp 

will be disadvantaged since most refugees shop inside the camps. The shops in town do act as 

suppliers to the traders in the camps so may benefit indirectly through increased trade. It will 

therefore be important to monitor impacts on all traders.  

Concerns with the programme: It was suggested that the communication campaign should start 

two months before trader selection and voucher introduction.  The Safaricom network coverage 

is sometimes poor, but they have been assured that this will be boosted. Mobile coverage and 

access of markets for some refugees are limited, but they have strong coping strategies and will 

find a way.  There is only one bank in Dadaab town, but growth is expected if traders have 

higher turnovers and require banking services. To try and ensure vouchers are spent only on 

food and non-alcoholic drinks paper receipts may be introduced. It was suggested that traders 

operating in Ifo2 would experience added costs to collect supplies as trucks with supplies from 

Nairobi go directly to Dagahaley.  
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A 1.8 Additional issues raised by more than one partner 

A 1.8.1 GFD Ration 

 The main compliant is that the food ration is not sufficient and does not last 15 days. This is 

especially true for HH size 1. 

 The main reason people sell their ration is because they are not getting what they want 

either in terms of the types of cereal (eg. Somalis do not like sorghum, though South 

Sudanese do) or other food types (eg. meat and milk), or they need cash for firewood, or 

transport to carry the food home. 

 The amount of the food ration sold varies widely by HH, with most selling only a fraction, 

but some selling the entire ration. 

 Traders wait outside the FDP to buy cereals and the refugees sell to them for a fraction of 

their value eg. 1 kg maize that costs WFP 15 Kshs they sell for 6 Kshs. The total food basket 

for one person can be sold for as little as 200 Kshs in Kakuma. 

 In Kakuma, although some HH size 1 get together in groups to cook the food, they generally 

sell their ration as it is not cost-effective to cook for themselves. In Dadaab, it was suggested 

that HH size 1 does not sell its ration. 

 In Kakuma, both refugees and host community act as porters to carry food from the FDP, 

often paid in-kind with cereal. 

 Some wealthy HHs continue to collect the GFD although they do not need it, just so they do 

not lose their refugee status.  

 The most vulnerable groups are new arrivals, HH size 1, disabled and the elderly, and these 

require an increased ration.  

 More than 50% of food collectors are women. 

 Food cuts last September were seen as a push to move the Somalis home and this will be 

reinforced by the current cuts.  

 Dadaab and Kakuma are preparing for 30% food ration cuts. 

A 1.8.2 Voucher implementation  

 It is suggested that introducing vouchers at same time as food cuts is probably not a good 

idea. People are already questioning how can there be money for vouchers but no money 

for food. Many refugees in Dadaab see food cuts as a way to push them back to Somalia, 

and they may view a low value food voucher introduced at the same time as these cuts in a 

similar vein.  

 There will be disappointment when the voucher amount is disclosed as being 100 Kshs per 

person per month, as this cannot buy very much in these markets.  Even at 30% cereal 

replacement (equivalent to 300 Kshs per person), this will not be enough for small HHs, and 

it is expected that they will have to continue to rely on cereals to get them through and the 

benefits for them will be small. 

 The most vulnerable HHs do not have phones and cannot read (FGD data from Kakuma 4 

suggests this is less than 30%), and will therefore be marginalised by the system, either 

having to pay to use other people’s phones or not being able to access the service. There 
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were suggestions to provide these HHs with phones, limiting any selling on of these by 

insisting on police reports for any of those lost or stolen.  

 The communication strategy will be critical in determining success.  It is recommended that 

WFP provide better information on the current price tag of the food basket and on what 

could be purchased with the 100 Kshs per person. Information sharing should continue 

throughout the process especially if any problems are seen with the voucher pipelines so 

that traders and refugees can plan accordingly.  

 Refugees are used to collecting their food from the FDP and will need to now be sensitised 

and educated on how they go about purchasing food for themselves. 

 HHs may want to save up the voucher to buy something special but will be limited by the 

one month validity. 

 It is critical that the voucher pipeline is sustainable. 

 Vouchers/cash should also be introduced for NFIs as the refugees often get items that they 

don’t need and which are sold on in the market at a fraction of their value. 

A 1.8.3 Markets 

 In general, markets are expected to meet the demand of the voucher programme. The 

supply chain for goods from Kitale is strong, and the entrepreneurial attributes of the 

Somalia population in Dadaab will ensure supply.  

 However, supply and prices in Dadaab are highly seasonal due to transport problems in the 

rainy season when the road between Garissa and Dadaab can be impassable. The prices 

during this time can increase two or threefold.  WFP usually stockpile in anticipation of this 

supply problem, but it is uncertain how the fresh vegetable markets will cope now that 

cross-border trade has been reduced. 

 The demand for rice and pasta will be high and supply may be difficult given the border 

closing. 

 There was an expectation of seeing less impact on the local markets in Dadaab due to the 

cross-border trade, but now that this has been diminished this may now not be the case. 

 The closure of the border has had marked effects on the prices of key commodities such as 

sugar, rice and onions in the Dadaab markets. 

 The strength of the markets vary with sub-camp, with Kakuma 4 only having a small market 

and Kambioos having none.  However there are plans to find space for a market in Kakmua 4 

 The programme may help the development of markets at Kambioos and Kakuma 4. 

A 1.8.4 Traders  

 There is confusion over the legality of Trading Licences to refugees, who has the power to 

distribute them and whether those with licences should be paying tax. 

 Refugees tend to shop within the camps, not in the town. There is conflicting opinion on the 

price differences between the camp and town, but the main constraints are costs for 

transport. This suggests fewer benefits for traders in town.  

 Refugees shop based on quality and price not on ethnic origin of trader. 
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 Traders need to be informed on the food preferences of beneficiaries so they meet demand, 

and avoid refugees having to make multiple visits. 

 It will be important to monitor the customer service offered by traders to voucher recipients 

and to ensure that traders do not discriminate against voucher holders either in terms of 

quality or price.  The experience from the FFV was that the purchasing power of cash was 

higher than vouchers though this may have been due to the operating costs of cashing the 

paper vouchers in. 

 A major concern with monitoring traders in Dadaab is the insecurity problem. 

A 1.8.5 Refugee vulnerability and livelihoods  

 Kakuma and Dadaab vary culturally, economically, nutritionally, in their accessibility to local 

markets and to Nairobi, and in terms of host-community relations, and this may affect 

relative costs and benefits (see Table A 1.3). 

 The sub-camps also vary in terms of their vulnerability with some (eg. Kakuma 4 and Ifo2) 

being isolated from main markets and mostly housing new arrivals. For refugees in these 

camps to go to other markets they incur opportunity or actual transport costs for travelling 

there and protection issues in staying safe during these visits. HHs will do their own cost-

benefit analysis on whether it is worth travelling far to redeem these vouchers.  

 There is marked heterogeneity in wealth amongst the refugees, with a few very wealthy HHs 

with businesses and regular income, and many very vulnerable with no income.   

 There is a range of livelihood opportunities for refugees ranging from breakfast stands 

through to boda-boda services and store owners. In fact, the largest general store in Kakuma 

town is owned by a refugee. Certain ethnic groups tend to monopolise specific livelihoods. 

For example in Kakuma, the Ethiopians and Somali’s run the stores, and the Sudanese and 

Congolese the hotels and boda-boda services. 

 The longer you have been in the camp, the better are your coping strategies and sources of 

income from livelihoods or money sent in by relatives.   

 In Dadaab, the new arrivals in 2011 and 2012 were mostly women and children. 

 The recent clamp down on certain money transferring mechanisms from Somalia is affecting 

HH incomes and availability of cash in the markets with many traders having now stopped 

giving credit in Kakuma. 

 Among those with little or no income, the most vulnerable are HH size 1, new arrivals and 

minority ethnic groups. 

 Not all HHs have a mobile phone and those that do not tend to be the most vulnerable HHs.  

These will miss out on SMS messages on the voucher, be excluded from telephone 

interviews and may need to pay for using phones to exchange voucher. 

 The sub-clan culture of the Somalis is important as it offers protection and employment  

A 1.8.6 Changing population sizes  

 The numbers of refugees in Dadaab are expected to fall through repatriation. However, this 

process is slow. Although nine sites have been identified as safe covering a total population 

of 165,000 refugees, only 2,000 have actually left. Many do not want to move as they are 
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now settled, and there are complaints that the recent food cuts are being implemented to 

push them back to Somalia.  

 The number of refugees in Kakuma is expected to increase as there continues to be a steady 

influx from South Sudan. There is a new camp planned north of Kakuma to deal with new 

arrivals and to help with overcrowding in the other sub-camps. Kakuma camp has a capacity 

for 100,000. The new camp will be a settlement scheme where there will be equal sharing of 

resources and aid (except the food ration) between the refugees and host community.  

 It was queried whether vouchers may act as a pull factor encouraging more refugees into 

the camp. 

 

Table A 1. 3: Differences between the Kakuma and Dadaab Camps 

 Kakuma Dadaab 

Culturally 

Multi-cultural (50% South Sudan, 

31% Somali, 6% Sudan, 5% DRC, 

4% Ethiopian) 

Many female headed HHs (59%)
1
  

95% Somali with Muslim structured HHs 

and 4% Ethiopian 

Only 39% headed by females 
1
 

Food security 
More HHs severely insecure for food 

(18%)
1
 and lower HHDD (3.4)

 1
 

Fewer HHs severely insecure for food 

(3%)
1
 and higher HHDD (5.1)

 1
 

Markets 
Smaller and less well developed and 

rely heavily on Kitale. 

More developed, population more 

entrepreneurial and extensive cross-

border trade (though now restricted) 

Transport 
Kitale is a one-day drive and roads 

are not closed in the rainy season 

Nairobi is a one-day drive in the dry 

season, but in the rainy season the road 

between Garissa and Dadaab can be 

impassable 

Host 

community-

refugee 

relations 

Tensions over limited resources such 

as firewood and water  

Few tensions as are essentially same 

population, but when these occur they 

are related to business and employment 

opportunities 

 

Food locally 

available 
Goat meat, fresh milk, fish (seasonal) 

Goat meat and beef, fresh milk (price 

and availability highly seasonal). 

1 WFP (2014). FSOM – Refugee Operations. December 2014 

A 1.8.7 Host community 

 The differences between host community and refugee population is more marked in 

Kakuma than Dadaab where they are essentially of the same culture, speaking the same 

language. In fact, many refugees consider themselves residents and camps such as Ifo merge 

into the surrounding host community villages. 

 The host community in Dadaab welcomes the vouchers as they see it as an employment or 

business opportunity.  

 In Kakuma, there is marked inequality between the local Turkana and the refugees.  
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 The Turkana currently have access to cereal through being paid in-kind for services or goods 

(eg. porter services or charcoal) or cheap cereals in the market through resale of the GFD at 

below market prices. Hostility from host community is expected when the availability of 

cheap cereal and cereal in-kind ceases as the voucher scales-up, with the gap between host 

community and refugees widening. 

 Since the Turkana are not natural business people with stores and shops, they should be 

encouraged to benefit from the vouchers with other livelihood activities such as food for 

assets programme supplying local vegetables to the markets in Kakuma.  

 The host population is small compared to the refugee population (2009 census: Kakuma 

ward is 33,539 and Dadaab ward is 60,390) 

A 1.8.8 External factors 

 There are a large number of school-children from south Sudan registered and attending 

school in the camps of Kakuma, but who return “home” when the schools close, leaving 

their registered HHs with a larger food ration per person.   

 The border closing with Somalia has affected the price of certain commodities such as sugar, 

rice, pasta, onions, mangoes, watermelon and tomato paste in Dadaab. For example 1 kg 

sugar was 80 Kshs and now it is 130 Kshs.  Rice use to be cheaper in Dadaab than Nairobi. 

Now prices are higher and there have been problems in supply. Recently there were no 

onions in the markets for two days.  

 The closing down of the money transfer systems (hawalas) such as Dahabshiil is affecting the 

income of refugees from relatives outside the camps. Alternatives are Western Union but 

this is more expensive and requires extensive documentation. 

 The curfews in Dadaab and travel restrictions during the dark mean that business hours 

have been reduced and prices of commodities transported from Nairobi have increased as it 

now takes two days rather than one to reach Dadaab. 

 The food ration cuts are expected to affect the resale of the GFD and the demand for cereals 

in the markets. 

A 1.8.9 Security issues 

 An increase of cash in the markets, or food and other items in HHs, may attract thieves. 

 Vouchers may affect intra-household dynamics and may contribute to an increase in 

domestic violence. 

 Current hostilities between different ethnic groups may be exacerbated if the vouchers 

result in unequal employment or business opportunities. 

 Inequalities in business and employment opportunities are also likely to cause hostilities in 

Dabaab between host communities and refugees, and between different sub-clans. 

 Security is to be increased in the Dadaab camps with another 150 special officers.  

 Some host community–refugee conflicts over the use of limited resources such as firewood 

and grazing of animals on pasture. 
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Annex 2. Secondary data analysis 

Some secondary data was initially provided by WFP, and during the stakeholder interviews 

additional secondary data sources were identified and followed up. The robustness of the FSOM 

data on prices and HH expenditure were assessed to determine whether this existing data could 

be used to provide the elasticities required for the model. 

A 2.1 Refugee demographic data  

UNHCR provide a range of summary reports on the refugee populations in Kakuma and Dadaab. 

These include a monthly update on numbers by Country of Origin (CoO), sex and age. Additional 

information was requested from UNHCR on refugee populations stratified by HH size and CoO 

across sub-camps, and on arrival and departures into the camps. Although a lot of information 

was forthcoming (see Tables A 2.1, A 2.2 and A 2.3), some data is still outstanding, in particular 

related to HH sizes collecting food in Dadaab, the historical arrival and departures in Dadaab and 

the distribution of refugees by CoO across the sub-camps in Kakuma. Data-sharing issues 

between WFP and UNHCR are currently under discussion. 

