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Glossary
Communal shelter: A shelter made of plastic sheet and wood with or 
without grass (but no mud or brick walling), that provides no privacy (e.g. 
School).
Emergency shelter: A shelter made of branches, grass, plastic sheet 
(but no mud or brick walling) that provides privacy and protection.
Round hut (Tukul): A shelter made of mud and wood with a grass roof 
(without plastic sheet), that provides privacy and protection.
Transitional shelter: A shelter that consists of mud brick walls and cor-
rugated iron roof that provides privacy and protection.
Ibrik: The ibrik is a plastic kettle of one liter and the most commonly used 
water container in the refugee camps by households to wash their hands.
Food Consumption Score (FCS): The frequency weighted diet diver-
sity score or “Food consumption score” is a score calculated using the 
frequency of consumption of different food groups consumed by a house-
hold during the 7 days before the survey (WFP, 2008).
Livelihood Coping Strategies (LCS): The indicator is derived from a 
series of questions regarding the household’s experience with livelihood 
stress and asset depletion during the 30 days prior to survey. Responses 
are used to understand the stress and insecurity faced by households 
and describes their capacity to regarding future productivity (WFP, CARI 
Guidance, 2015).
Coping Strategies Index (CSI): The Coping Strategies Index (CSI) is 
an indicator of household food security that is relatively simple and quick 
to use, straightforward to understand, and correlates well with more com-
plex measures of food security. A series of questions about how house-
holds manage to cope with a shortfall in food for consumption results in a 
simple numeric score (The Coping Strategies Index, WFP, 2008).
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REACH facilitates the development of information tools and 
products that enhance the capacity of aid actors to make 
evidence-based decisions in emergency, recovery and 
development contexts. All REACH activities are conducted 
through inter-agency aid coordination mechanisms. 
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Key findings
This report presents the main findings of the inter-agency Multi-Sector Needs Assessment (MSNA), coordinated by UNHCR and with 
technical support from REACH, conducted in the four refugee camps of Maban County between 30 October and 18 November 2017.  
The aim of this exercise was to inform humanitarian planning and response for UNHCR and partners operating in the refugee camps. For 
more details on the methodology and findings see the full report below, this section presents a summary of the key findings.
Food Security and Livelihoods

• The food consumption score (FCS) was below the acceptable threshold for 28% of households in the four camps who had a poor 
score and for 29% with a borderline score. 

• The livelihood coping strategies index (CSI) indicates that 56% of households used emergency coping strategies, the most difficult 
to reverse, during the 30 days preceding data collection (19% of households used stress coping strategies, 11% of households used 
crisis coping strategies and 13% of households did not adopt coping strategies). 

Education
• On average, 26% households reported that boys and girls were not regularly attending school during the assessed period. According 

to a key informant (KI), lack of teaching materials and uniforms, absence of feeding programs, lack of parental support and bad quality 
of teaching were the most common reasons for children not attending school. 

Protection
• Assessed households reported movements between the refugee camps and the Blue Nile State (Sudan), as well as other locations 

inside South Sudan. 
• Overall, 20% of the households reported that members of their family temporarily returned to Sudan during the last six months, mostly 

to cultivate crops and visit family or friends. 
• 30% of households reported that they had members of their family permanently leaving the camp. They mostly left to Renk (42%) and 

Ethiopia (20%) in search of livelihoods sources (40%) or education opportunities (25%). 
• Reported destinations and routes of refugee community members who temporarily or permanently left the camps to Sudan and other 

locations inside South Sudan varied according to the camp and the communities.
• The most reported protection concerns were family separation for both women and men (24% and 21%), child labour for boys (29%) 

and early or forced marriage for girls (42%). 
Camp management 

• 70% of households reported knowing of the existence of sectoral committees in the camp, 58% reported being aware of monthly 
meetings with sectoral committees and camp management, and 57% reported knowing of the existence of regular meetings between 
sectoral committee members and camp residents.

Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH)
• Clean water was reportedly available to almost all refugees living in the four camps with 74% of households reporting spending less 

than 30 minutes to collect water from the nearest tapstand. 
• The majority of respondents reported defecating in family-owned and built latrines (40%), in latrines built by an NGO (25%) or in 

latrines built by the community (20%). However, defecating in the bushes was still a reported practice in the camps mostly due to a 
lack of latrines or materials to build them, or because of flooding damaging the infrastructure.

• Previous sanitation and hygiene campaigns promoted in the camps by partners appear to have had a positive impact on the behaviour 
of camp residents who reported using mostly soap (52%) or ash (31%) to clean their hands. 

Shelter 
• The most commonly observed type of shelter in the four camps was transitional (33%), followed by tukul (29%) and emergency 

shelter (20%). 
• 60% of households reported that their shelter had been affected by flooding during the last rainy season.

Environment
• Assessed households from the camps reported a high dependence on natural resources around the camps, such as wood, for fuel 

purposes. Almost all households (97%) reported using wood as main source of fuel for cooking or lighting purposes.  
• Fuel was mostly collected by women in the camp (85%). However, men were increasingly engaged in the collection of firewood (an 

activity generally conducted by women) because of tensions and fear of attacks by refugees and host community members and 
because of the long distances to the collection points. 
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To ensure random sampling, the enumerator teams randomly 
selected households by travelling in an assigned direction and 
collecting data from every fifth household.

Qualitative data collection
A total of ten FGD sessions were conducted between 14 and 
18 November 2017, reaching around 90 participants in total in 
the four camps. The questioning route is available in Annex II. 
Male youth, women and sheikhs3 were selected to participate in 
the FGD to contextualize and explain the quantitative data. The 
information collected from FGDs was recorded by a translator with 
the guidance of both the community and FGD facilitator.  
Five key informant interviews (KII) were conducted with NGO staff 
operating in Maban4 to better understand and explain specific 
dynamics found in the quantitative data. Finally, direct observation 
was incorporated into the shelter and WASH section of the 
household survey, where enumerators recorded the shelter and 
water container type they observed.
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Introduction
Violence between the Sudan Armed Forces (SAF) and Sudan 
People’s Liberation Movement-North (SPLM-N) in Sudan’s 
Kordofan State and Blue Nile State began in 2011, resulting in 
large scale displacement. To date, over 200,000 refugees have 
crossed the border into South Sudan, with 142,214 housed in 
the four refugee camps established in Maban County, Upper 
Nile State: Doro, Gendrassa, Kaya, and Yusif Batil.1 A number of 
humanitarian agencies have been operational in the camps under 
the coordination of the United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees (UNHCR). 
This report presents the main findings of the inter-agency Multi-
Sector Needs Assessment (MSNA), coordinated by UNHCR and 
with technical support from REACH, conducted in the four refugee 
camps of Maban County between 30 October and 18 November 
2017. 
The objectives of this exercise were: 1) fill critical information 
gaps that cut across the refugee camps in Maban County, 2) 
provide a multi-sector profile of each camp in Maban, and 3) 
provide comparable and relevant quantitative and qualitative data 
regarding the humanitarian situation and provision of services to 
refugees in Maban.

Methodology
This assessment aimed to create a profile of living conditions, 
access to services and top priority needs of refugees living in 
Maban refugee camps, according to heads of households. A 
quantitative and qualitative mixed methods approach was used. 