There are five camps in Dadaab : Ifo (84,268), Ifo2 (51,880), Dagahaley (87,743), Hagadera 

(106,863) and Kambioos (20,784), each with its own food distribution centre. Ifo2 and Kambioos 

host the most recent arrivals. In Dadaab, most of the population is Somali (95%), with some 

15,000 Ethiopians (half of these in camp Ifo). In Kakuma there are four camps, the most 

established being Kakuma 1 and the newest Kakuma 4. There is a mix of ethnic groups including 

Somali (31%), South Sudanese (50%), Sudanese (6%), Congolese (5%), Ethiopian (4%) and 

Burundians (3%). In both camps half the population are female, and more than half the 

population are children (<18 years of age) and this profile is homogeneous across the camps 

(see Table A 2.1). 

Every month a summary of the new registrations is produced which also includes historical 

annual influxes to the camps (see Table 2.2). In Kakuma, there have been 4,529 new arrivals so 

far this year, mostly from South Sudan (70%), Sudan (13%), DRC (6%) and Burundi (4%). The 

annual influx since 2009 is usually between 10,500 and 17,500, with the exception of 2014 

where 45,627 entered the camp (88% of these from South Sudan). During the last week of April, 

190 individuals (56 HHs) joined the camp. This year, only 529 refugees joined Dadaab camp. 

UNHCR also provided a detailed document on the Dadaab refuge population which contains 

information on HHs not collecting GFD (by family size and HHH occupation) and profiles of HHs 

in terms of education levels and individuals classified as vulnerable (eg. disability, illness, 

unaccompanied child etc.). From this report, there are a total of 83,277 HHs in Dadaab and of 

these 11% (9,507) did not collect their GFD (second cycle April 2015). Most of these “no shows” 

were HHs with a single person (63%), followed by HHs with two persons (13%). Most HHs not 

collecting their GFD had a student or no occupation as a HHH (69%). A similar document for 

Kakuma was not made available. However, some indication of number of HHs was obtained 
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from the FDP distribution by HH size (see Table A 2.3). Here, nearly a third of HHs in Kakuma 

have just a single person (31%), and the average number of persons in a HH is 4.0. 

Table A 2. 1: Demographics of the Refugee Camps (Source: UNHCR) 

  Kakuma (7
th

 june 2015) Dadaab (30
th

 April 2015) 

Population size 

All 

Camp 1 (% of tot) 

Camp 2 

Camp 3 

Camp 4 

Camp 5 

 

184,183 

Kakuma 1 (70,203) (38%) 

Kakuma 2 (23,840) (13%) 

Kakuma 3 (66,536) (36%) 

Kakuma 4 (23,604) (13%) 

_ 

 

351,538 

Hagadera (106,863) (30%) 

Kambioos (20,784) (6%) 

Dagahaley (87,743) (25%) 

Ifo (84,268) (24%) 

Ifo2 (51,880) (15%) 

% Female  

All (range by 

camp) 

 

47% ( - )
1
 

 

50% (49-51%) 

 

% Children (<18 

years)  

All (range by 

camp) 

 

56% ( - )
1
 59% (56-66%) 

CoO: Somalia 

(%) 

 

All (range by 

camp) 

 

31% ( - )
1
 95% (90% Ifo - 99% Kambioos) 

CoO: South 

Sudan (%) 

All (range by 

camp) 

 

50% ( - )
1
 <0.5% (<0.1% - 2%) 

CoO: Sudan (%) 

All (range by 

camp) 

 

6% ( - )
1
 <0.1% 

CoO: DRC (%) 

All (range by 

camp) 

 

5% ( - )
1
 <0.1% 

CoO: Ethiopia 

(%) 

All (range by 

camp) 

 

4% ( - )
1
 

 

4% (0.5% Kambioos – 9% Ifo) 

CoO: Burundi 

(%) 

All (range by 

camp) 

 

3% ( - )
1
 <0.1% 

HHs 
All (% by camp) 

 
54,836 (11-42%) 83,277 (5-32%) 

Average HH size 
All (range by 

camp) 
3.4 - 

1
 

1 missing data requested from UNHCR 
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Table A 2. 2: Dynamics of the Refugee Camps (Source: UNHCR) 

  Kakuma (7
th

 June 2015) Dadaab (30
th

 April 2015) 

New arrivals 2015 4,529 524 

 2014 

2013 

2012 

45,627 

17,413 

16,558 

( - )
1
  

( - )
1
  

( - )
1
 

Departures Spontaneous (2015) 

Resettlement (2015) 

Repatriation (2015) 

108 

612 

102 

578 

216 

2,048 

 Spontaneous (2014) 

Resettlement (2014) 

Repatriation (2014) 

Spontaneous (2013) 

Resettlement (2013) 

Repatriation (2013) 

0 

2,816 

232 

4 

3,189 

0 

( - )
1
  

( - )
1
  

( - )
1
  

( - )
1
 

( - )
1
 

( - )
1
 

1 missing data requested from UNHCR 

 

Table A 2. 3: Household Sizes Registered at each FDP (Source: UNHCR) 

  Kakuma Dadaab 
HHs All 

FDP 1  

FDP 2 

FDP 3 

FDP 4 

FDP 5 

38329 

14334 (1) 

16104 (3) 

7735 (4) 

156 (PA)  

- 

- 
1
  

- 
1
  

- 
1
  

- 
1
 

- 
1
 

Mean persons per HH 

  

All (range by camp) 

 

4.0 (2.9 PA-4.3 FDP4) - 
1
 

HHs with > 10 individuals  All (range by camp) 2.3% (0 PA – 2.7% FDP4) - 
1
 

    

HHs with 1 individual All (range by camp) 31% (50% PA – 24% FDP4) - 
1
 

1 missing data requested from UNHCR 

 

A 2.2 Nutrition and health surveys 

UNHCR and partners undertake annual nutrition surveys in both refugee camps and the results 

of the last surveys (November 2014 in Kakuma and August 2014 in Dadaab) are given in Table A 

2.4. In Dadaab, 2,740 children aged 6-59 months across the five camps were surveyed and the 

data was presented by sub-camp. There was some variation in anthropometric and health 

indices by sub-camp, with Ifo2 being the most compromised especially in relation to stunting 

and MUAC. Overall these measures were similar in Kakuma and Dadaab, though the Kakuma 

results were not broken down by sub-camp. There is also a great deal of variation by sub-camp 

in food security and coping strategies with Ifo2 being the most compromised. Water use was 
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more limited in Kakuma than Dadaab. In both camps, the food ration does not cover the 15 days 

it is allocated for, with 52% of HHs in Kakuma saying it lasts <11 days. 

 

Table A 2. 4: Nutritional and Health Status (2014) 1,2 

  Kakuma Dadaab (by sub-camp) 

Study sample 

 

Children 6-59 

months 

HHs 

Average members per HH 

 

760 

6.9 

- 

- 

Malnutrition Global Acute malnutrition 

(GAM) 

Severe Acute malnutrition 

(SAM) 

7.4% (5.7-9.5) (61/828) 

 

0.7% (0.2-2.1) (6/828) 

6.9% (Kambioos) – 12.2 % 

(Ifo2) 

0.6% - 1.8% (Ifo2) 

 

MUAC <125 mm 2.3% (1.4-3.6) (19/844) 1.7% (Dagahaley) – 6.6% (Ifo) 

 

Stunting  19.3% (15-24) (157/812) 19.3% (Ifo) – 44% (Ifo2) 

 

Diarrhea Last 2 weeks 18.4% (16-21) (155/687) 

 

0.7% - 10% (Dagahaley) 

Anaemia Haemoglobin (Hb) < 11 g/dl 

Hb < 7 g/dl (severe) 

41.7% (38-45) (352/845) 

0.4% (0.1-1.1) (3/845) 

35% - 47% 

0-1.1% 

Women 15-49 

years 

   

Anaemia (non-

pregnant) 

Hb <12 g/dl 

Hb < 8 g/dl 

29.5% (25-34) (122/413) 

0.7% (0.2-2.3) (3/413) 

19% - 33% (Dagahaley) 

0-0.6% 

  

 

  

Food Security HH with a ration card 

Average days food ration lasts 

100% (383/383) 

11.1 (2.9) days 

99-100% 

10-12 days 

 HH ration lasts < 11 days 

% HH not eating meat, veg, 

fruit, eggs, fish and milk 

products 

52% 

- 

- 

3% (Hagadera) – 30% (Ifo2) 

Coping 

strategies 

 

% HH not using coping 

strategies 

37% (32-42) (141/382) 9.3% (Ifo2) – 60.4% 

(Kambioos) 

HHDD  

 

Average 5 (2.1) 5.8 (Ifo) – 8.7 (H) 

Water supply % HH using >= 20 lppd 

 

% HH using < 15 lppd 

32.6 % (29-36) 

(248/760) 

55% (52-59) (419/760) 

45 (Dagahaely) – 64% 

(Hagadera) 

14% (Ifo) -37% (Ifo2) 

1 UNHCR (2015) Nutrition survey Dadaab Refugee Camps. May 2015 and 2 ICR/UNHCR (2015) 

Sens Nutrition Survey Report Kakuma Refugee Camp Feb 2015.   

There is also monthly Health Information System (HIS) monitoring that provides mortality and 

morbidity statistics in the refugee population (five sub-camps in Dadaab and total for Kakuma) 

from routine facility based data.  Monthly summary reports are available with data on mortality 
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and morbidity cases by cause, in-patient admissions and deaths, diseases, vaccine coverage, 

malnutrition, and reproductive care including sexual and gender based violence.  

The FSOM (Food Security and Outcomes Monitoring) is undertaken three times a year to 

approximately 400 HHs across both camps. They provide information on food insecurity, dietary 

diversity and coping strategies (see Table A 2.5).  

Table A 2. 5: FSOM Refugee Specific Information from 2014 

 Kakuma Dadaab  

HHs 

Average members per HH 

% Female-headed HHs 

 

Food Security 

% Severely insecure 

% Moderately insecure 

129 

5.6 

59% 

 

 

18% 

29% 

245 

5.4 

34% 

 

 

3% 

14% 

 

Average Daily Dietary Diversity 

 

3.4 

 

5.1 

   

HH expenditure on food (income proxy) 

>75% on food 

 

52% 

 

 

81% 

HH Coping Strategy Index 16 15 

   

Use of livelihood coping strategies 

None 

Stressed strategies (food on credit or 

borrowed, borrow money or use savings) 

Emergency strategies (begged, sold last 

female animals, illegal income) 

 

29% 

19% 

 

41% 

 

57% 

27% 

 

12% 

1 WFP (2014). FSOM – Refugee Operations. December 2014 

Households in Dadaab are more food secure and have a higher DD than HHs in Kakuma. 

Whereas in Dadaab, HHs consumed cereals, dairy, sugar and fats almost every day, in Kakuma, 

HHs consumed only cereals on a daily basis and dairy once a week. Most HHs in Dadaab did not 

use livelihood coping strategies, and those that did focused on stressed strategies. Forty one 

percent of HHs in Kakuma had to rely on emergency strategies. 

In September 2013, there was a detailed analysis of the FSOM data that also looked at 

differences across the sub-camps (WFP, 2013). As well as the indicators in Table A 2.6, they also 

looked at assets. In Dadaab sub-camps, Kambioos had the lowest asset ownership with only 38% 

owning a phone and 8% a radio, compared to 90% with a phone and majority with a radio in the 

two Ifo camps. In Kakuma, the highest asset ownership was Kakuma 1. Overall those with poor 

FCS, has less assets (eg. 50% with phones compared to those with acceptable FCS who had 70% 

phone access).  The majority of HHs consumed the food rations, with 10% in Kakuma reporting 

that they had bartered or sold part of their ration. Resale behaviour and prices of maize have 
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changed markedly since the introduction of Biometrics. The food security of HHs by time since 

arrival suggested new arrivals in Kakuma were more food insecure, but those in Dadaab were 

not. 

The cost of a healthy food basket (which consists of maize meal 200g, sorghum 150g, dried 

beans 75g, seasonal fruits 50g, onion 50g, tomatoes 75g, milk 150g, oil 20g, sugar 40g, goat 

meat 25g) was 74 Kshs in Kakuma and 64 Kshs in Dadaab. The price in Dadaab has doubled since 

the last year. Income sources varied markedly across and between the camps. 

Table A 2. 6: FSOM Refugee Specific by Sub-Camp (September 2013) 

 K
a
k
u

m
a
 1

 

K
a
k
u

m
a
 2

 

K
a
k
u

m
a
 3

 

D
a
g

a
h

a
le

y
 

H
a
g

a
d

e
ra

 

If
o

 

If
o

2
 

K
a
m

b
io

o
s

 

HHs  78 28 44 50 49 52 49 50 

% Female headed HH 26% 

 

41% 62% 33% 15% 38% 2% 18% 

Acceptable FCS 62% 75% 62% 82% 90% 83% 100% 76% 

Use coping strategies 74% 70% 88% 42% 6% 29% 61% 6% 

Income sources 

Unskilled labour 

Skilled labour 

Begging/assistance 

 

13% 

5% 

22% 

 

29% 

0% 

9% 

 

17% 

3% 

12% 

 

49% 

26% 

0% 

 

32% 

20% 

0% 

 

31% 

7% 

0% 

 

39% 

1% 

1% 

 

57% 

9% 

0% 

1 WFP (2013). Indepth Food Security Monitoring Report, Dadaab and Kakuma Refugees. 

September 2013. 

 

A 2.3 Market monitoring 

Concurrent with the four monthly HH survey by FSOM is market monitoring to determine retail 

prices in local markets. An average is taken for each market from prices provided by four 

separate traders. Two markets are down to be visited in Kakuma (Kakuma 1 and 3) and three 

markets in Dadaab (Ifo, Hagadera and Dagahaley).  In practice, a total of seven markets can be 

visited as there is also data for Kakuma 3 market separate from Kakuma 3, and Dagahaley main 

market in addition to Dagahaley. The average prices and the range for all markets in the camps 

since 2014 is given in Table A 2.7.  

Although a wide range of food commodities are listed, there are a few key ones missing such as 

fish, eggs, sukuma, potatoes and pasta. In addition, for those food commodities that were 

priced, not all markets were visited and the data is incomplete. For example, the May 2015 

survey (see Table A 2.8) did not obtain prices for any meat, milk or fruit and vegetables in the 

Kakuma sub-camps.  The prices are also presented here for Kakuma town. 
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Table A 2. 7: Mean (Range) of Food Commodity Prices at the Camp Markets – FSOM 
Market Monitoring 

      

Class Food May 2014 Sept 2014 Dec 2104 May 2015 

      

Cereals  Wheat flour 

 

76 (64-84) (n=6) 79 (70-82) (n=4) 79 (71-85) (n=3) 78 (73-83) (n=5) 

 Sorghum 

 

45 (16-83) (n=7) 22 (10-28) (n=4) 26 (11, 40) (n=2) 20 (13-28) (n=4) 

 Rice 

 

93 (78-120) (n=7) 95 (79-119) (n=5) 109 (100-119) (n=3) 96 (70-130) (n=5) 

 Maize meal 

(local) 

55 (48-71) (n=6) 49 (41-50) (n=3) 51 (30-78) (n=3) 55 (50-60) (n=4) 

 Maize meal 

(pack) 

55 (38-70) (n=7) 65 (55-71) (n=6) 68 (63-70) (n=3) 67 (63-74) (n=5) 

 Dry Maize 

 

38 (33-45) (n=7) 40 (22-53) (n=5) 50 (50-51) (n=3) 32 (18-44) (n=5) 

Pulses Dry beans 81 (70-95) (n=7) 76 (38-98) (n=5) 78 (70-84) (n=3) 

 

77 (41-100) (n=5) 

 Green grams 66 (34-150) (n=5) 

 

164 (119, 210) 

(n=2) 

 

73 (n=1) 

 

65 (n=1) 

 

Meat Goat 

 

361 (220-400) 

(n=6) 

398 (390-400) (n=4) 484 (480-488) (n=2) 300 (100-400) 

(n=3) 

Milk Fresh Milk 

(camel) 

Fresh milk 

(goat) 

Fresh milk 

(cow) 

 

Processed 

milk 

 

74 (64-80) (n=4) 

 

67 (59-80) (n=4) 

 

60 (49-83) (n=4) 

 

 

75 (73-76) (n=4) 

66 (40-81) (n=3) 

              

65 (60-70) (n=2) 

 

72 (70-73) (n=3) 

           

 

75 (65, 73) (n=2) 

140 (80-200) (n=2) 

 

75 (n=1) 

 

80 (n=1) 

 

 

70 (70, 70) (n=2) 

78 (54-100) (n=3) 

 

61 (33-80) (n=3) 

 

63 (40-80) (n=3) 

 

 

- 

Fruit & 

Veg 

Tomatoes 

 

Red Bulb 

Onion 

 

Mango 

 

Banana 

110 (96-123) 

(n=6) 

89 (70-100) (n=6) 

 

 

74 (41-115) (n=6) 

 

102 (60-170) 

(n=5) 

 

104 (48-138) (n=4) 

 

89 (48-120) (n=4) 

 

 

110 (105,115) (n=2) 

 

67 (20-120) (n=4) 

99 (78,120) (n=2) 

 

99 (98,100) (n=2) 

 

 

63 (60-65) (n=2) 

 

88 (46,130) (n=2) 

107 (80-120) 

(n=3) 

105 (94-120) 

(n=4) 

 

70 (23-105) (n=3) 

 

80 (34-120) (n=3) 

Sugar 

 

 101 (94-110) 

(n=6) 

98 (78-135) (n=4) 113 (108, 118) 

(n=2) 

91 (75-100) (n=3) 

Salt 

 

 39 (30-50) (n=7) 74 (45-150) (n=5) 44 (44, 45) (n=2) 61 (19-150) (n=5) 

Cooking 

oil/fat 

Vegetable oil 

 

Cooking fat 

158 (121-188) 

(n=7) 

100 (70-133) 

(n=3) 

194 (95-253) (n=4) 

 

234 (200, 265) 

(n=2) 

176 (170-180) (n=3) 

 

138 (125, 150) 

(n=2) 

241 (105-562) 

(n=5) 

134 (118,150) 

(n=2) 
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Despite the incompleteness of the data some general trends are discernible: 

 Cereals and Pulses: some variation in prices by sub-camp, and between camps especially for 

rice and dry beans that are much cheaper in Dadaab. 

 Goat meat and fresh milk: price can vary by sub-camp and is seasonal being highest in 

December. 

 Fruit and vegetables: showed marked variation by sub-camp. In May 2015 there was only 

data was for Dadaab, where prices in Ifo were the highest. In the preceding surveys prices 

were higher in Kakuma than Dadaab. 

 Sugar: prices can vary by sub-camp, and are higher in Kakuma than Dadaab. 

 Salt , fats and oil: prices are highly variable by sub-camp.  

 Town versus camp: The May 2015 survey showed that only cooking fat was notably more 

expensive in Kakuma town than the sub-camps, but data from the preceding surveys 

showed that this has also been observed for Rice. 

 

Table A 2.8: Food Commodity Prices at the Camp Markets - FSOM Market Monitoring – 
May 2015 

  Kakuma Dadaab  

Class Food K1 K3 K3 m D D m H Ifo Kakuma town 

Cereal Wheat flour 73 80 - 80 - 83 76 76 

 Sorghum 28 20 - 13 -  20 - 

 Rice 113 130 - 70 - 91 78 98 

 Maize meal 

(local) 

- 50 - - - 60 54 53 

 Maize meal 

(pack) 

64 73 - 63 - 64 74 62 

 Dry Maize 44 40 - 18 - 21 36 46 

Pulses Dry beans 90 100  79  41 74 90 

Meat Goat - - - 400 - 100 400 - 

Fresh milk Camel - - - 100 - 54 81 - 

 Goat - - - 80 - 33 70 - 

 Cow - - - 80 - 40 69 - 

Fruit & Veg Tomatoes - - - 80 - 120 120 - 

 Red bulb 

onion 

- - - 100 - 94 120 - 

 Mango - - - 84 - 22 105 - 

 Banana - - - 34 - 88 120 - 

Sugar Sugar - - - 100 - 75 98 - 

Salt Salt 50 45 - 40 - 19 150 40 

Fats/Oils Veg oil 174 200 - 105 - 165 563 - 

 Cooking fat 150 - - - - 118 - 215 

 

A 2.4 Voucher programme documentation 

A range of secondary data and information was provided by WFP on the proposed voucher 

programme including the operational plan, the communication plan, the SOP for the SIM 

voucher, FGD document on mobile phone use in Kakuma 4, a market assessment in both camps, 
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an assessment of the Refugee Operations in 2014 (WFP/UNHCR, 2014) and numerous 

documents on the FFV voucher experience. 

The FGD document on mobile phone use (WFP, 2015b) interviewed 51 participants from 

Kakuma 4 on mobile phone ownership, use of M-PESA and coping mechanisms used to access 

mobile phones. Less than 30% of the HHs close to the FGD participants owned phones. Half of 

women who owned phones were not registered with M-PESA services. For those who did not 

own phones a number of coping strategies were reported including borrowing phones (36%), 

using the Kenya Red Cross free call service (22%) and using trader phones at a fee (14%). There 

were concerns that borrowing phones could attract a cost or hostility. 

The FFV evaluations included an initial market assessment of the potential for vouchers (WFP, 

2012) and an evaluation of the pilot project (Haag, 2014). The FFV market assessment presents 

data from trader interviews (84 in Kakuma, 59 Dadaab) and key informant interviews on fresh 

food availability, prices, trade barriers, turnover, credit given and capacity to meet increased 

demand. It reports on prices of key food commodities (fruit and vegetables, meat, milk, eggs 

and fish) (2011-2012) and their market structure, and highlighted that: 

 The main trade barriers are road conditions, distance to supply markets, fuel prices, 

transport cost, and lack of market infrastructure. 

 Most traders gave credit (78% in Dadaab and 73% in Kakuma), and said they could meet 

increased demands. 

 Fresh milk availability is highly seasonal (only steadily available during the rainy seasons). 

 Prices reflect availability and influenced by peaks of demand triggered by festivities or 

school calendars, distance to supply markets and transport costs, and the occasional supply 

cuts during the rainy seasons. 

 There are a large number of retailers and no restrictions to the entrance of new traders, 

ensuring adequate competition levels. The number of traders, especially open-air retailers, 

varies significantly between the dry and the rainy seasons. 

 The main fresh food commodities traded in the refugee camps are fruits and vegetables, 

meat, milk and eggs (and fish in Kakuma). 

 The project was concerned about the impact of the vouchers on prices, capacity to meet 

demand and food quality and recommended that these should be frequently monitored 

with monthly surveys of three retailers and two wholesalers per chain. 

The evaluation of the FFV pilot project (Haag, 2014) provides a useful overview of the efficiency, 

effectiveness and impact on DD, markets and livelihood opportunities and lessons learnt. An 

important observation was that traders charged higher prices to voucher customers compared 

to cash customers. This was attributed to the increased risk for traders when accepting vouchers 

and the increased effort required by traders who have to go to the local bank branch to redeem 

vouchers. 

The Market assessment in the two camps was undertaken last year (WFP, 2014b). A 

comprehensive analysis was undertaken looking at market structure, local food availability and 
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traders capacity to meet demand amongst others. One hundred and twenty-four retailers, 36 

wholesalers and six key informant groups were interviewed in Dadaab; and 173 retailers, 25 

wholesalers and five key informants groups in Kakuma.  Some key findings included:  

 The only large-scale locally produced commodities are livestock, milk and fish in the Turkana 

area. 

 The heavy dependence of local traders on external supply sources and the limited role of 

wholesaling can potentially undermine the multiplier effect of increased demand from a 

cash injection in the local economy. 

 Informal cross-border trade is an important contributor to food availability in Dadaad but 

not in Kakuma. 

 There are a sufficient number of traders and transporters in the market such that lack of 

competition will not be a factor that negatively influences the price of commodities. 

 The host community often shop in the camps because of the cheaper prices. 

 Food availability in the camp markets is determined by the seasonal production cycles, and 

for those commodities not locally produced, by the road conditions during the rainy season. 

 Traders in the camps have more expertise in trading with commodities such as vegetables, 

fruits, meat or processed food (especially sugar) than with cereals or pulses as WFP has 

been the main source for two decades. 

 Seventy-six per cent of traders interviewed in Dadaab and 46 per cent of traders in Kakuma 

extend credit to their customers. 

 Seven supply chains were analysed separately: cereals and pulses, vegetables and fruits, 

livestock and meat, processed food (maize flour, cooking oil, sugar, pasta etc.), milk, eggs 

and fish (in Kakuma only). The most commonly traded foods per market chain in Dadaab are 

(in order of importance): 1) beans, local rice, imported rice and maize; 2) tomatoes, 

potatoes, onions, sukumawiki, cabbages, bananas and mangoes; 3) camel and goat meat; 4) 

sugar, wheat and maize flour, pasta, vegetable oil, packed milk and tea; 5) camel and cow 

milk and 6) eggs. In Kakuma the most commonly traded commodities are: 1) beans, maize, 

local rice, sorghum and imported rice; 2) tomatoes, onions, potatoes, cabbage, sukumawiki, 

bananas and mangos; 3) cow, goat and camel meat; 4) sugar, pasta, vegetable oil, maize and 

wheat flour, tea, and packed milk; 5) cow and camel milk; 6) eggs and 7) dry fish. 

 The most common family setup in Kakuma is single female-headed HH especially among the 

South Sudanese community (90 percent of HHs). Women reported of losing their husbands 

to war or leaving them behind fighting. This is closely followed by Ethiopians at 60 percent 

and Somali at 50 percent. 

 

The WFP/UNHCR report on Refugee Operations in 2014 highlighted a number of issues 

relevant to a voucher programme:  

 The GFD only lasts between 7- 12 days, and less than 7 days in smaller HHs. 

 A portion of the ration is sold for other unmet HH needs especially cooking fuel and non-

food items (NFIs), milling and transport costs of food from FDP to the HHs.  
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 Families employ various coping mechanisms to survive until the next distribution cycle 

including borrowing from one’s neighbours or from the small shops, taking food items on 

credit, reducing the amount of food cooked, skipping meals (mainly lunch for the adults 

while children are given porridge). Single HH members tend to eat out, mostly at friends, 

whenever food runs out. 

 Some refugees have access to livelihood activities such as casual jobs, petty trade as well as 

employment by the humanitarian agencies as incentive workers and do not employ coping 

mechanisms.  

 Severity in coping is more pronounced within the areas of new arrivals, particularly in 

Kakuma 4 as well as Ifo2 and Kambioos camps in Dadaab.  

 Refugees incur milling costs when cereals are distributed in the form of whole grains. The 

milling costs have a dilution effect on the overall food basket available at HH level since 

beneficiaries have to sell a portion of their ration to meet the costs.  The cost of milling one 

kilogram of whole grain ranges between 10—20 Kshs, but for camps without milling 

facilities, the cost is higher because of additional transportation requirements. For example, 

Kambioos camp has no milling facility and the refugees have to transport cereals to 

Hagadera camp, about six kilometres away.  

 A significant portion of food entitlement is lost through transportation costs. The cost 

depends on food quantity and distance from the FDP to the HHs but ranges between 50 and 

100 Kshs for larger HH sizes.  

 Smaller HHs prefer carrying food home on their own, particularly the South Sudanese and 

minority groups.  