Inter-agency assessment tool design 
Before the start of data collection, REACH engaged with UNHCR 
and key refugee response organizations2 to solicit and agree 
upon main information gaps and indicators needed to understand 
multi-sector needs in the camps. The final output of the inception 
workshop, which took place on 18 October in Maban, was the 
creation of common and agreed indicators. These indicators were 
then developed into a structured household questionnaire and a 
focus group discussion (FGD) questioning route. 
Partners on the ground (UNHCR, ACTED and DRC) provided 
logistical support during the quantitative data collection, as well as 
translation and facilitation support during FGDs. 

Quantitative data collection
A structured questionnaire (Available in Annex I) was deployed, 
covering 1,553 refugee households, using smartphones and the 
Open Data Kit (ODK) application. Data was representative with a 
margin of error 5% and 95% confidence level (see Map 1).
Four enumerator teams composed of twelve people each 
conducted the household surveys in each camp, after a two-day 
training and pilot surveys. 
Random sampling was designed using available UNHCR 
population data and respondents were asked to present their 
UNHCR ID number, ensuring the final dataset did not cover the 
same household twice. 

1. As of October 2017, data available on the UNHCR Information 
Sharing Portal.
2. Partners attending the MSNA Inception Workshop were UNHCR, 
ACTED, DRC, SP, STC and JRS.
3. Community leader amongst the ethnic groups from Sudan.
4. KIIs conducted with UNHCR and ACTED staff members.

18 October Inception workshop in Maban 
with UNHCR and partners

24-27 October Development of the tool
and training of enumerators

30 October - 18 November 
Data collection 

19-21 November 
Data cleaning and analysis

22 November Production of factsheets 
(one per camp) showing 
preliminary findings 

December Final report

OCTOBER 

NOVEMBER 

DECEMBER 

Figure 1: Timeline of the MSNA assessment

Image 1: Training of enumerators in Doro camp (October 2017)

http://data.unhcr.org/SouthSudan/region.php?id=25&country=251
http://data.unhcr.org/SouthSudan/region.php?id=25&country=251
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This section presents the main findings for the priority needs in 
the camps, followed by the food security, livelihoods, education, 
protection, environment, WASH, camp management and shelter 
sectors.

Priority Needs
The greatest reported need across three of the four camps 
was access to food (69% in Yusif Batil, 65% in Kaya and 56% 
in Gendrassa) suggesting limited access to resources to buy 
available food at the market and a strong dependence on 
humanitarian assistance in order to access food. In Gendrassa, 
Kaya and Yusif Batil, security concerns, access to shelter and 
access to education were the second most frequently reported 
need (Figure 2). In Doro, 32% of households reported security as 
the greatest need in the camp, followed by non-food items (NFI) 
(19%), access to education (15%) and only as fourth priority for 
the assessed households access to food (14%).  
Lower percentages of assessed households also reported access 
to shelter (11% in Gendrassa, 9% in Kaya, 6% in Doro and 5% in 
Yusif Batil), access to employment (7% in Doro, 4% in Gendrassa 
and Kaya and 2% in Yusif Batil) and access to water (8% in Kaya 
and 3% in Gendrassa) as other common priority needs for their 
households. 

Access to 
education

Access to 
shelter

Access to 
employment

Security

Access to 
food

Doro Gendrassa Kaya Yusif Batil

14%

32%

15%

6%

7%

56%

10%

9%

11%

65%

1%

4%

4%

69%

6%

6%

5%

4% 2%

9%

Access to 
water

Access to 
NFI

Access to 
healthcare

1%

19%

2%

3%

1%

8%

1%

1%

2%

2% 1%

1%

Bunj

Kaya
5,573

Yusif Batil
9,404

Gendrassa
4,089

Doro 12,862

Sudan

Ethiopia

Kenya
Uganda

Central 
African 
Republic

Democratic 
Republic 
of Congo

Maban
Upper Nile

Juba

368 HH surveys

379 HH surveys
2 Focus Group 
Discussions

2 Focus Group 
Discussions

397 HH surveys

3 Focus Group 
Discussions

409 HH surveys

3 Focus Group 
Discussions

Population size
households
(as 31 October 2017)

Figure 2: Proportion of households reporting each type of need  
- Most common answers

Map 1: MSNA data collection



Food security and Livelihoods
Food consumption score (FCS)5

More than a third of the households in all four camps were facing 
moderate challenges accessing food, with 69% of households 
in Doro, 54% in Yusif Batil, 44% in Kaya and 35% in Gendrassa 
having a poor or borderline food consumption score (FCS). The 
high proportion of households with a poor or borderline FCS in 
Doro camp might be related to the conflict that affected refugees 
living in Doro during December 20166 and May 20177 disrupting 
cultivation and storage of food. 
On average, the majority of households reported consuming two 
meals per day (62% in Gendrassa, 60% in Yusif Batil, 56% in Doro 
and 53% in Kaya). A minority of households reported having on 
average three meals per day (26% in Gendrassa, 23% in Yusif 
Batil, 19% in Kaya and 10% in Doro).  

Sources of food purchased
Overall, the majority of households reported buying food at the 
local market (66% in Yusif Batil, 65% in Kaya, 64% in Gendrassa 
and 60% in Doro), followed by food assistance (31% in Doro, 25% 
in Gendrassa and Kaya and 15% in Yusif Batil). Minor proportions 
of households also reported cultivating and grazing animals as 
sources of food for their households (8% in Doro and Yusif Batil, 
7% in Gendrassa and 6% in Kaya). 
However, the source of food depends on the food group, 
with cereals, pulses and oil mostly coming from general food 
distribution (GFD): 87% in Doro, 68% in Gendrassa and Kaya 
and 42% in Yusif Batil. Meat, milk, vegetables, fruits, sweets and 
condiments were mostly purchased at the market (85% in Doro, 
84% in Kaya, 82% in Gendrassa and 79% in Yusif Batil). Overall, 
macronutrients (carbs, protein, oil) mostly came from the GFD, 
while most micronutrients (Vitamin A, etc.) were coming from the 
market in Maban.
GFDs, which distribute cereals, pulses and oils, are conducted 
once per month in all camps. Among households receiving food 
assistance, only 29% in Doro, 27% in Kaya, 18% in Gendrassa 
and 15% in Yusif Batil camp reported that food from distributions 
lasted for four weeks or more. 

6
5. The Food Consumption Score (FCS) is calculated using “the 
frequency of consumption of different food groups consumed by a 
household during the 7 days before the survey” (WFP, 2008).
6. Conflicts and Tensions between communities in Gendrassa, 
Maban County, South Sudan, REACH, January 2017 (link).
7. Tensions and peace drivers between refugees and host 

communities in Kaya Camp, Maban County, South Sudan, REACH,  
September 2017 (link).

Income spent on food
A large majority of households reportedly spent all their income 
buying food, especially in Gendrassa (71%) and Yusif Batil (70%). 
This percentage was lower in Kaya and Doro (25% respectively) 
but a large proportion of households still reported spending more 
than half of their income to purchase food (39% in Doro and 28% in 
Kaya). Overall, the assessed households with a poor or borderline 
FCS and spending all or most of the income to buy food were 
43% in Yusif Batil, 32% in Gendrassa, 29% in Doro and 25% in 
Kaya suggesting vulnerability to income or market shocks when 
accessing food. 