 Food preference is important as the less preferred commodity is either bartered or sold at a 

price lower than its market value in order to purchase other preferred food materials usually 

at a higher price. The least preferred item is sorghum followed by maize, though this often 

constitutes 50% of the cereals in the GFD. 

 

A 2.5 Costing data 

A 2.5.1 WFP costs for GFD commodities 

Unit costs and quantities for the GFD commodities for the period 2014 were requested from 

WFP.  The unit costs provided were aggregated, the same for Kakuma and Dadaab and included 

supplementary foods. The full recovery costs (FRC) include LTSH (landside transport, storage and 

handling costs). An example of some of the costs and quantities for key commodities are given 

in Table A 2.9. 
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Table A 2. 9: Unit Costs and Quantities for WFP Commodities in 2014 

Commodity 
MT distribution 
Kakuma 

MT distribution 
Dadaab 

Purcahse price 
/MT (USD) 

FCR price /MT 
(USD) 

Beans 

Spilt peas 

Corn-Soya Blend (CSB) 

Iodised salt 

Maize 

Sorghum/Millet 

Wheatflour 

Vegetable oil 

 

663 

2526 

3045 

278 

5957 

7407 

8719 

1923 

  

1300 

5908 

7247 

633 

11362 

23030 

15388 

4322 

700 

546 

577 

110 

430 

421 

420 

1057 

1019 

1019 

1056 

544 

922 

922 

922 

1685 

A 2.5.2 Process and human resources for food distribution  

World Vision in Kakuma manages the food distribution at FDP3 and FDP4 (which includes FDP 

PA).  They cover a total of 23,995 HH (population of 96,863 (May 2015)).  Of these 7,192 (30%) 

are HH size 1 and 2,694 (11%) are HH size 2. The process is illustrated in Figure A 2.1 and usually 

starts with HH size 1 which can take between one and two days. 

In addition to WVI staff (31 in total) working fulltime on the project and security guards from the 

host community (paid Kshs 4,500 per month), there are refugees or incentives employed and 

paid on a daily basis to undertaken certain activities (see Table A 2.10). In addition, there are 

costs for transport from their offices to the FDPs and lunches paid for the Food Advisory 

Committee.  

Table A 2. 10: Incentives Involved in FDP3 and FDP4 at Kakuma 

Descritpion 
Unit costs 

(Kshs) per day 
Number of 

staff 
Days worked (per 

month) 

 

Scooper 

Loader 

Clerks 

Ushers 

Food security officers 

Cleaners 

 

230  

230  

350  

200  

200  

200  

 

84 

95 

11 

18 

4 

6 

 

14 

14 

14 

14 

14 

20 
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Figure A 2. 1: The Process of Food Distribution and Activities of the WVI Staff 

 

A 2.6 Cash/voucher for food experiences 

The stakeholders also shared some experiences from other cash or voucher for food 

programmes in refugee camps. These included:  

1. In Sudan, the traders were found to be untrustworthy. For example, they charged higher 

prices for voucher customers than cash customers and tried to exchange them for expensive 

non-food items. This implies that traders need to be carefully monitored and controlled 

(Reed, pers. comm.) 

2. In Rwanda, one of the camps had moved to cash transfer while the others remained with in-

kind GFD.  The cash transfers were seen to be positive as they removed the opportunity costs 

for time lost waiting for the GFD distribution, and allowed for improved terms of trade for 

the beneficiaries as they were previously resaling the ration, particularly maize, below the 

market price, often rebuying back later at a financial loss of 80 per cent. However, there were 

requests that the voucher should cover their transaction costs (phone charging and transport 
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costs) and that the transfer value should be adjusted to price developments. Cash transfers 

had some marginal effects on FCS and DD, but there were also positive benefits on 

repayment of HH loans. The beneficiaries were supplied with mobile phones and the cash 

transfers were considered to be more cost-efficient than in-kind though further evaluations 

were recommended. The value of the cash transfer was high,  with the value for a HH of 

seven exceeding the salary of a newly recruited teacher (Hackstein, 2014).  

3. In Rwanda, mobile phones were distributed with the e-voucher and initially there were 

problems with recipients selling these to traders. This problem was rectified when the 

programme insisted on police reports before replacement phones were issued (Oberai, pers. 

comm.)  

4. In Burundi, the vouchers were limited to items in the GFD (cereals, oil, salt) so that access to 

fresh vegetables and other food items necessitated resale. The voucher was equivalent to 

USD 11 per person per month and delivered alongside in-kind CSB. The delivery cost of the 

vouchers was less than the previous in-kind delivery, but after just five rounds of voucher 

delivery, the programme returned to in-kind distribution (Hedland et al., 2013). Some 

increases in FCS and DD were observed in some of the camps.  

5. In Burundi, a break in the voucher pipeline resulted in excess stock for traders and loss of 

confidence in the programme. Afterwards traders were wary of covering demand. 

Communication with both traders and recipients is essential to prepare them for any breaks 

in the pipeline (Oberai, pers. comm.).  

6. In 2011, 17 NGOs implemented an unconditional cash transfer programme in southern and 

central Somalia consisting of monthly cash grants varying between USD 80-120 and 

commodity vouchers worth USD 50-75 over 16 months.  The total population reached was 

1.5 million, with an average individual transfer value of USD 80. An evaluation found that 

markets did respond well and people were able to buy the food they needed at reasonable 

prices. A transfer value of USD 100 or more (the Minimum Expenditure Basket) was 

associated with greater nutritional benefits in terms of DD and FCS, and reduced debts. 

Although USD 70 did improve DD, any transfers less than did not improve food consumption 

and was suggested to be inappropriate. The delivery cost of the cash or voucher ration was 

an average USD 20 per beneficiary, with 85% of the project budget being transfered to 

beneficiaries, compared to only 35% for in-kind assistance. Food consumption and 

consumption-related coping strategies have their limitations as they do not measure actual 

kilocalorie consumption, capture differences between diets or non-consumption related 

impact. The relative cost-effectiveness will depend on the baseline indicators, the lower the 

value, the greater the expected effectiveness. The impacts were measured in terms of 

reduced Household Hunger Index (HIH), a series of three questions about hunger (having 

food in the house, missing meals, going to bed hungry) (Hedland et al., 2012). 

7. In Dadaab in 2009, Save the Children introduced a fresh food voucher (FFV) targeted at HHs 

with children between six and twelve months of age identified through the UNHCR 

registration database. In Phase 1, 4,600 children were targeted with a monthly voucher of 

1,600 Kshs. This was reduced to 1,060 Kshs in Phase 2 due to a reduction in funding. The 

project closed in 2012, with an average 6,000 targeted per month. In general, the DD of 
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targeted children was high, but transport problems during the rainy season affected the 

supply of some fresh foods, especially green vegetables (Ndumi and Kiswii, 2012). 

A 2.7 Other programmes or activities in Kakuma and Dadaab  

The stakeholders were also asked about other programmes or activities in Kakuma and Dadaab 

that may be relevant to evaluating the impact of voucher scale-up.  These are summarised in 

Table A 2.11 and A 2.12. 

Table A 2. 11: Other Activities in Kakuma and Dadaab Relevant to the Voucher Evaluation 

Activity Details Implications 

 

WFP FFV voucher 

pilot 

 

Targeted 10,000 HHs in Dadaab with 

a paper voucher for vegetables and 

meat to pregnant and lactating 

women as on add-on to the GFD.  

 

Traders already have experience of 

what is expected of them, the 

benefits that can accrue and the 

problems if the voucher pipeline is 

interrupted. 

WFP supplementary 

feeding programmes 

In both Kakuma and Dadaad there 

are MCHN rations, school meals and 

food for assets in the host community 

(see Table A 2.1.2) 

An important variable that may 

influence benefits for targeted HHs. 

UNHCR NFI 

targeting 

Target female headed HHs with NFIs 

such as solar lanterns, kitchen sets, 

blankets and shelter. 

An important variable that may 

influence SE of targeted HHs. 

HSNP2 40,000 HHs targeted for cash in 

Turkana (Kshs. 4,900 every 2 

months) and 100,000 eligible for 

emergency drought payments.  

An important variable that may 

influence SE of targeted host 

community HHs. 

FAO-Mastercard-

ECHO 

8,000 refugees targeted with credit to 

source 25% of the charcoal 

requirements from certified charcoal 

traders from host community. 

An important variable that may 

influence SE of targeted host 

community and refugees. 

NDMA Monthly livelihood surveys. Supplementary data on livelihood 

opportunities. 

World Bank SE survey of Kakuma host 

community and refugees (starting 

august). 

Supplementary data on SE. 

GIZ programme Host community and refugee 

relations in Kakuma: just started and 

to run until 2017. No documentation 

received. 

Supplementary data on conflicts. 

UNHCR Market assessment and value chain 

analysis for livelihood opportunties. 

No documentation received. 

Supplementary data on livelihood 

opportunities 

UNHCR Feasibility study on cash-based 

initiatives for NFIs. No 

documentation received. 

Supplementary data on cash-based 

initiatives. 
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Table A 2. 12: Supplementary Food Programmes in 2014 That Target >2,000 People1 

Programme Ration scale g/p/d Kcal/p/d Pop fed 
Kakuma 

Pop fed 
Dadaab 

 

6-23 month supplementary 

feeding 

 

Supercereal plus 215 

 

846 

 

6,660 

 

19,208 

School meals programme Supercereal (80g) and 

Veg Oil (10g) 

445 41,916 86,925 

SMP – take home rations Sugar (500 kg/month) 66 0 35,290 

MCH&N (PLM) Supercereal (80g) and 

Veg Oil (15g) 

433 3,456 19,989 

Supplementary feeding 

MAM (<5 years) 

Plumpy sup (92g) 500 1,618 9,475 

Food for assets Cereals (375), Pulses 

(60), Veg Oil (30) and 

Salt (5). 

1,733 13,590 32,000 

1  WFP/UNHCR (2014). Joint Assessment Mission (JAM) – Kenya Refugee Operation. 

A 2.8 Estimating elasticities 

An essential step in the modelling approach is to obtain elasticity estimates for food supply and 

demand at the three levels of the market; farm gate, wholesale and retail levels. These elasticity 

estimates can then be used to calibrate a simulation model (either partial or general 

equilibrium) that can be used to quantify the welfare effects of the food voucher projects. 

The elasticities of key food commodity groups can either be estimated, or adopted from the 

literature. An estimation of the demand elasticities at the retail level would adopt a demand 

system approach with the Almost Ideal Demand Systems (AIDS) being the most appropriate 

model. A reduced form supply model could be estimated at the farm level following the 

Nerlovian Adaptive expectation approach as an acreage response function, and an intermediate 

supply and demand at the wholesale level could be directly estimated as farm derived demands. 

The AIDS in budget share can be specified as: 

ij

n

j

ijiii P
P

M
S  








 



ln
*

ln
1

              

 

Where Si is the i'th budget share estimated as Si = PjXj/M; Pj are nominal retail prices, Xj are 

quantities, γij are price coefficients, M is the total expenditure on all goods and P* is an 
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aggregate price index. To overcome the problem of zero consumption of some commodities 

that will be observed for some households, an Inverse Mills Ratio is introduced. Further, the 

model can be augmented with demographics such as age, education level, gender and family 

size. 

 

The general Nerlove-type acreage response functions can be written as: 

titiitii

n

i

ijtijtiiiit wHPPH   



  1

1

110 lnlnlnln                

Where Hit is the cropped area, Pi is own-price, Pij are the cross prices and w is an input cost. 

The system of farm-derived demand for food commodities at the intermediate level can be 

specified by; 
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Where Yit is the farm output of a particular cereal at time t, Pj is a vector of exogenous prices 

(own and cross prices plus marketing costs) and εt is an error term. 

The data required to run the AIDS model includes quantities consumed of the different food 

commodities and prices, total expenditure and budget shares.  The WFP has provided data on 

seven household surveys conducted every four months between May 2013 and May 2015 

(FSOM HH survey). Although the surveys capture food expenditures, these are aggregated. For 

demand estimation, data on the quantities consumed of each food commodity by type, and its 

price is required. These would enable computation of the food expenditures by commodity 

groups and the specific budget shares.  

The small sample sizes of the FSOM HH survey also suggest that the sample may not be 

representative of the camp population. For example, the May 2015 survey examined 139 HHs in 

Kakuma 1-3, none in Kakuma 4 and only 2 percent of the HHs were HH size 1, compared to the 

one-third recorded by UNHCR statistics.  

In addition to the household surveys, WFP provided six market surveys capturing the prices of 

different food commodities. While the market surveys can be linked to the household surveys 

by matching the refugee camps with the price data captured in some of these markets, an 

estimation of each food commodities budget share is not possible because the quantities 

consumed are missing in the household surveys. Furthermore, the price survey does not cover 

all the camps, the data sampled is inconsistent and not all commodities are priced.  Moreover, 

no data is provided on producer and wholesaler prices. Thus, the estimation of elasticity 

parameters at the other two levels of the markets is not possible. 

In conclusion, the available data from WFP cannot be used to estimate supply and demand 

elasticities. If elasticity estimates are to be computed as inputs in the calibration of a simulation 
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model that evaluates the welfare impacts of the WFP voucher programme, a new survey should 

be designed with the sole objective of capturing data that can be used in supply and demand 

estimation. Other important variables including demographics, such as age, education, gender 

and household sizes should also be collected and used in the computation of the inverse mills 

ratio. 

The supply functions and derived demands for the farm level require data on farm prices, 

acreage, output and input costs such as labour or fertilizer. This data could be sourced from 

secondary data, or a survey of farmers and producers could be undertaken. 

A producer survey could be designed to capture information that would be used to estimate 

farm supply response. Ordinarily, supply for crops (cereals and pulses) is estimated either as an 

acreage or yield response. In Kenya, it is analytically appealing to compute acreage response 

rather than yield response because farmers consume part of what they produce before 

harvesting and therefore yield reported is often erroneous. The information required would be 

acreage cropped to a particular crop e.g. maize, its farm gate price, prices of competing and 

complimentary crops and the cost of inputs such as labour, fertilizer or seed. The acreage 

response could then be estimated following the adaptive expectations model proposed by 

Nerlove that also requires prices and acreage in the preceding year. For meat and milk, supply 

can be directly estimated using the quantity sold by the local communities to the camps. Data 

would also be required on the prices of outputs and inputs.  
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ANNEX 3. MODEL DETAILS 

Two models will be developed, one for each camp. The models will differ mostly in the data 

used for their calibration, but may also differ in structure if necessary. 

A 3.1 Model dimensions  

 

 Time: static, i.e. no time dimension. The models will be initially calibrated to represent 1, 6 

or 12 months’ worth of economic activity. The same models will be recalibrated according to 

seasonally updated characteristics.  Dynamic modelling is necessary when accounting for 

investment, and when capital stocks is important. This may be done in a second step to 

account for the program’s impact on investment in farming and transport capital/capacities, 

but not in the initial development phase. 

 

 Markets: indexed by c. Includes the set of sub-camps (Ifo, Ifo2, Dagahaley, Hagadera and 

Kambioos) for Dadaab; (Kakuma 1-4) in Kakuma; as well as one “host community” 

representative market, and one “outside” representative market. The three types of 

markets will be defined according to their level of integration and dependence to the camps. 

The “host community” will regroup neighbouring settlements and towns that are deemed to 

be significantly affected by the voucher program. This will be determined based on the 

results from the initial trader and MM surveys, and may include towns as distant as Garissa 

or Lodwar. The “outside” representative agent will represent the rest of the production 

sources within Kenya (or internationally if need be). 

 

 Commodities: indexed by i. Includes the set of agricultural commodities  (various cereals, 

fish, meat, dairy products, etc.), transport services, and a generic “other good”. The exact 

goods to be included will correspond to the intersection of the sets of goods that have 

sufficient coverage in both the HH and MM surveys. The “other good” sector will keep track 

of non-food spending, and its price may be measured using a single well-defined item (such 

as soap) or a consumption price index. 

 

 Household types: indexed by h. Households will be differentiated by income level (in a 

number of “bins”) and labour type (unskilled, skilled, or none), and potentially ethnicity or 

other possible vulnerable group definition (if the data reveal household behaviour to differ 

significantly across these), household size and gender of HHH. There will be only one 

representative household type in the “host commodity” and “outside” markets.  

 

 Production factors: indexed by f. Includes unskilled labour, skilled labour, capital, and 

maybe land (depending on the availability of data). Most sectors will be produced using 

labour only. Some factors will be sector-specific (as discussed below). 

 

 



 

Design of an impact study on up-scaling the WFP voucher programme 

58 

 

 

A 3.2 Model equations  

The model is defined by the following equations: 

 Utility: Utility (welfare) for households of type h in market c is determined by the following 

combination of consumption and leisure: 

          
 
          

 
   

 
  

 

Where     is the elasticity of substitution between non-market activities     (which include 

leisure, free time, or any non-market activity which may provide utility) and total household 

consumption    . Including    will allow for the households to increase their labour supply 

and substitute away from consumption if wages go up. The relative weights of   and   can 

be adjusted to target any desired labour supply elasticity. Labour supply elasticities will likely 

be targeted to estimates from the literature: in the absence of significant variation in wages, 

it will be impossible to infer it from the survey data. 

 Consumption: Consumption of each good provides utility according to “Linear Expenditure 

System” (Stone-Geary) preferences. These allow for consumption shares to depend not only 

on relative prices but also income (non-homothetic behaviour). We have: 

         

 

                 
    

Where      is the consumption of commodity i by households of type h in market c.     
  is 

the minimum subsistence consumption level of commodity i.     
  can be chosen such as to 

target the income elasticity of demand estimated using the survey data. Alternatively, other 

more flexible demand systems such as AIDS, translog or CRIE may be used if they are shown 

to better match the empirically estimated Engel curves. 

The dual form equation for the price of each household’s consumption basket    ,     , on 

each market, is determined by a constant-elasticity of substitution (CES) combination of 

perceived commodity prices: 

                
   

 

 

 
   

 

Where     represents the initial share of demand for commodity i and household h and   is 

the elasticity of substitution between commodities (indices are dropped to keep notation 

light).    can be calibrated such as to generate the price elasticities of demand estimated 
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using the HH survey. If necessary, commodities can be grouped into sub-nests to be better 

match cross-price elasticities. 

Vouchers can be used to purchase agricultural commodities. They are however assumed to 

be imperfect substitutes to direct food consumption. This assumption can be relaxed in case 

no distaste for vouchers is revealed by the survey. The elasticity of substitution between 

vouchers and food,      can be estimated by comparing the market value of vouchers with 

the market value of the food that can be bought with the vouchers. 

The perceived price of each commodity      for households in each market is given by a 

constant-elasticity of substitution combination of commodity prices and voucher prices: 

               
          

    
 

    

Where     is the price of the “voucher analogues” of commodity i (which may be lower 

than the commodity’s price     if vouchers are in high supply and vouchers are perceived as 

imperfect substitutes).   and   are share parameters and     is the elasticity of substitution 

between vouchers and the commodities themselves. 

Finally, commodities are perceived by households to be homogeneous across sources. Thus, 

the price of commodities on each market is simply determined as the lowest supply price 

    
  across all markets c’ that supply to market c, inclusive of transport costs between 

market c and market c’: 

              
            

 

Where PT is the endogenous price of transport, assumed constant across the camp. 

Transport costs here are defined broadly to include both physical transport costs and trader 

margins: available data is unlikely to be able to distinguish the two. The       parameter 

captures the fixed observed initial differences in prices for each good in each pair of markets 

c and c’. These are assumed to correspond to bilateral transport/trading margins. 

Each household type is subject to the following budget constraint: 

    
          

                               
 

  

 

Where   
    is the numeraire price in the camp;       is outside income (from transfers, 

remittencies, or activities outside of the model);      is the return to factor f in market c 

(wages for labour, returns to capital);        is household h’s endowment of factor f and     
  

is the minimum subsistence amount for commodity i in household h (this can be seen as a 

modelling trick to implement LES preferences in a general equilibrium framework). 



 

Design of an impact study on up-scaling the WFP voucher programme 

60 

 

 

 

 Vouchers:  Since vouchers are by definition not fungible with other goods, they enter a 

separate budget constraint: 

    
      

     
          

 

Where     
 and      

 are “voucher analogues” to     
 and      ; and      is the value of 

vouchers transferred to households: the main exogenous policy instrument.  

 

 Production: Agricultural commodities are simply produced using labour (this would 

traditionally be produced by labour, land and capital but we are unlikely to obtain sufficient 

data to distinguish the three here).  

For these goods, output prices are simply determined by labour prices on the local markets 

as: 

    
                              

Where     
 is price of output of commodity i in market c,     is output, and            is the 

amount of labour employed. Initial wages in the agricultural sectors may be proxied using a 

simple measure of opportunity cost (or using national average wage rates). As such, if food 

prices rise, wages in agriculture will rise and people will supply more labour. 

The “other” sectors may require different types of labour (skilled, unskilled) as well as 

capital.  These sectors are assumed to be competitive in nature and satisfy the following 

market clearing conditions (so, for i = “other”), we have: 

    
                     

   

 

 

 
   

  

where factors f can be substituted for each other according to an elasticity of substitution 

  
 .  

The “transport” (or trading) sector is produced only by the host community, and leads to a 

uniform price of transport across the camp (so, for i = transport and c= “host community”), 

we have: 
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Alternatively (if revealed important by the survey), some transport may be supplied by 

households within the camps as well (and monetized according to opportunity costs). 

 Factor supply: Labour is assumed to be immobile between markets, for now. That is, people 

will not go work in another market (again, this assumption can be relaxed if there is 

sufficient evidence that people are mobile across sub-camps). Labour will be supplied with a 

positive elasticity, however (if real wages go up, people will work more). Labour being the 

main input for most goods, the supply elasticity of labour will drive the supply elasticity of 

output. At such,    will be calibrated to approximate the estimated supply elasticities. 

Alternatively, each sector requires the input of a fixed factor (land, capital) that is immobile 

and the availability of which can be used to exactly replicate supply elasticities. 

Households in all markets can be employed in each sector, apart from transport, which will 

be assumed to be produced from “host community” labour only. Capital supply will initially 

be assumed to be fixed within a period. The model may then be extended to track potential 

investment/depreciation in the capital stock caused by the increased demand for 

transportation services (for example). 

 Market clearing conditions: For each market, supply of each commodity will have to add up 

to total demand (across all markets) for the commodity:  

        
        

          
  

 

where    
    is the production of goods i by households,    

   is the value of in-kind food aid 

and       is production of commodity (i) in market (c’) which is destined for consumption in 

market (c). It is computed as the difference between bilateral consumption and bilateral 

transport/trading costs.   

 In-kind food aid: Food aid can be introduced to the model as an exogenous increase in the 

food produced in the camps,    
  , accompanied by a corresponding increase in labour 

endowments (which works as an income transfer) for the households that receive it. Who 

will consume the food will then be endogenously determined by the model based on 

equilibrium prices and transport costs, assuming that people might resell the food to buy 

other, preferred, goods. 

 

 Model formulation: The model will be formulated as a Mixed-complementarity problem in 

the GAMS software and solved with the non-linear PATH solver. Sensitivity to uncertain 

model parameters can be tested using Monte-Carlo sampling. 
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ANNEX 4. SAMPLING STRATEGY FOR EACH 
INSTRUMENT 

A 4.1 Household survey  

Within each sub-camp, 400 HHs will be randomly sampled. In the absence of a list of all HHs 

from UNHCR and some physical address (eg block number) that gives location in the sub-camp 

from which a random number generator can identify HHs to interview; an alternative is 

suggested which uses a sampling grid from the maps available for each sub-camp (see Figures 

4.1-4.6 for Dadaab and equivalents for Kakuma (Figure 4.7). 

For example, each sub-camp could be divided into 20 equivalent sized grids, from which 20 HHs 

can be randomly sampled. Because simply choosing households in the centre of the grid would 

produce a biased sample, the following systematic sampling procedure is proposed: (1) go to the 

center of the grid, (2) choose a direction in a random way: spin a bottle on the ground and 

choose the direction the bottleneck indicates and (3) walk in the chosen direction and select 

every third or every fifth household until you have the 20 you need. If you reach the boundary 

of the grid and you still do not have 20 households, return to the centre of the grid, walk in the 

opposite direction and continue to select your sample in the same way until you have 10. If 

there is nobody in a chosen household, take the next nearest one. 

A 4.2. Trader survey  

Since the trader survey needs to be representative for all traders in the markets in the camps, 

ideally one would take a random sample from a list of all traders. If a list is not already available, 

it could be constructed with details on sub-camp, market, voucher/non-voucher, 

wholesaler/retailer, host/refugee, store/stall to act as a check whether the traders that are 

interviewed are representative of the total number.  This listing may be possible in Kakuma 

where there are around 1000 traders, with at least a third of these in the WFP voucher 

programme and already mapped (see Figure 4.8 and 4.9).  It is assumed that similar information 

will be available for Dadaab.  

A 4.3. Market monitoring survey  

These surveys are to replace the FSOM MM for monitoring changes in price and demand and 

should be undertaken in every main market in every sub-camp, the main town market and the 

main market in Lodwar or Garissa. 

Data on prices, supply and demand is required from four sources in the market for each key 

food commodity. The same trader can provide information on more than one item. If the trader 

does not have the item listed another trader is asked after first checking information on all 

other listed of items. For each commodity, information should be sought from two traders with 

shops and two with stalls, and to get a mix of those in and out of the WFP scheme.  
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Figure A 4. 1: Map of Dadaab Camps 
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Figure A 4. 2: Map of Dagahaley Camp (Dadaab) 
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Figure A 4. 3: Map of Ifo Camp (Dadaab) 
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Figure A 4. 4: Map of Ifo2 Camp  (Dadaab) 
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Figure A 4. 5: Map of Hagadera Camp  (Dadaab) 
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Figure A 4. 6: Map of Kambioos Camp  (Dadaab) 
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Figure A 4. 7: Map of Kakuma Camp 
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Figure A 4. 8: Map of Kakuma Town and Kakuma 1 Traders 

 

 



 

Design of an impact study on up-scaling the WFP voucher programme 

71 

 

Figure A 4. 9: Map of Kakuma 2, 3 and 4 Traders   
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ANNEX 5. DATA COLLECTION TOOLS 

A 5.1 Household survey  

The questionnaire will draw upon the KHIBS, FSOM, BCM and Distribution Monitoring surveys to 

allow comparability. The key sections are : 

 Interview and household details: eg. sub-camp, head of household details, CoO, time since 

arrival, relatives in the camp, voucher experience 

 Housing and wealth indicators :  construction materials for dwelling, cooking appliance, 

asset ownership and source of electricity 

 HH roster :  HH profile, age and sex, school attendance, other nutritional programmes 

 Food consumption : quantities by items over last week and changes in demand with price 

 Expenditure : on food (last week), consumable NFIs (last month), assets (last year) 

 GFD collection : registered, collector, resale, period it lasts, opportuniyy cost for access 

 Voucher and market behaviour : purchase by items for voucher, where shopped, how they 

get there, costs incurred, availability, quality and price of food they want, resale of items 

and mobile phone ownership, charging and borrowing options 

 Decision making 

 Conflicts, tensions and thefts 

 Household coping strategies and general income:  CSI, gifts from relatives, credit, donated 

items including NFIs (and resale), debts, income from labour. 
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Section 1.  Interview and Household Details 

Camp Sub-camp Zone Block number HH Number 

     

GPS location Longitude  Latitude  

 Name of Interviewer  

Date of Interview ___/___/___ 

 Name of household head  

Age of household head (years)  

Gender of the household head M F 

Educational attainment (years spent in school)  

What year did you arrive in the camp?   