Figure 3: Food consumption score (FCS) index

Figure 4: Sources of food: All food groups - Most common answers

Doro Gendrassa Kaya Yusif Batil

60%

31%

8%

64%

25%

65%

6%

66%

15%

7% 8%

25%

Market

Food
assistance

Own
production

Figure 5: Proportion of households reportedly spending each share of 
income on purchasing food

Half of the 
income
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of the income
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the income

Most of the 
income

All of the income

Doro Gendrassa Kaya Yusif Batil

25%

39%

14%

7%

71%

14%

11%

3%

29%

33%

28%

3%

70%

14%

6%

4%

1% 6%

7%

25%

Doro Gendrassa Kaya Yusif Batil

36%

33%

31%

12%

23%

13%

56%

31%

23%

65% 46%

31%

Poor

Borderline

Acceptable

Market
Yusif Batil market is the largest in terms of quantity of goods 
available. During FGDs, households in Gendrassa reported that 
they generally went to Batil market “because it is the biggest 
and they find more products”. During FGDs, women in Kaya 
reported that they used to go to Yabus (near Ethiopia) to buy 
food, an activity no longer possible due to the insecurity on the 
road, reducing the households’ capacity to find complementary 
sources of food. During FGDs conducted in Doro, participants 
reported that households used to sell the products they cultivate 
in Blue Nile (Sudan) in order to buy clothes and supplementary 
foods. According to Doro residents, the availability of items was 
not a concern but “the family capacity to purchase the goods is 
now decreased”. In all the camps, respondents reported an overall 
increase of the prices in the market during the assessed period for 
all goods in the market during the assessment period, suggesting 
a stronger reliance on humanitarian food distributions. 

http://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/manual_guide_proced/wfp197216.pdf
http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/system/files/resource-documents/reach_ssd_report_maping_tensions_and_disputes_between_refugees_and_host_community_in_gendrassa_maban_jan_2016.pdf
http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/system/files/resource-documents/reach_ssd_executivesummary_kayapeaceful_sep2017.pdf


in Kaya the migration of the household was the most frequently 
reported adopted coping strategy (35%), closely followed by 
selling the last female animal (34%) and engaging in risky or illegal 
activities (31%). 
Among the households reported using an emergency coping 
strategy, 64% reported the migration of the household elsewhere 
to compensate the lack of food and also reported that at least one 
member of their household left the camp permanently during the 
last six months, which further indicates that household members 
leaving the camps are seeking additional sources of food and 
livelihood opportunities.

7
8. The livelihoods-based coping strategies index is used to better 
understand longer-term coping capacity of households and “is 
derived from a series of questions regarding the household’s 
experience with livelihood stress and asset depletion during the 30 
days prior to survey” (The Coping Strategies Index, WFP, 2008).

9. Stress coping strategies reduce ability to deal with shocks in 
future.
10. Crisis coping strategies directly reduce future productivity for 
persons of concerns.
11. Emergency coping strategies affect future production, are more 
difficult to reverse and more extreme in nature for the household.

Livelihoods coping strategies8

According to the livelihoods coping strategies index, the majority 
of households in all four camps reported using emergency 
coping strategies in the 30 days preceding data collection: 59% 
in Gendrassa, 57% in Kaya and 56% in Doro and Yusif Batil. 
Conversely, only 19% of households reported not adopting coping 
strategies in Kaya, 16% in Yusif Batil, 12% in Doro and 7% in 
Gendrassa.

However, this indicator only takes into account the most extreme 
coping behaviour used by a singular household. That means that 
if a household reported using one stress coping strategy, one 
crisis coping strategy and one emergency coping strategy, the 
final indicator will only consider the emergency coping strategy. 
To have a better overall idea of the different livelihood coping 
strategies used in the four camps, these indicators have been 
disaggregated by type of coping strategy. 
The most used stress coping strategy in the four camps was 
borrowing money and/or purchasing food on credit (69% in 
Gendrassa, 60% in Doro, 57% in Yusif Batil and 56% in Kaya). 
Similarly, indicative of households resorting to strategies to cope 
with a lack of food or resources to buy food, most households 
reported having outstanding debts (62% in Doro, 55% in 
Gendrassa and Yusif Batil and 43% in Kaya).
In Doro and Yusif Batil the most common crisis strategy used by 
the respondents was consuming seeds stock due to a lack of 
food or money to buy food (69% in Doro, 47% in Kaya, 46% in 
Yusif Batil and 45% in Gendrassa). In Doro and Yusif Batil the 
most common crisis strategy used by the respondents was selling 
productive assets or means of transport due to a lack of food or 
money to buy food (40% in Doro and 36% in Yusif Batil) indicating 
that households are reducing longer term income opportunities to 
maintain short term food consumption.
A majority of households used at least one emergency coping 
strategy in order to buy food (59% in Gendrassa, 57% in Kaya, 
56% in Doro and Yusif Batil). In Yusif Batil, Doro and Gendrassa, 
among households reported using an emergency coping strategy, 
selling the last female animal was the most frequently coping 
strategy (39% in Doro and Gendrassa, 38% in Yusif Batil) while 

Emergency
coping

strategies

Doro Gendrassa Kaya Yusif Batil

56%

27%

6%

12%

59%

19%

15%
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14%

19%

57%

17%

11%

7% 16%

11%

Crisis
coping

strategies

Stress
coping

strategies

HH not adopting
coping 

strategies

Figure 6: Proportion of households reportedly resorting to each 
category of livelihood-based coping strategies
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Figure 7: Most commonly reported “stress” coping strategies9

Figure 8: Most commonly reported “crisis” coping strategies10
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Figure 9: Most commonly reported “emergency” coping strategies11
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Education
Overall, between 22% to 29% of all households reported boys and 
girls were not regularly attending school (29% of households12 in 
Doro, 25% in Gendrassa, 23% and Yusif Batil and 22% in Kaya).
The main reported reason for children not attending school was a 
lack of school supplies (67% in Kaya, 54% in Gendrassa and 47% 
in both Doro and Yusif Batil). During FGDs, respondents stressed 
a lack of teaching materials (such as pens and books), uniforms 
and shoes in the camps, hampering the ability of students to attend 
school. A KI reported that lack of teaching materials was more of 
an issue in Doro, because the distribution of uniforms and teaching 
materials was reportedly less frequent compared to the other three 
camps.

The second most frequently cited reason for children not attending 
school was a lack of food at school, especially in Kaya (54%) and 
Doro (42%). During FGDs, sheiks in Kaya explained that hungry 
children used to go to the market and beg instead of going to school. 
According to a KI, the reduction of general food distribution (GFD), 
caused by cuts in the overall humanitarian funding in Maban, could 
explain this. According to a KI, some of the children were also sent 
to work (in agriculture, grazing livestock or at the market) and, once 
older, they preferred moving out of the camps, particularly to Renk, 
to participate in income-generating activities. 
Finally, a poor teaching quality, especially in Gendrassa and Doro 
(both 34%) and the long distance to the nearest school (41% in 
Doro, 30% in Gendrassa, 28% in Yusif Batil and 23% in Kaya) were 
other commonly reported reasons for children not attending school. 
The lack of secondary school in Doro camp was a factor adding 
further complexity to the education situation in Maban limiting 
youth access to skills needed to obtain jobs.
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Livelihoods
In Doro and Kaya, the main reported source of income was selling 
firewood and charcoal (32% of households in Doro and 28% in 
Kaya), followed by cultivating crops (23% and 17%), casual labour 
(18% and 10%) and selling tea in the market (17% and 13%). In 
Gendrassa, households reported casual labour as their main source 
of income (21%), followed by cultivating crops (14%) and selling 
tea in the market (13%). In Yusif Batil, casual labour, collection of 
firewood for selling and cultivation of crops were the main sources 
of income (23%, 19% and 16% of households respectively). 
Data showed a correlation between cultivation of crops and an 
acceptable FCS in Gendrassa, Kaya and Yusif Batil indicating that 
successful cultivation, even on a small scale, appears to have 
a positive effect on the households’ food consumption. In Doro, 
allegedly because of the recent relocation of the camp population 
and the consequent impact on the households’ livelihood capacity, 
this correlation appeared less evident.

A majority of households reported having planted during last year 
(70% in Gendrassa, 69% in Kaya, 67% in Batil and 65% in Doro) 
and they reported having planted mostly in land within the refugee 
camp (86% in Kaya, 82% in Batil, 76% in Gendrassa and 69% in 
Doro). 
Around one third of households reported owning livestock (34% in 
Yusif Batil, 32% in Doro and Gendrassa, and 30% in Kaya) which 
was mostly grazed in the land inside the refugee camp (64% in 
Kaya, 52% in Yusif Batil, 48% in Doro and 38% in Gendrassa). 
Households reported grazing livestock also in the land in Sudan 
(32% in Gendrassa, 31% in Doro, 25% in Batil and 13% in Kaya) 
suggesting that movement between Sudan and the refugee camps 
was crucial to livelihoods, and when this movement is restricted, 
livelihoods will also be disrupted. Households also reported 
cultivating in the host community land (29% in Gendrassa, 22% 
in Doro and Yusif Batil and 22 % in Kaya) which could represent 
a potential source of tension with the host community with which 
relations were already tense in the past especially concerning 
access to the land to cultivate and graze livestock.

12. For this section, boys and girls (6-17 years old) had been 
aggregated in one single category.

Figure 10: Proportion of households reporting each primary source of 
income- Most common answers
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Figure 11: Proportion of households reporting each reason for 
children not attending school
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Map 2: Distance of shelters from primary school in Doro camp

Map 3: Distance of shelters from primary school in Gendrassa camp

Map 4: Distance of shelters from primary school in Kaya camp

Map 5: Distance of shelters from primary school in Yusif Batil camp
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Protection
Assessed households reported temporary and permanent 
movement between the camps and Blue Nile, as well as other 
locations inside South Sudan.

Temporary movements to Sudan
In Doro, 32% of households reported members of the household 
travelled to Sudan and came back to the camp during the last six 
months. In Kaya, this percentage was 18% and slightly lower in 
Gendrassa and Yusif Batil (10%).
In Doro, the main reported reasons for travelling to Sudan were 
linked to livelihood activities such as cultivating crops and visiting 
family or friends (both 56%). During FGDs conducted in Doro, 
sheiks, women and youth explained that refugees were going 
back to cultivate (cereals, maize and beans) and to graze animals. 
Women also reported that people mostly went to Belila, Samari, 
Yabus and Belatuma where they used to trade products and where 
it was possible to get involved in gold mining activities. Youths 
reported looking for economic support from their relatives still 
living in Blue Nile and they also mentioned the tension between 
refugees and host communities as another motivation to go back 
to Sudan.
In Gendrassa and Yusif Batil, households reported temporarily 
returning to Sudan mostly because of the security situation in the 
camp (53% in Gendrassa and 44% in Yusif Batil). In Kaya, people 
temporarily left to trade (49%), graze livestock (43%) and to 
cultivate (34%). In these three camps FGDs respondents stressed 
that fewer people were going back to Blue Nile, and this because 
of the fear of attacks on the road and the tensions with refugee 
communities at the border with Sudan. 

Respondents reported instead an increase of movements of 
people from the camps in Maban to Renk, near the border with 
Sudan, mostly in order to engage in casual labour activities.
A further element explaining the lower percentage of people 
travelling from Gendrassa, Yusif Batil and Kaya could be linked 
to the different route they had to take compared to the ones in 
Doro. In order to reach Blue Nile State, residents from Doro were 
able to cross the closest border to Sudan and reach home after a 
day’s walk. On the other hand, and since intercommunal fighting 
in Sudan began, people from Gendrassa, Kaya and Yusif Batil 
had to take an alternative route passing through Paloich and up to 
Renk before eventually crossing the border to Sudan (See map 6). 
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Tensions among refugee commu-
nities in Maban took place in May 
2017. Since then, people from 
Gendrassa, Kaya and Yusif Batil 
no longer feel safe crossing the 
border to Sudan near Doro camp. 
They instead take an alternative 
route passing through Paloich and 
up to Renk before eventually 
crossing into Sudan. 

Map 6: Displacement routes from Maban refugee camps to Blue Nile



Permanent movements to Sudan
In Doro, 17% of households reported that members of their 
household left the camp permanently in the last six months. This 
percentage was higher in Kaya (41%), Yusif Batil (40%) and 
Gendrassa (34%). Households in Doro reporting members of their 
family leaving the camp, stated that the majority went back to Blue 
Nile (58%) and to Ethiopia (38%), while respondents from the other 
three camps reported Renk (59% in Kaya, 46% in Yusif Batil and 
39% in Gendrassa) and Paloich as first destinations. 
Also, while respondents from Gendrassa, Kaya and Yusif Batil 
reported the search for livelihoods activities as the main reason for 
their departure (respectively 44%, 42% and 40%), refugees from 
Doro mostly left because of a lack of education opportunities (38%) 
and to reunite with family (30%). During FGDs, respondents in Doro 
reported a lack of secondary school as an important reason why 
refugees decided to leave to Ethiopia looking for higher education 
opportunities.

Protection concerns
The most reported concern for women in the camps was family 
separation (52% in Kaya, 21% in Doro, 19% in Yusif Batil and 
11% in Gendrassa) mostly because, according to a KI, sometimes 
men leave the camp for two or three years looking for sources of 
income elsewhere. Other reported protection concerns for women 
were domestic violence (19% in Yusif Batil and Gendrassa, 11% 
in Doro and 9% in Kaya) and forced marriage (14% in Doro and 
Gendrassa, 13% in Yusif Batil and 5% in Kaya). Women who 
participated in the FGDs reported the consumption of alcohol in 
the camps as a security concern. 
The main reported protection concern for girls in the four camps 
was early or forced marriage (50% in Doro, 41% in Gendrassa, 
35% in Yusif Batil and 32% in Kaya), mostly due to cultural attitudes 
to marriage, according to a KI. Sexual violence and exploitation 
were also reported to be a concern in the camps, especially in 
Gendrassa and Yusif Batil (11% and 10% respectively in both 
camps). According to a KI, there have been reported cases of girls 
that went to the market in Batil to sell tea and other products, and 
in exchange for money, they were subjected to sexual exploitation 
by men. A KI reported that perpetrators usually remain unknown. 
The main reported security concerns for men were family separation 
(45% in Kaya, 24% in Yusif Batil, 16% in Gendrassa and 13% in 
Doro) and killing or injuries (25% in both Gendrassa and Yusif Batil, 
13% in Doro and 3% in Kaya). Moreover, and according to a KI, 
forced recruitment was also a concern in the camps, especially in 
Gendrassa. The main reported protection concerns for boys was 
child labour (36% in Doro, 31% in Kaya, 23% in Yusif Batil and 
18% in Gendrassa), forced recruitment (20% in Yusif Batil, 15% in 
Gendrassa, 13% in Kaya and 3% in Doro) and family separation 
(17% in Kaya, 14% in Yusif Batil, 13% in Gendrassa and 4% in 
Doro). According to a KI, parents used to send boys to graze 
livestock instead of going to school to supplement the household 
income. 
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Camp management
The majority of respondents in all four camps reported to be aware 
of the existence of sectorial committees (77% in Gendrassa, 72% 
in Doro and 65% in Kaya and Yusif Batil). 
Among these, the most known committee in Yusif Batil, Gendrassa 
and Kaya was the health committee (78%, 77% and 73%), followed 
by the women committee (69% in Gendrassa and Kaya, 60% in 
Yusif Batil and 52% in Doro). Food and youth committees were well 
known according to respondents in Gendrassa and Kaya, but less 
known in Doro and Yusif Batil (see Figure 12). 