What is your country of origin? (refer to code)  

How many people live in this household?  

Do you have other family or relatives in the camp? Yes No 

Is anyone in the HH disabled? Yes No 

Does your household have a ration card? Yes No 

Has the HH received the GFD food, in the last month (4 weeks)? (Circle) Yes No 

If No, why not?  

Are you (respondent) the one who collected food, at the site? (Circle) Yes No 

Has the HH received a voucher in the last month (4 weeks)? (Circle) Yes No 

If No, why not?  

Date of receipt of last voucher (SMS message received)  (dd/mm/yy)      ___/___/___ 

How many voucher transfers have you received since August 2015?    

 

Country of Origin CODE Country of Origin CODE 

Somalia  1 Burundi 5 

South Sudan  2 DRC 6 

Sudan 3 Other refugee 7 

Ethiopia 4   
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Section 2.  Housing and Wealth indicators 

2.1 Housing 

How many dwelling units does the household have?  

How many habitable rooms does the household occupy? (excl. bathrooms, store-rooms)  

What are the walls of the main dwelling made of? (refer to code)  

What is the roof of the main dwelling made of? (refer to code)  

What is the primary type of appliance used for cooking? (refer to code)  

Is the toilet facility located within the main dwelling? Yes No 

Is the dwelling fenced? Yes No 

 

Walls of dwelling CODE Roof of dwelling CODE Cooking appliance CODE 

Stone 1 Corrugated iron sheets 1 Stone fire 1 

Brick/block 2 Tiles 2 Traditional jiko 2 

Mud/wood 3 Concrete 3 Improved jiko 3 

Wood only 4 Asbestos sheets 4 Kerosene stove 4 

Corrugated iron sheets 5 Makuti 5 Gas/electric cooker 5 

Other 6 Other 6 Other 6 

2.2 Electricity and Assets 

Does the HH have electricity? Yes No 

What is the household main source of electricity? (refer to code)  

What is the household main source of light? (refer to code)  

Does the HH own any livestock? Yes No If yes, ownership (refer to code)  

Does the HH own a TV? Yes No Does the HH own a radio? Yes No 

Does the HH own a bicycle? Yes No Does the HH own a motorbike? Yes No 

Does the HH own a generator? Yes No Does the HH own a cart? Yes No 

 

Electricity source CODE Light source CODE Livestock ownership CODE 

Community generator 1 Electricity 1 None 1 

Solar panels 2 Bio-Gas 2 Chickens only 2 

Own generator 3 Lantern/Torch 3 <5 goats  3 

Car/motorcycle battery 4 Kerosene lamp 4 >5 goats, no cattle/camel 4 

Solar lanterns 5 Candle/wax 5 <5 cattle/camel 5 

None 6 Firewood 6 >5 cattle/camels 6 

Other 7 Other 7 
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Section 3. Household Roster 
 

HH Member 

(Circle 

Respondent) 

 

In  

MCHN

2 

In any 

SFP3 

Age*4 

(Years) 

Marital 

Status  

(refer to 

code)  

Sex 

(Circle) 

Relationship 

to HHH 

(refer to code) 

Attended 

school last 

week 

Attended 

school last 

month 

Resident in 

the HH this 

last week 

1 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

2 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

3 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

4 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

5 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

6 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

7 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

8 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

9 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

10 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

11 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

12 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

13 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

14 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

15 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

16 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

17 □ □   M F  Yes No Yes No Yes No 

 

Martial status CODE Relationship to HHH CODE 

Married, single spouse 1 Head 1 

Married, one than more spouse 2 Spouse of head 2 

Single 3 Child of head 3 

Widowed 4 Parent of head 4 

Separated 5 Grand child of head 5 

Divorced 6 Adopted/fostered child 6 

Never married 7 Other 7 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                        

2
 MCHN= Maternal and child health and nutrition 

3
 SFP = supplementary feeding programme 

4
  If the respondent does not know, ask for a rough guess, don’t leave this blank. Age should be in complete years 
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Section 4. Household Expenditure 

Section 4.1 Expenditure and consumption of food and NFIs over past week 
Has the household consumed any of the following foods over the last seven days? Write the days this food has been 

consumed (put 0 if not consumed)? 

Cereals (eg. maize, rice, porridge)?  Meat (eg, beef, goat, camel)?  

Root crops (eg. potatoes, cassava)?  Organ meats (eg. liver, kidney)?   Unit Code 

Pulses (eg. beans)?  Fish (tilapia, tinned tuna etc.)?   kg 1 

Orange vegetables (eg. carrot, pumpkin)?  Eggs?   litre 2 

Green leafy vegetables (eg. spinach)?  Milk or milk products?   bunch 3 

Other vegetables (eg. tomatoes, onions)?  Sugar or sugar products?   item 4 

Orange fruits (eg. mango, papaya)?  Oils, fats or butter?   cup 5 

Other fruits (eg. banana, apple)?  Condiments (eg. tea, salt, spices)?   ? 6 

 

Food 

category 

Food item 

 

How much 

purchased? 

How much  

of the 

purchased 

consumed? 

 

How much 

consumed 

from own 

production? 

How much 

consumed 

from own 

stock? 

How much 

consumed 

from gifts and 

food aid  

How much HH 

consumed in 

total 

Quantity Unit 

code 

Kshs Quantity Unit 

code 

Quantity Unit 

code 

Quantity Unit 

code 

Quantity Unit 

code 

Quantity Unit 

code 

Cereals Maize              

 Sorghum              

 Millet              

 Wheatflour              

 Rice              

 Pasta              

 Bread              

 Porridge              

 Other 

cereals 

             

Root crops Potatoes              

 Cassava              

 Other root 

crops 

             

Pulses Beans              

 Cow peas              

 Pigeon peas              

 Green 

grams 

             

 Other pulses              

Orange veg. Carrot              

 Pumpkin              

 Other              

Green leafy 

veg. 

Sukuma               

 Spinach              

 Cabbage              

 Other green 

leafy veg. 
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Food 

category 

Food item 

 

How much 

purchased? 

How much of 

the purchased 

consumed? 

 

How much 

consumed 

from own 

production? 

How much 

consumed 

from own 

stock? 

How much 

consumed 

from gifts, 

food aid and 

other sources 

How much HH 

consumed in 

total 

Quantity Unit 

code 

Kshs Quantity Unit 

code 

Quantity Unit 

code 

Quantity Unit 

code 

Quantity Unit 

code 

Quantity Unit 

code 

Other veg. Tomato              

 Onion              

 Other veg.              

Orange 

fruits 

Mango              

 Papaya              

 Other              

Other fruits Banana              

 Apple              

 Other              

Meat Goat              

 Camel              

 Beef              

 Chicken              

 Other              

Organ meats Liver              

 Kidney              

 Other               

Fish Tilapia              

 Omena              

 Tinned tuna              

 Other fish              

Eggs Eggs              

Milk 

products 

Fresh goat 

milk 

             

 Fresh camel 

milk 

             

 Processed 

milk 

             

 Powdered 

milk 

             

 Other              

Sugar Sugar              

Oils, fats, 

butter 

Oils, fats, 

butter 

             

Condiments Salt              

 Other              
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In the past week,  

Item 

 

The percentage 

purchased and the 

percentage 

obtained from other 

sources such as 

aid/gifts? 

Total 

amount 

spent on 

purchased? 

Total value 

of amounts 

gifted? 

Were any 

items resold? 

How much did 

you get from 

reselling? 

Purchased Gifts/aid   Yes No  

Soap and other detergents     Yes No  

Candles     Yes No  

Other HH operation costs     Yes No  

Toiletries     Yes No  

Haircuts     Yes No  

Other personal care     Yes No  

Cooking fuel/charcoal     Yes No  

Electricity     Yes No  

Water     Yes No  

Travel or transport     Yes No  

Phone calls and airtime     Yes No  

Fuel/diesel     Yes No  

Milling costs     Yes No  

Domestic help     Yes No  

Other salaries     Yes No  

Entertainment     Yes No  

Education related expenses     Yes No  

Drugs or medical expenses     Yes No  

Loan repayments     Yes No  

Gifts or loans to other people     Yes No  

Other non-food expenditure     Yes No  

 

 
In summary, 

 

What the total amount you spent on food last 

week? 

 What was the total amount you spent on 

drinks last week? 

 

How much did you spend on NFIs in the last 

week? 

 How much did you spend on capital items 

in the last week? 

 

What was the total HH expenditure on all items last week? 
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Section 4.2 Expenditures in relation to price increases  

For the main food item the HH purchased under each category, ask how much the quantity purchased would change if the prices 

changed. Complete the current consumption and current prices paid from Section 4.1.  

 

Food category Food item 

(Complete for main 

item from Table 

above) 

(if none purchased 

enter 0) 

How much purchased? 

(from Table above) 

How would the quantity change if price increased by x%  (estimate new price) (refer to code) 

 

10% 20% 50% 100% 

Quantity Unit 

code 

Price New  

Price  

New  

quantity  

New  

Price  

New  

quantity 

New  

Price  

New  

quantity 

New  

Price  

New  

quantity 

Maize             

Other cereal             

Root crop             

Pulses             

Orange veg             

Green leafy veg             

Other vegetable             

Orange Fruit             

Other fruit             

Meat             

Organ meats             

Fish             

Eggs             

Milk products             

Sugar             

Oils. fats, butter             

Condiments             
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Section 4.3 NFI (and food) expenditures over past month 

 

 
Item 

 

The percentage 

purchased and the 

percentage 

obtained from other 

sources such as 

aid/gifts? 

Total 

amount 

spent on 

purchased? 

Total value 

of amounts 

gifted? 

Were any 

items resold? 

How much did 

you get from 

reselling? 

Purchased Gifts/aid   Yes No  

Food 

items 

Maize     Yes No  

Other cereals     Yes No  

Roots and tubers     Yes No  

Pulses     Yes No  

Vegetables     Yes No  

Fruits     Yes No  

Meat and organ meats     Yes No  

Fish     Yes No  

Eggs     Yes No  

Milk products     Yes No  

Sugar     Yes No  

Oils, fats, butter     Yes No  

Salt and spices     Yes No  

NFI 

item 

Soap and other detergents     Yes No  

Candles     Yes No  

Other HH operation costs     Yes No  

Toiletries     Yes No  

Haircuts     Yes No  

Other personal care     Yes No  

Cooking fuel/charcoal     Yes No  

Electricity     Yes No  

Water     Yes No  

Travel or transport     Yes No  

Phone calls and airtime     Yes No  

Fuel/diesel     Yes No  

Milling costs     Yes No  

Domestic help     Yes No  

Other salaries     Yes No  

Entertainment     Yes No  

Education related expenses     Yes No  

Drugs or medical expenses     Yes No  

Loan repayments     Yes No  

Gifts or loans to other people     Yes No  

Other non-food expenditure     Yes No  
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Section 4.4 Expenditures on durables over past year 

 

NFI item 

 

The percentage purchased 

and the percentage 

obtained from other 

sources such as aid/gifts? 

Total amount 

spent on 

purchased? 

Total value of 

amounts gifted? 

Were any 

items 

resold? 

How much 

did you get 

from 

reselling? 

purchased Gifts/aid   Yes No  

Furniture and appliances     Yes No  

Clothing and footwear     Yes No  

Shelter or housing 

materials 
    Yes No  

Livestock     Yes No  

Other     Yes No  
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Section 5.  In-kind food assistance 

When did you collect your last food ration from the FDP? dd/mm/yy)      ___/___/___ Did you sell or barter any of your ration? Yes No 

How did you get to the FDP? (refer to code)  How did you the food home? (refer to code)  

Payment in cash for transport to FDP (Kshs)  Payment in cash for transport to home (Kshs)  

Payment in-kind for transport to FDP  Payment in-kind for transport to home  

Time taken to get to FDP (in minutes)  Time taken to get home (in minutes)  

Time taken to queue for ration?  Time taken to receive ration?  

 

Food Item How much 

received 

from FDP 

(Kg)? 

 

No. Days 

Food 

Lasted 

Correct 

ration 

entitlement?  

(Tick yes) 

Reason for 

Inadequate 

Rations 

(refer to code) 

How much of the 

ration was sold or 

bartered (Kg)? 

If sold, total 

revenue in 

Kshs 

Who did you 

sell it to? (refer 

to code) 

Reason for 

selling/ 

bartering? 

(refer to code) 

How much of 

the ration was 

given away or 

shared? 

Sorghum   □       

Maize   □       

Wheatflour   □       

Other cereal   □       

Pulses   □       

Oil   □       

CSB   □       

Salt   □       

 

Means of transport CODE Reason for 

inadequate ration 

CODE Reason for selling/bartering CODE Who sold ration to CODE 

Walk 1 NA: ratio adequate 1 To buy another type of cereal 1 HH in same sub-camp 1 

Bicycle 2 Not enough at FDP 2 To buy vegetables or meat or milk 2 HH in another sub-camp 2 

Boda-boda 3 Under scooping  3 To buy other food items 3 Host community HH 3 

Car 4 ? 4 To buy non-food items 4 Trader in sub-camp 4 

Porter 5 ? 5 To pay for transport 5 Trader in another sub-camp 5 

Other (write out) 6 Other (write out) 6 To buy prepared meals 6 Trader in town 6 

    Other (write out) 7 Other (write out) 7 
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Section 6.  Voucher related questions 
 

Do you have    (Circle correct answer)   1.  SIM card   (for the voucher from UNHCR)      2. Phone    3. Both 

Did you receive a voucher this month? Yes  No  

If you didn’t receive a voucher, what was the reason (refer to code)  

 
What was the value of the voucher you received last? (Kshs) 

 

 
How long after the GFD collection did you received the voucher notification? (days) 
  

 

Have you redeemed all or part of the voucher yet? 
 

Yes No 

How much do you have left on the voucher? 
 

 

How many days after receiving the voucher did you cash some or all of it in?  

If you haven’t used the voucher yet, what is the reason? (refer to code) 
 

 

Did you use your phone to cash in the voucher? Yes No 

Did you have to pay to use a mobile phone to redeem your voucher? Yes No 

If yes, how much did you pay in total for this last voucher?  

Have you lost the sim card since the start of the voucher programme? Yes No 

Have you lost a phone since the start of the voucher prorgamme> Yes No 

Have you received sufficient information on the voucher programme and how it works? Yes No 

If No, what are the major issues that need clarification? 

 

 

 

Reason for not 

receiving voucher 

CODE Reason for not having used 

voucher 

CODE Reason for using more 

than one trader 

CODE 

Not received sim  1 Not received 1 Did not have all that I wanted 1 

Lost sim 2 Not had time 2 Prices were too high 2 

No phone access or 

not charged 

3 Traders did not have what I 

wanted 

3 Too many people waiting 3 

Didn’t collect GFD 4 Not decided what to spend it on 4 Quality was not good 4 

No network 5 Hollding as savings 5  5 

Other 6 Other 6 Other 6 
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Which market do you normally shop in?  

Which market did you mainly shop in for the voucher?  

Did you visit more than one trader? Yes No 

Main reason for visiting more than one trader? (refer to code)  

How many times did you redeem the voucher?  

Were you able to buy what you wanted with the voucher? Yes No 

If No, why?  

Do you currently obtain credit from a trader? Yes No 

If yes, did you cash in your voucher with this trader? Yes No 

Since the voucher programme has access to credit improved?   Yes No 

Are prices higher when using the voucher than with cash? Yes No 

 

Ask the respondant on the commodity seeking behaviour, sequencing each trader on each day 

Trader 

seq 

Day 

seq 

Which 

Market 

. 

How long 

to get there 

and back 

home? 

Cash 

payment 

for 

transport 

(both 

ways) 

Amount 

redeemed 

First main 

item 

purchased 

Second 

main item 

purchased 

Third 

main item 

purchased 

> 3 items 

purchased 

First          Y N 

Second          Y N 

Third         Y N 

Fourth         Y N 

Fifth         Y N 

Sixth         Y N 

Seventh         Y N 

Eighth         Y N 

Ninth         Y N 

Tenth         Y N 
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Item purchased CODE Item purchased CODE Item purchased CODE 

Maize 1 Other orange veg (write) 20 Kidney 39 

Sorghum 2 Sukuma 21 Other organ meats 40 

Millet 3 Spinach 22 Tilapia 41 

Wheatflour 4 Cabbage 23 Omena 42 

Rice 5 Other green leaf veg 

(write) 

24 Tinned tuna 43 

Pasta 6 Tomato 25 Other fish (write) 44 

Bread 7 Onion 26 Eggs 45 

Porridge 8 Other vegetable (write) 27 Fresh goat milk 46 

Other cereal (write) 9 Mango 28 Fresh camel milk 47 

Potatoes 10 Papaya 29 Processed milk 48 

Cassava 11 Bananas 30 Powdered milk 49 

Other root crops (write) 12 Apples 31 Other milk products (write) 50 

Beans 13 Other fruit (write) 32 Drinks 51 

Cowpeas 14 Goat 33 Sugar 52 

Pigeon peas 15 Camel 34 Oil, fats, butter 53 

Green grams 16 Beef 35 Salt  54 

Other pulses (write) 17 Chicken 36 Drinks 55 

Carrot 18 Other meat (write) 37 Other food items (write) 56 

Pumpkin 19 Liver 38 Non food items (write) 57 

 

Section 7. Decision-making on resources  
(refer to HH member identifier code)  

Who collected the food?  

 

 

Who redeemed the voucher? 

  

 

Who decides what to do with the food given by WFP in your household?  

 

 

Who decides what to do with voucher given by WFP in your household?  

 

 

Who makes decisions over the other household resources or important household issues? 

  

 

HH member identifier CODE HH member identifier CODE Changes CODE 

Adult male 1 Female child 4 Improved 1 

Adult female 2 Male and female jointly 5 Worsened 2 

Male child 3 Other 6 Not changed 3 
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Section 8. Security and conflict issues 

 

Since the HH started receiving vouchers, (will change to last 3 months after the baseline survey) 
 
 How have tensions in the HH changed? (refer to code) 

 

 

 How have tensions in the camps changed? (refer to code) 

 

 

 How have relations with Traders changed? (refer to code)  

How have realtions with the host community changed? (refer to code) 

 

 

How has security and petty thefts in the camps changed? (refer to code) 

 

 

Has the HH experienced any thefts in the last 3 months? 

 

Yes No 

Did you file a police report? 

 

Yes No 

Can you describe what was taken? 
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Section 9. Household coping strategies and income 

Section 9.1 Household coping strategies 

 

During the past 7 days, were there days (and if so, how many) when your household had to 

use any of the following strategies to cope with lack of food or money to buy it? Filter 

question removed. Probe for all five strategies. 

 Number of days 

       (0 to 7) 

1. Relied on less preferred and/or less expensive food   

2. Borrowed food, or relied on help from a friend or relative 

  
 

3. Reduced the quantity of food consumed by adults to ensure that children had enough to eat  

4. Reduced the number of meals eaten per day 

 
 

5. Reduced the portion size of meals 

 
 

During the past 30 days, did anyone in your 

household have to engage in any following 

behaviors due to a lack of food or a lack of 

money to buy food? 

 

If No  clarify 

response in next 

column 

 

If ‘No’, please clarify:  

1 = No, because it wasn't necessary 

2 = No, because I already sold those 

assets or did this activity and I cannot 

continue to do it 

3 = Not Applicable 

1. Sold household assets/goods (radio, furniture, 

refrigerator, television, jewelry etc.) 

  

[___] 

2. Sold last female animals   [___] 

3. Sent household members to eat elsewhere   [___] 

4. Purchased food on credit or borrowed food   [___] 

5. Sold productive assets or means of transport 

(sewing machine, wheel barrow0 

  

[___] 

6. Borrowed money   [___] 

7. Withdrew children from school   [___] 

8. Begged   [___] 

9. Engaged in illegal income activities   [___] 
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Section 9.2 Household income (Kshs) 

Has your access to credit increased since the voucher scheme? 

 

Yes No 

 

 Over the last 

month 

Over the last 3 

months 

Over the last 

year 

How much cash have you received as a gift from relatives or 

friends inside the camp? 

 

   

How much cash have you received as a gift from relatives or 

friends from outside the camp? 

 

   

How much cash have you borrowed?     

What were your HH savings (disposable income)?    

How much money did you owe?    

 

Does anyone in the HH work as an 

incentive for WFP/NGOs? 

Yes No Does anyone in the HH work as a domestic 

help or cleaner? 

Yes No 

Does anyone in the HH work as a 

skilled labourer? 

 

Yes No Does anyone in the HH have a shop? Yes No 

What is the average daily wage for 

skilled work? 

 Does anyone in the HH have a stall or other 

petty trade? 

Yes No 

Does anyone in the HH work as an 

unskilled labourer? 

Yes No Does anyone in the HH work as an artisan or 

make handicrafts? 

Yes No 

What is the average daily wage for 

unskilled work? 

 Does anyone in the HH have another type of 

business? 

Yes No 

 

 Over the last 

month 

Over the last 3 

months 

Over the last 

year 

How much income has come from skilled labour?    

How much income has come from unskilled labour?    

How much income has come from incentive work?    

How much work has come from domestic work?    

How much income has come from artisan or handicraft work? 

 

   

How much income has come from shops, trading or business? 

 

   

Can you estimate the total HH income from all sources of 

work? 

   

Can you estimate the total HH income from selling aid or gifts?    

Can you estimate the total HH income from selling 

possessions including livestock? 
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A 5.2 Trader survey  

The questionnaire will draw upon the FFV Market monitoring to allow comparability. The key 

sections are: 

 Trader details : refugee (time since arrival, CoO) /host (ethnic group), location (sub-

camp/town of shop), wholesaler/retailer, Voucher trader, how long been trading, other 

outlets  

 Voucher experience: changes in demand and revenue, client use and costs 

 Main food commodities: suppliers and sources, demand, prices 

 Employees:  current number, wages, changes 

 Income and capital assets  

 Thefts and security 
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Section 1.  Interview Details 

 
Camp or Town Sub-camp Zone Market Trader Number 

     

GPS location Longitude  Latitude  

 Name of Interviewer  

Date of Interview ___/___/___ 

 Name of Trader  

Type of Trader? (circle)                 1. Retailer            2. Wholesaler           3. Both 

Participant in the voucher program? Yes No 

When did they join the voucher programme? (date) ___/___/___ 

How long have they been trading? (years)  

Are you Kenyan or a refugee?  

If a refugee, what year did you arrive in the camp?   

If a refugee, what is your country of origin? (refer to code)  

If a refugee, do you have an alien card? Yes No 

If Kenyan, where is your home?  

Do you have a Trading licence? Yes No 

Do you own any other shops or outlets in town or the camps? Yes No 

How many shops or outlets do you own in total?  

 
Answer for this business only 

Section 2.  Voucher programme 

 

If you are a voucher participant, 
Has anyone redeemed a voucher 

today? 

Yes No How many days ago was the last 

voucher redeemed? 

 

How many voucher customers 

have you had in the last 3 days? 

 How many voucher customers have 

you had in the last 7 days? 

 

What is the average amount the 

clients redeem in one exchange? 

 What percentage of clients use your 

phone to exchange the voucher? 

 

How many phones do you have 

available for voucher customers? 

(verify by observation) 

 Do customers ever have to wait to use 

a phone? 

Yes No 

What have been the additional time 

costs for being part of the voucher 

scheme eg. training? (days) 

 What have been the total cash costs 

for being part of the voucher scheme 

eg. M-PESA ? (Kshs) 

 

What is the total amount that has 

been redeemed in vouchers since 

the start of the scheme? (Kshs) 

 What is the total amount that has been 

redeemed in vouchers in the last 

month? (Kshs) 
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Since the start of the voucher scheme, 
Has demand for food commodities increased since the start of the voucher?  Yes No 

Has your access to credit improved? Yes No 

What is your additional monthly revenue?  

Have you made any extra investments in the business? Yes No 

What is the total value of these investments?  

Have you had to increase (1) or decrease (2) or keep prices the same (0) since 

the start of the voucher scheme? 

 

Have prices increased (1), decreased (2) or stayed the same (0) over the last 

month? 
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Section 3. Main food commodities traded  

 
Most 

frequently 

purchased 

Item 

(refer to 

code if 

not on 

list write 

out) 

. 

Has 

demand 

increased 

over the 

last 

month? 

Amount sold 

in the last 

month? 

 

Cost per 

unit to 

source  

(including 

transport)?  

Cost per 

unit to 

source  

(excluding 

transport)? 

How far do 

the 

supplies 

have to 

travel (in 

km) 

Major source? 

(refer to code) 

Local product  (1) 

or imported product 

(2) (outside the 

area?) 

Current retail 

unit price 

(Kshs) 

Amount Unit 

First   Yes No         

Second   Yes No         

Third  Yes No         

Fourth  Yes No         

Fifth  Yes No         

Sixth  Yes No         

Seventh  Yes No         

Eight  Yes No         

Ninth  Yes No         

Tenth  Yes No         

 
 

Units CODE Source CODE Source CODE 

Kilograms (kg) 1 Other shops in sub-camp 1 Local producers in Kitale (Garissa) 8 

Litres (l) 2 Other shops in other sub-camps 2 Local suppliers in the camps 9 

Item 3 Other shops in town 3 Local suppliers in town 10 

50 kg crate 4 Other shops in Kitale (Garissa) 4 Suppliers in Kitale (Garissa) 11 

50 litres 5 Other shops in Nairobi 5 Suppliers in Nairobi 12 

? 6 Local producers in the camps 6 Somalia 13 

? 7 Local producers in town 7 Other (write) 14 
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Item purchased CODE Item purchased CODE Item purchased CODE 

Maize 1 Other orange veg (write) 20 Kidney 39 

Sorghum 2 Sukuma 21 Other organ meats 40 

Millet 3 Spinach 22 Tilapia 41 

Wheatflour 4 Cabbage 23 Omena 42 

Rice 5 Other green leaf veg (write) 24 Tinned tuna 43 

Pasta 6 Tomato 25 Other fish (write) 44 

Bread 7 Onion 26 Eggs 45 

Porridge 8 Other vegetable (write) 27 Fresh goat milk 46 

Other cereal (write) 9 Mango 28 Fresh camel milk 47 

Potatoes 10 Papaya 29 Processed milk 48 

Cassava 11 Bananas 30 Powdered milk 49 

Other root crops (write) 12 Apples 31 Other milk products (write) 50 

Beans 13 Other fruit (write) 32 Drinks 51 

Cowpeas 14 Goat 33 Sugar 52 

Pigeon peas 15 Camel 34 Oil, fats, butter 53 

Green grams 16 Beef 35 Salt  54 

Other pulses (write) 17 Chicken 36 Drinks 55 

Carrot 18 Other meat (write) 37 Other food items (write) 56 

Pumpkin 19 Liver 38 Non food items (write) 57 
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Section 4. Price response to demand 

Complete the items from Section 3. 

 
Most 

frequently 

purchased 

Item (refer 

to code if 

not on list 

write out) 

. 

Would you be able to meet demand if quantity demanded went up by 10,20, 50 or 100% (tick yes in box) and at what price would you 

sell each item? 