During FGDs, women in Gendrassa reported knowing the different 
sectoral committees and their role and reported to find them useful. 
A large majority of respondents in each camp also reported knowing 
that regular monthly meetings take place between the sectoral 
committee and the camp management (89% in Doro, 82% in Yusif 
Batil, 79% in Kaya and 77% in Gendrassa). During FGDs, women 
in Gendrassa reported the existence of a good communication 
among camp residents and sectoral committees. However, this 
point of view was not shared by sheiks in Doro and Kaya who 
reported camp management did not consult them frequently. 
The majority of households also reported the presence of regular 
meetings in their village13 between sectoral committee members 
and camp residents (85% in Yusif Batil, 83% in Doro and Gendrassa 
and 76% in Kaya). The majority of households in Doro (80%) 
reported that these meeting take place on a monthly basis, while in 
Gendrassa, Kaya and Yusif Batil respondents reported that these 
meetings occur every two weeks (43% in Kaya, 42% in Yusif Batil 
and 39% in Kaya). However, sheiks reported during FGDs that 
communication was not always good between camp management 
and camp residents. According to them, the information was not 
often transmitted by sectoral committees to the camp residents, 
and this seems to be an area which can be better developed in 
the future. 

Figure 12: Proportion of households reportedly aware of each 
Sectoral Committee (select multiple) - Most common answers

Women

Food

Youth

Health

Doro Gendrassa Kaya Yusif Batil

37%

52%

42%

40%

77%

69%

60%

73%

69%

65%

78%

60%

40%

67% 60%

71%

13. Subdivision existing in the refugee camps in Maban County 
generally based on the ethnic origin of the residents.



Hygiene
Overall the large majority of households (more than 75% in each 
camp) reported using either soap or ash to wash their hands (93% 
in Gendrassa, 93% in 91% in Yusif Batil, 84% in Kaya and 75% in 
Doro), indicating a high awareness of hygiene practices.
During FGDs, respondents explained that there had been several 
hygiene focused hand-washing campaigns promoted by partners 
and reported that there was a widespread awareness of the need 
to wash hands. The ibrik15 was the most common observed hand-
washing facility in the camps (55% in Kaya, 55% in Doro, 51% in 
Gendrassa and 45% in Yusif Batil). Respondents had also been 
observed using bucket with water and soap (17% in Kaya and 8% 
in the other three camps) or bucket with water and ash (11% in 
Doro, 10% in Yusif Batil, 9% in Kaya and 4% in Gendrassa).

Water and sanitation
Water
Access to clean water was reportedly available to almost all 
refugees living in the four camps. Time spent by households in 
order to get water from the closest water point and come back 
was less than one hour for the large majority of respondents 
(97% in Yusif Batil, 96% in Gendrassa, 94% in Kaya and 87% 
in Doro). According to the Sphere Standards in post-emergency 
situations14, a shelter should be situated within a 200 metre radius 
from a water point. However, the spatial analysis revealed that 
some shelters did not meet this standard (see map 7 to 10), 
especially in Gendrassa where 24% of them were located further 
than 200 meters from a tapstand. Similarly, in Yusif Batil 21% of 
shelters did not meet Sphere Standards, while in Doro and Kaya 
the proportion was lower (18% and 8% respectively). 

Sanitation
Overall, respondents reported defecating mostly in family owned 
and constructed latrines (48% in Kaya, 46% in Gendrassa 
and 43% in Doro), in latrines built by an NGO (48% in Yusif 
Batil) and in communal latrines. However, some households 
reported defecating in the bushes or outside the camp, 
especially in Doro where 22% of assessed households reported 
members of their family used to practice open defecation. 
The majority of households in all the four camps reported having 
a toilet within the shelter (89% in Yusif Batil, 85% in Kaya, 62% in 
Gendrassa and 60% in Doro), and a shower/bathing area (78% in 
in Kaya, 73% in Yusif Batil, 57% in Gendrassa and 54% in Kaya).  
However, during FGDs, sheiks, women and youth reported that 
open defecation was a major issue caused by of a lack of latrines, 
a lack of materials to build the latrines and/or a lack of expertise 
on how to build them once the materials were received by NGOs. 
Moreover, residents reported many latrines collapsed during 
recent flooding. 
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14. According to Sphere Standards for post-emergency situations. 
15. Ibrik is a plastic kettle of one liter and one of the most common 
water containers in the refugee camps. It is mostly used by 
households to wash their hands.

Map 7: Distance of shelters from tapstands in Doro camp Map 9: Distance of shelters from tapstands in Kaya camp

Map 8: Distance of shelters from tapstands in Gendrassa camp Map 10: Distance of shelters from tapstands in Yusif Batil camp
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Figure 13: Proportion of households using each type of latrine  
- Most common answers
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https://emergency.unhcr.org/entry/32948/emergency-water-standard
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16. Doro Refugee Camp - flood mapping, Maban County, South 
Sudan, REACH, August 2017 (link).
16. Bunj town hydrology and assessed flooded points, Maban 
County, South Sudan, REACH, August 2017 (link).

Shelter
Shelter type
The main observed types of shelter in the refugee camps were 
tukuls, round huts made of mud and wood with a grass roof (42% 
in Doro, 28% in Kaya, 18% in Yusif Batil and 17% in Gendrassa), 
transitional shelters consisting of mud brick walls and corrugated 
iron roof (55% in Gendrassa, 39% in Yusif Batil, 28% in Doro and 
18% in Kaya), and emergency shelters, made of branches, grass, 
plastic sheet (36% in Yusif Batil, 23% in Kaya, 16% in Gendrassa 
and 9% in Doro). Minor percentages of communal shelters and 
UNHCR tents were observed in the four camps (Figure 14). 

Construction materials
A majority of respondents in Gendrassa, Doro and Yusif Batil 
reported having received the materials to construct their shelter 
from non-food items (NFI) distributions (57%, 53% and 47% 
respectively), while the majority of respondents in Yusif Batil (63%) 
reported having found the materials in the bushes within the camp 
(see Figure 15). Households also reported going to the bushes 
in the land outside of the refugee camps to collect materials to 
construct household shelters. In Yusif Batil and Gendrassa, 44% 
and 40% of households respectively reported going to the refugee 
market to buy the materials to construct the shelter. The relative 
higher frequency of purchasing shelter materials in markets in 
these two camps was likely because of their geographic proximity 
to Batil market, the largest market of the four camps. 