10% 20% 50% 100% 

Meet demand  Unit price Meet demand  Unit price Meet demand  Unit price Meet demand  Unit price 

First   Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  

Second   Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  

Third  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  

Fourth  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  

Fifth  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  

Sixth  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  

Seventh  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  

Eight  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  

Ninth  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  

Tenth  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  
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Section 5. Livelihood opportunities (staff employment)  

 
Do you employ any staff? Yes No How many employees do you have now?  

How many employees did you have 

one year ago? 

 How many employees did you have one 

month ago? 

 

 
Employee CoO 

. 
Resident 

in which 

camp? 

Age 

(years) 

Sex Months 

employed 

Status 

(refer to 

code) 

Family 

member or 

relative 

Daily 

salary 

First  

 

   M F   Yes No  

Second     M F   Yes No  
Third    M F   Yes No  
Fourth    M F   Yes No  
Fifth    M F   Yes No  
Sixth    M F   Yes No  
Seventh    M F   Yes No  
Eighth    M F   Yes No  
Ninth    M F   Yes No  
 

Country of Origin CODE Camp CODE Employment status CODE 

Somalia  1 Kakuma 1 1 Fulltime 1 

South Sudan  2 Kakuma 2 2 Part-time 2 

Sudan 3 Kakuma 3 3 Causal 3 

Ethiopia 4 Kakuma 4 4   

Burundi 5 Kakuma town 5   

DRC 6     

Other refugee 7     

Kenyan 8     
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Section 6. Capital assets and operating costs  

 

What is your estimated monthly turnover last month?  

What was your estimated monthly turnover the same time last year?  

What are the major constraints for access to credit? 

 

 

 

What are your stock management strategies? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Assets Quantity If owned, purchase 

price or replacement 

cost? 

. 

If rented, average 

cost per month? 

Additional operating 

costs per month? 

Store room     
Motorcycle     
Truck     
Other (write) 

 

 

 

    

 

 

Section 7. Thefts and security 

 
Have you experienced any thefts in the last 

year? 

 

Yes No Give details 

 

 

 

Have you experienced any thefts in the last 

month? 

 

Yes No Give details 
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A 5.3 Market monitoring survey  

The survey will draw upon the FSOM Market monitoring to allow comparability. The key sections are: 

 Market details: location (sub-camp/town and market name) 

 Trader details: WFP, refugee 

 Wholesale prices : prices bought at, source and supply 

 Retail prices : prices sold at, demand and availability 

 

Section 1.  Interview Details 
 

Camp/Town Sub-camp Zone Market Market number 

     

 Name of Interviewer  

Date of Interview ___/___/___ 

 

 

Section 3-5, will be the same of section 2 but for Prices 2, 3 and 4. 

Use the standard unit codes. 
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Section 2. First set of commodity prices Part 1 

 

Food category Food item 

 

Unit 

code 

Trader 

number 

WFP Refugee Price paid 

for item 

(excl. 

transport) 

Price paid 

for item 

(incl. 

transport) 

Main 

Source 

(refer to 

code) 

Supply 

problems in 

last month? 

Price sold 

(retail)  

Demand 

increased 

since last 

month? 

Cereals Maize   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Sorghum   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Millet   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Wheatflour   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Rice   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Pasta   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Bread   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Porridge   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Other cereals   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Root crops Potatoes   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Cassava   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Other root crops   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Pulses Beans   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Green grams   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Cow peas   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Pigeon peas   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Other pulses   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Orange vegs Carrot   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Pumpkin   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Other orange veg.   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Green leafy veg Sukuma    Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Spinach   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Cabbage   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Other green veg.   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Other veg. Tomato   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Onion   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Other veg   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 
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Section 2. First set of commodity prices Part 2 

Food category Food item 

 

Unit 

code 

Trader 

number 

WFP Refugee Price paid 

for item 

(excl. 

transport) 

Price paid 

for item 

(incl. 

transport) 

Main 

Source 

(refer to 

code) 

Supply 

problems in 

last month? 

Price sold 

(retail)  

Demand 

increased 

since last 

month? 

Orange fruits Mango   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Papaya   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Other   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Other fruits Banana   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Apple   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Other   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Meat Goat   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Camel   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Beef   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Chicken   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Other meat   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Organ meats Liver   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Kidney   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Other organ meat   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Fish Tilapia   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Omena   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Tinned tuna   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Other fish   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Eggs Eggs   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Milk products Fresh goat milk   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Fresh camel milk   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Processed milk   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Powder milk   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Other milk   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Sugar Sugar   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Oils, fats, butter Oils, fats, butter   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

Condiments Salt   Yes No Yes No    Yes No  Yes No 

 Other               
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A 5.4 Cost inventory 

The inventory will be established to capture all resources employed in the Voucher programme  

and the GFD activities itemised under key activities: Procurement, Communication and 

Sensitisation, Training, Monitoring, Handling and Distribution.  All unit costs and quantities 

(minimum and maximum values) will be given explicitly to allow predictions to be made in 

changing quantities with scaling-up and fluctuating unit costs.  All inputs will be given relevant 

dimensions appropriate to the type of resource and the quantities and units for calculating 

costs. For example, vehicle operation and maintenance per km travelled or number of days 

used,  equipment and building space number of days used, and personnel number of days 

worked. The set-up cost will be separated from the recurrent costs, and variable costs separated 

from fixed costs. It is recommended that the itemised costing menus are established on 

spreadsheets. All the standard approaches to annualising capital costs should be employed. An 

example Table for one actvitiy is given below. 

Table A 5.1: Example Costing Menu for Annual Recurrent Costs for One Activity  

Category Input Unit Unit costs 
(Kshs)  

 

Quantities 

Personnel Eg. Driver Per day 500 220 

Equipment Eg. Photocopier Per year 5000 1 

Vehicle purchase Eg. 4WD Per year 500000 1 

Vehicle operating and 

maintenance 

Eg. Diesel Per km 10 500000 

Supplies Eg. SIM wallets Per item 100 50000 

Office space Eg. Rental Per year 200000 1 

Office operating and 

maintenace 

Eg. Elecriticy Per year 100001  
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ANNEX 6. DATA ANALYSIS 

This section summarises how all the key variables and model parameters will be calculated. 

A 6.1 Food security 

Food security will be measured using the standard WFP FCS and DD indicators (diet quality) as in 

the FSOM surveys, and metrics on diet quantity and economic vulnerability from household 

expenditure surveys (HES) following the definitions outlined by Smith and Subandoro (2007) 

developed for the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI).  The diet quantity metrics 

rely on food energy consumption and require computing an adult equivalent factor based on 

the sex and age specific Kcal requirements for each HH member (see Table A 6.1). The data 

source and computation of these indicators are given in Table A 6.2. Other proxies to food 

energy consumption such as per capita consumption of starchy foods (cereal, tubers) or 

starchy foods plus beans and/or oil can also be explored with the data collected. 

Table A 6.1: Recommended Daily Caloric Intake by Age-Group 

Age group 

Age 9years) 

Kilocalories per day 

Male Female 

Young children <1 

1-2 

2-3 

3-5 

820 

1,150 

1,350 

1,550 

 

820 

1,150 

1,350 

1,550 

 

Older children 5-7 

7-10 

10-12 

12-14 

14-16 

16-18 

1,850 

2,100 

2,200 

2,400 

2,650 

2,850 

 

1,750 

1,800 

1,950 

2,100 

2,150 

2,150 

Adults (moderate 

activity) 

18-30 

30-60 

>60 

3,000 

2,900 

2,450 

2,100 

2,150 

1,950 

 

A 6.2 Model variables 

The calculation of the model variables (including the benchmark values), response parameters 

and model outcome are summarised in Table A 6.2.  The variables include information on 

demographics, consumption, production and costs of transport/trading. The response 

parameters are essentially elasticities to various substitutions of goods, consumption and 

production, and the model outcome is the net gain or loss of welfare.
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Table A 6.2: Indicators and Model Parameters, Data Source and Calculation Methodology 

Category Indicator Data source Calculation 

Food security HH FCS 

 

HH survey (Section 4.1) and Standard 

Tables (weightings by food group by 

WFP) 

The sum of the frequency of consumpion (number of days) for each 

food group in the last seven days weighted by a factor based on the 

nutrient density of each food group.
1 

The FCS can be compared to pre-established thresholds to classify 

HHs as : poor food consumption (0-21), borderline food consumption 

(21.5-25) and acceptable food consumption (>35) 

 HHDD HH survey (Section 4.1) The number of different food groups consumed in the past week out of 

a total of seven. HHs can be classified as having a low DD if the HHDD 

is less than some cut-off (eg 4). 

 HH daily food 

energy availability 

per capita 

HH survey (Section 3 on HH roster to 

calculate adult equivalents and Section 

4.1 for the total food consumed) and 

Standard Tables (Table A6.1 and 

standard tables for edible portion and 

ECF for each food type). 

1. Number of adult equivalents in a HH: Assign each HH 

member an adult equivalent factor which is the kcal 

requirements for their sex and age from standard references 

(see Table A6.1) divided by 2,900 kcal (adult requirement 

under moderate activitiy), then sum for all members to 

obtained total number of adult equivalents. 

2. Daily energy available for the HH: For each food item 

consumed (a) convert quantities into grams and then (b) 

calculate the total energy content of the food by multiplying the 

quantity in grams by the edible portion (value between 0 and 1) 

and the energy conversion fatcor (ECF expressed per 100 

g)/100.  Sum for all food items and divide by 7 (the recall 

period) to give the daily amount for that HH. 

3. Daily food energy availability per capita: Divide the daily 

energy available for the HH (2) by the number of adult 

equivalents in a HH (1). 

 

The HH can be classified as food energy-deficient based on the HH 

daily food energy availability per capita is less than some cut-off (eg. 

<2,050) 
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 HH percenatge 

expenditure on 

food   

 

 

 

 

 

        

HH survey (Section 4.3) The sum of the total spent on food over the past month divided by total 

household expenditure on all items.   

The HH can be classified as vulnerable to food insecurity if the HH 

percenatge expenditure on food is greater than some threshold (e.g. 

75%). 

 

- Within the sub-camps, determined for each commodity (i) and 

household type (h). 

- In the host communities, determined by secondary survey 

- Outside, determined using national aggregate commodity 

consumption data 

 

Model variables 

(benchmark 

values) 

Population 

      

UNHCR data and HH survey Total sub-camp population determined by UNHCR data, population in 

each “representative household” (h) determined by both UNHCR and 

HH survey. 

Population of “host community” and “outside” market from national 

stattistics. 

 Average 

Consumption 

(value) 

     

HH survey (Section 4.3) Average monetary value of consumption of all goods by household 

type (h) in market (c)  

 Consumption 

(value) per 

commodity 

     

                    Benchmark consumption value by household type (h) for commodity (i) 

in market (c) 

 Consumption per 

market 

    

       
 

 In each market (c), consumption of each commoditiy (i) by household 

type (h) over all households in that market. 

 Bilateral sourcing 

shares 

      

Trader survey  Share of consumption of commodity (i) in market (c) sourced from 

market (c’) 
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 Bilateral 

consumption 

      

 

            Consumption of commodity (i) in market (c) that is sourced from market 

(c’) 

 Bilateral transport 

/trading costs 

      

 

MM/trader survey Cost of transport/trading will be backed out based on the difference 

between commodity prices observed between the markets (from the 

MM survey).  

 Bilateral 

production 

      

 

               

 

 

Production of commodity (i) in market (c’) which is destined for 

consumption in market (c). Computed as the difference between 

bilateral consumption and bilateral transport/trading costs.  

 

 Own production  

   
    

HH survey Production of each commodity (i) provided by HHs in the sub-camps 

 

 In-kind food aid 

   
   

HH survey and MM survey In-kind food aid, monetized using market prices (treated as local 

production within the model). 

 Production in each 

market: 

    

        
        

          
  

  

 Total transport 

supply per camp 

  

        
    

            
Total transport/ trading services. Assumed to have a unique price 

across the camp. Assumed to be supplied by the host community (can 

be changed). 

 Factor input 

shares 

     

HH/trader survey Share of factor (f) (skilled/unskilled labour, capital, land) in the 

production of commodity (i) in market (c).  

May be = 1 for labour in agricultural commodities (at first). 

For transport, shares of labour and capital will be backed out from 

trader survey. 
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 Factor inputs 

     
=           

 Factor endowment 

shares 

     

HH survey Share of household (h) in total endowment of factor (f). 

This will come from knowing how much food they provide for 

themselves and how much income they derive from labour . 

 Factor endowment  

     

=              Total factor rewards accruing to household type (h) in market (c). 

 Non-market 

activities/ Leisure 

    

Calibrated Benchmark value will be calibrated such as to obtain the desired 

supply elasticity of labour: 

- for food producers (outside and host community markets): 

based on supply elasticity of food 

- for households within the camps: based on anectodal 

evidence? 

Model 

response 

parameters 

Elasticity of 

substitution 

between goods 

   

HH survey  Computed using price elasticity estimates. Can be combined into 

subnests if necessary. 

 Elasticity of 

substitution 

between “voucher 

consumption” and 

consumption 

    

HH survey Can be estimated by comparing the market value of vouchers with the 

market value of the food which can be bought with the vouchers.  

 Elasticity of 

substitution 

between factors of 

production 

  
  

Trader survey Value taken from outside litterature. A value close to 1 is to be 

expected (Cobb-douglas production function). 
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 Elasticity of 

substitution 

between 

consumption and 

non-market 

activities/leisure 

   

Calibrated Will be calibrated such as to obtain the desired labour supply 

elasticities. 

Model outcome Utility/welfare  

    

Computed as a combination of     and 

    (see model formulation) 

Houehold type (h)’s welfare. Welfare gain/loss from the introduction of 

vouchers can infered from changes in this variables.  

1 

1. Cereals and Tubers (2), Pulses (3), Milk, meat and fish (4), Vegetables and fruit (1) and Sugar and oil (0.5). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 