Flooding
The majority of households in all four camps reported experiencing 
flooding of their shelter during the last rainy season (79% in Kaya, 
68% in Yusif Batil and 51% in both Doro and Gendrassa)16. 
Flooding is a major issue in Maban and the situation needs 
particular attention, not only because of the damage on the 
shelter infrastructure itself, but also because of the impact on 
the sanitation conditions in the camps and on the healthcare of 
residents. 

Figure 14: Proportion of households living in each shelter type - Most 
common types observed

Bush (host 
community)

Bush (refugee 
camp)

NFI distribution 
(UNHCR/DRC)

Refugee market

Host community 
market

Doro Gendrassa Kaya Yusif Batil

1%

11%

28%

30%

53%

16%

40%

36%

31%

13%

27%

40%

36%

12%

44%

42%

39%

57% 47%

63%

Figure 15: Proportion of households reporting each source of shelter 
materials (Multiple selection)
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Environment
Wood was the most commonly used source of fuel for cooking and 
lighting in all the camps in Maban (98% in Doro, 97% in Gendrassa 
and Kaya, and 95% in Yusif Batil), followed by charcoal and maize/
sorghum. Fuel is generally collected by women in the bush near 
the camps, except in Gendrassa where 53% of the households 
reported buying it in the market. 
The daily time spent in collecting fuel changes from camp to camp. 
The majority of households in Doro (58%) and Kaya (75%) reported 
spending one to three hours to collect fuel. In Gendrassa and Yusif 
Batil households mostly reported spending four to six hours (38% 
and 42% respectively) to collect fuel and 25% of households in 
Doro and 15% in Gendrassa reported spending more than six 
hours per day in order to collect fuel. 
During FGDs, all respondents expressed the risks of collecting 
firewood because of tensions between refugees and host 
communities. For instance, sheiks in Yusif Batil explained that 
households normally collect firewood along Kaya camp road, north 
of Batil camp, because in the rest of the area they experienced 
attacks from members of the host community. Similarly, in 
Gendrassa, it was reported that alleged incidents of attacks during 
the collection of firewood has increased security risks associated 
with this activity. Women in Kaya also explained that men are now 
more often engaged in the collection of firewood “because of the 
distance and because they fear insecurity”.
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Figure 16: Proportion of households reporting time it takes to collect 
fuel (round trip) 

http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/system/files/resource-documents/reach_ssd_map_unhcr_dorocamp_flooding_10aug17.pdf
http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/system/files/resource-documents/reach_ssd_map_unhcr_maban_bunj_flooding_21aug17.pdf
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17. Conflicts and Tensions between communities in Gendrassa, 
Maban County, South Sudan, REACH, January 2017 (link).
18. Tensions and peace drivers between refugees and host 
communities in Kaya Camp, Maban County, South Sudan, REACH,  
September 2017 (link).

Conclusions
Findings of the Multi-Sector Needs Assessment conducted in 
Doro, Gendrassa, Kaya and Yusif Batil during November 2017 
highlighted that the main concern for refugee population was 
access to food. Refugees living in Doro had the lowest food 
consumption score (FCS) during the seven days preceding 
data collection, 69% of them had poor or borderline food 
consumption. Violence during inter-communal tensions in May 
2017 resulted in the internal displacement of refugees from Doro 
camp. Displacement disrupted cultivation and reportedly reduced 
residents’ food stocks for the upcoming lean season, partially 
explaining the high percentage of poor and borderline population 
according to the FCS. 
Moreover, in all four camps, more than half of households reported 
using at least one emergency coping strategy during the 30 days 
preceding data collection. Emergency coping strategies are 
indicative of a population prioritizing short term food consumption 
over long time livelihoods, with many of the strategies adopted, 
such as selling the household’s last female cow, reducing ability 
to access food and livelihoods in the longer term. The dietary 
diversity of the assessed households in the refugee camps seems 
to be strongly dependent on GFDs conducted by partners. Even 
if respondents reported buying most of the food at the market, 
macronutrients (carbs, protein, oil) mostly came from GFDs, while 
most micronutrients (rich in Vitamin A) were coming from the 
market. At the same time, GFDs were reported not to be enough 
to meet the households’ need during the assessed period. Only a 
minority of respondents reported that GFDs lasted for four weeks 
or more. General food distributions, although providing a major 
source of food for refugees, do not appear sufficient to fully meet 
food consumption needs. This indicates a need to either increase 
food distributions or support in the improvement of livelihood 
activities to increase food consumption for refugee households. 
The food consumption score results and the gradual but 
constant reduction in GFDs in all the four camps, suggests that 
implementation of resilient programs focused in particular on 
livelihoods activities should be conducted to compensate the 
reduction in food distributions and to give refugees diversified 
options to access food. 
The protection concerns in the camps were linked to the inter-
communal tensions among refugees and were reportedly affecting 
day-to-day life in the camps. For example, due to perceived 
insecurity in Blue Nile (Sudan) many households had to take a 
longer route, through South Sudan via Renk, to travel to Sudan. 
This limited the population’s access to normal livelihoods, 
protection strategies (such as quick migration across the border in 
the event of sudden violence) and increases the distance between 
refugees and family members still residing inside Sudan.
Following previous REACH conflict assessments conducted 
in 201617 and 201718, the findings of the MSNA confirmed the 
tensions around firewood collection as one of the main concerns 
for the refugee population. Men seem to be increasingly involved 
in the collection of firewood (an activity generally conducted by 

women) because of the distance and the fear of attacks by other 
refugee communities or by host communities’ members. 
Education was reported to be an important concern in the four 
refugee camps and the lack of food was reported to affect the 
ability of children to attend school. Assessed households as 
well as participants to FGDs and KIIs, stressed that the lack of 
feeding programs in the school was one of the main reasons why 
children did not attend school posing potential protection risks 
for children who, instead of attending school, were reportedly 
sent to work or beg to cope with a lack of food or resources to 
buy food (see protection section).The lack of school materials 
and uniforms (shoes according to FGDs) was also reported as 
a reason for children not attending school. Finally, respondents 
in Doro reported the lack of a secondary school in the camp as 
a main concern for them limiting youth access to skills needed to 
obtain jobs.
Basic services such as water, sanitation and shelter were reported 
as adequate and in general within the sphere standards. Overall, 
respondents reported a positive WASH situation in the four 
camps. Time spent by households in order to get clean water from 
the closest water point was reportedly less than one hour for the 
large majority of households. Hand washing activities and hygiene 
campaigns appeared to have had a positive impact on awareness 
of sanitation and hygiene practices in the camps. However, during 
FGDs, respondents reported a need for more latrines in the 
camps, asking partners to support the most vulnerable households 
constructing or repairing latrines damaged by the last flooding 
events. This was also to prevent open-defecation, a practice still 
used in the camps, especially in Doro. 
Non-food items (NFI) distribution was reported to be the first 
source of materials for the construction of shelters in all the 
refugee camps, except in Kaya where households reported 
collecting materials from land outside the refugee camps. 
Consistent percentages of emergency and transitional shelters 
were still observed in the camps indicating that shelters for many 
of the population remain temporary structures.
Assessed households reported being aware of the existence of 
sectoral committees in the camps and reported them to be very 
useful. However, participants in the FGDs were asking partners 
involved in camp management to improve the communication 
with camp residents and to involve them more often in the 
decisions concerning the life in the camps. 

http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/system/files/resource-documents/reach_ssd_report_maping_tensions_and_disputes_between_refugees_and_host_community_in_gendrassa_maban_jan_2016.pdf
http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/system/files/resource-documents/reach_ssd_executivesummary_kayapeaceful_sep2017.pdf
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Annex I: Quantitative assessment tool 
Introduction
Hi my name is ______. We are currently conducting a survey about the liv-
ing conditions in ___ camp. We will ask some few questions on different 
topics such as WASH, Education, livelihoods, Protection and Environment. 
The survey usually takes about 20 minutes to complete. Any information that 
you provide will be kept strictly confidential. This is voluntary and you can 
choose not to answer any or all of the questions if you want; you may also 
choose to quit at any point. However, we hope that you will participate since 
your views are important. Do you have any questions? May I begin now?

Initial questions (filled by enumerator)
1. Record GPS location (accuracy +/- 5meters)
2. In which Camp the survey is taking place? (Select from list of camps and 
villages)
3. What is the name of your Sheikh? (Select from list of Sheikhs, filtered by 
camp)

Household information
H 1. Are you the Head of the Household (HHH)? 
 a. Yes
 b. No
H 2. If no, can you answer on behalf of the HHH?
 a. Yes
 b. No
H 3. Is the Head of the Household Male or Female? (To be filled by enumera-
tors)
 a. Male
 b. Female
H 4. How old are you? 
 a. Enter integer
H5. What is your UNHCR Household ID number? 
 a. Enter UNHCR ID Number

Shelter
S1. What type of shelter does the household have in best condition? (Enumer-
ators observation)
Note to enumerators: privacy=Shelter with a door, protection=covered against 
rain
 a. No shelter (living in the open)
 b. Communal shelter (e.g. school) (Plastic sheet and wood with/
 without grass but no mud or brick walling), that provides no privacy
 c. Emergency Shelter (Plastic sheet and wood with/without grass but  
 no mud or brick walling) that provides privacy and protection
 d. UNHCR Tent
 e. Round hut (Tukul) (mud, wood, and grass roof without plastic   
 sheet) that provides privacy and protection
 f. Transitional Shelter (e.g. iron sheet roofing) that provides privacy  
 and protection
 g. Other, please specify:______

S2. If selected shelter type, where did you get the materials for your shelter? 
(Multiple selection)
 a. Friend
 b. Inherited
 c. Vacated shelter
 d. Bush (host community)
 e. Bush (refugee camp)
 f. NFI Distribution (UNHCR/DRC)
 g. Refugee market
 h. Host community Market
 i. Other, please specify:______

S3. Does the structure have any of the following? (Multiple selection)
 a. Household Toilet/Latrine
 b. Household Shower/Bathing Area
 c. Communal latrine within accessible distance (less than 50 meters)

S4. What year was it constructed?
 a. 2011
 b. 2012
 c. 2013
 d. 2014
 e. 2015
 f. 2016
 g. 2017
 h. I don’t know

S5. How many shelters does the household have including the one being 
assessed above? 
 a. Enter Integer

S6. Has the shelter been affected by flood at any time during the last rainy 
season?
 a. Yes
 b. No
 c. I don’t know

WASH
W1. How many minutes does it take to collect drinking water, including walking 
to, time spent at the water point and walking back from the water point?
 a. Under 30 minutes
 b. 30 minutes to less than 1 hour
 c. 1 hour to less than half a day
 d. Half a day
 e. More than half a day
 f. I don’t know 
 g. I don’t want to answer

W2. How many water containers (bucket and/or jerry can) does your HH have?
 a. Enter integer

W3. To be observed and filled by the enumerator: what type of water container 
does the HH have? (Skip the answer if W1 is “0”) 
 a. Bucket 10 to 20 Lt
 b. Jerry can 10 to 20 Lt
 c. Drum 250 Lt
 d. Other, please specify:______

W4. Where do you and your family usually go to the toilet? 
 a. Latrine built by NGO
 b. Family-owned and constructed latrine
 c. Bush
 d. River/stream
 e. Latrine built by community
 f. Other, please specify:______

W5. When do you wash your hands? (Multiple selection)
 a. Before Breastfeeding
 b. Before Cooking
 c. After cleaning child’s feces
 d. After Defecating
 e. Before eating
 f. I don’t wash my hands
 g. Other, please specify:______

W6. What do you usually wash your hands with?
 a. Soap 
 b. Ash 
 c. Water 
 d. Nothing 
 e. Other, please specify:______

W7. To be observed and filled by the enumerator. Type of hand-washing facility 
present in the HH:
 a. Bucket with water and soap
 b. Bucket with water and ash
 c. Bucket with no water and no soap/ash
 d. Tipi tap (5L jerry can)
 e. Plastic Cattles (1L)
 f. Nothing
 g. Other, please specify:______

Protection
P1. Have you or anybody from your HH recently travelled to Sudan and came 
back to the camp in the last 6 months? (People going and returning to Blue 
Nile)
 a. Yes
 b. No

P2. If yes, why are they returning to Sudan? (multiple selection)
 a. To cultivate
 b. To heard livestock
 c. To trade
 d. Because security situation in the camp is not good
 e. To visit family or friends
 f. Forced recruitment
 g. Voluntary recruitment 
 h. I don’t know
 i. I don’t want to answer
 j. Other, please specify:______



15

P3. Have you or anybody from your HH left permanently the camp to another 
location in the last six months?  (People moving permanently out of the camp)
 a. Yes
 b. No

P4. If yes, where are they moving to?
 a. Blue Nile
 b. Renk
 c. Paloich
 d. Juba
 e. Ethiopia 
 f. Other, please specify:______

P5. What was the reason? 
 a. Avoiding recruitment
 b. Search for livelihoods opportunities
 c. Education opportunities
 d. Family reunification
 e. Other, please specify:______

P6. What is the most common protection concern for women (aged 18 years or 
above) in the HH? (Select one)
 a. Killing or injury 
 b. Sexual violence
 c. Abduction
 d. Domestic violence
 e. Forced marriage 
 f. Attacks by dogs in the camps
 g. Looting
 h. Family Separation 
 i. Harassment to disclose information 
 j. I do not want to answer
 k. I don’t know 
 l. Other (specify) 
 m. No issues (none)

P7. What is the most common protection concern for men (aged 18 years or 
above) in the HH? (Select one)
 a. Killing or injury 
 b. Abduction
 c. Forced recruitment 
 d. Attacks by dogs in the camps
 e. Looting 
 f. Family Separation
 g. Harassment to disclose information
 h. I do not want to answer
 i. I don’t know 
 j. Other (specify) 
 k. No issues (none)

P8. What is the most common protection concern for girls below 18 years of 
age in the HH? (Select one)
 a. Killing or injury 
 b. Sexual violence
 c. Sexual exploitation
 d. Abduction
 e. Domestic violence
 f. Early/Forced marriage 
 g. Attacks by dogs in the camps
 h. Looting
 i. Family Separation
 j. Harassment to disclose information 
 k. Violence at school
 l. Violence at market
 m. I do not want to answer
 n. Child labor
 o. I don’t know 
 p. Other (specify) 
 q. No issues (none)

P9. What is the most common protection concern for boys below 18 years of 
age in the HH? (Select one)
 a. Killing or injury 
 b. Abduction
 c. Forced recruitment 
 d. Attacks by dogs in the camps
 e. Looting 
 f. Family Separation
 g. Harassment to disclose information
 h. Child labor 
 i I do not want to answer
 j. I don’t know 

 k. Other (specify) 
 l. No issues (none)

Camp Management
C1. Are you aware of the existence of Sectorial Committees? 
 a. Yes
 b. No

C2. List the Sectorial Committees that you know (select multiple):
 a. Camp Welfare Committee (former Socio-Economic Affairs Com  
 mittee)
 b. Women Committee
 c. Community Watch Group
 d. Youth Committee
 e. Shelter Committee
 f. Food Committee
 g. FSL Committee
 h. Environment Committee
 i. Education Committee
 j. Health Committee
 k. WASH Committee

C3. Did you know that there are regular monthly meetings between the Sectoral 
Committee and Camp Management? 
 a. Yes
 b. No
 c. I don’t know

C4. Are there regular meetings in your village between sectoral committee 
members and village residents?
 a. Yes
 b. No
 c. I don’t know

C5. If yes, how often do these meetings take place? 
 a. Weekly
 b. Bi-weekly
 c. Monthly
 d. Every two months or more
 e. Don’t know

Education 
E.1 Are there boys between 6-17 years old living here that are not regularly 
attending school?
 a. Yes
 b. No

E.2 If yes, what is the main reason they are not attending school? (Multiple 
selection) 
 a. The school is too far
 b. They must tend livestock or work in agriculture
 c. The quality of the school is not very good
 d. The location of the school is too dangerous
 e. I don’t want them to attend school with children of other 
 communities
 f. There are not school supplies (books, uniforms, for example)
 g. They must work at the market or from home
 h. There is not secondary school in the camp
 i. Lack of sanitary facilities/private latrines at school
 j. Lack of food at school
 k. I don’t know
 l. Other, please specify:____________

E.3 Are there girls between 6-17 years old living here that are not attending 
school?
 a. Yes
 b. No

E.4 If yes, what is the main reason they are not attending school? (Multiple 
selection)
 a. The school is too far
 b. They must graze livestock or work in agriculture
 c. The quality of the school is not very good
 d. The location of the school is too dangerous
 e. I don’t want them to attend school with children of other 
 communities
 f. There are not school supplies (books, uniforms, for example)
 g. They must work at the market or from home
 h. There is not secondary school in the camp
 i. Lack of sanitary facilities/private latrines at school
 j. Lack of food at school
 k. I don’t know
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Food Security
F1. How many days in the past seven days, did members of your household 
consume any food from these food groups? (food must have been cooked/
served within household)

No. of days Main Source of 
food consumed
(codes below)

1. Cereals, cereal products, tubers 
and roots
2. Pulses, legumes, nuts: beans, cow-
peas, groundnuts, lentils, simsim, janjaro, foul 
masra, soy, pigeon pea, greengrams/logwidi or 
any other seeds/nuts

3. Milk and milk products: fresh/sour 
milk, yogurt, milk powder, other dairy products 
(exclude margarine/butter or small amounts of 
milk for tea/coffee)

4. Meat, fish, and eggs
5. Vegetables and leaves: spinach, onion, 
tomatoes, carrots, peppers, green beans, lettuce, 
cabbages, egg plants, etc

6. Fruits
7. Oils and fats: vegetable oil, palm oil, 
shea butter(lulu), animal fat, margarine, or any 
other fats/oil

8. Sweets: sugar, honey, jam, sweetened 
soda/juice drinks, cakes, or other sugary foods

9.  Condiments, spices and bever-
ages: tea, coffee, cocoa, salt, garlic, spices, 
baking powder, lanwin, tomato sauce, hot sauce, 
alcoholic beverages

Codes for the source of food: 1 = Own production (crops, animal), 2 = Market (pur-
chase on cash and credit), 3 = Food assistance, 4 =Hunting/Fishing/Gathering, 5 = 
Borrowing,  6 = Exchange of food for labor, 7 = Gifts from neighbors/relatives

F2. On average (normally), how many meals does your family consume per 
day?
 a. 0
 b. 1
 c. 2
 d. 3
 e. 4
 f. I don’t know

F3. What percentage of your income goes to purchase food?
 a. All of the income goes to purchase food
 b. Most of it goes to purchase food
 c. Half of it goes to purchase food
 d. Less than half of it goes to purchase food
 e. Almost none of it goes to purchase food

F4. Coping Strategies

In the past 7 DAYS, have there been times when you did not have enough 
food or money to buy food? (If No; SKIP to Question 5.7)
If YES, how often (in the past 7 days) 
has your household had to: (Indicate 
the score in the space provided)

Frequency score: Number of days out  
of the past seven (0 - 7)

4.1 Rely on less preferred and less 
expensive foods?
4.2 Borrow food, or rely on help from a 
friend or relative?
4.3 Limit portion size at mealtimes?

4.4 Restrict consumption by adults so that 
small children can eat?
4.5 Reduce the number of meals eaten in 
a day for household members?
4.6 Skip entire days without eating?

4.7 During the past 30 days, did anyone 
in your household have to sell household 
assets or goods (jewelry/beads, furniture, 
items for cooking, etc.) due to a lack of 
food or money to buy food?

1 = Yes 2 = No, I did not need to do so      
3 = No, because my household already 
sold these items in the last 12 months and 
has no more to sell 
4= Not applicable - My household never 
had these asstes

4.8 During the past 30 days, did you send 
any household members to eat elsewhere 
due to a lack of food or money to buy 
food?

1 = Yes 2 = No, I did not need to do so
3 = No, because members of my house-
hold have already gone many times in 
the last 12 months and cannot continue 
to do so
4 = Not applicable

4.9 During the past 30 days, did your 
household sell more animals than usual 
due to a lack of food or money to buy 
food?

1 = Yes 2 = No I did not need to do so
3 = No, because my household already 
sold more animals than usual in the last 
12 months and cannot continue
4 = Not applicable - My household does 
not keep animals 

4.10 During the past 30 days, did your 
household consume seed stocks intended 
for planting, including any seeds from 
a distribution, due to a lack of food or 
money to buy food?

1 = Yes 2 = No, I did not need to do so      
3 = No, because my household already 
consumed seed stocks in the last 12 
months and cannot continue
4 = Not applicable – My household has no 
seed stocks

4.11 During the past 30 days, did anyone 
in your household have to borrow money 
and/or purchase food on credit due to a 
lack of food or money to buy food?

1 = Yes 2 = No, I did not need to do so      
3 = No, because my household already 
borrowed money or bought food on credit 
in the last 12 months and cannot continue
4 = Not applicable

4.12 During the past 30 days, did anyone 
in your household have to sell productive 
assets or means of transport (panga, 
hoe, other tools, bicycle, wheel barrows, 
etc.) due to a lack of food or money to 
buy food?

1 = Yes 2 = No, I did not need to do so
3 = No, because my household already 
sold all productive assets in the last 12 
months
4 = Not applicable – My household does 
not own productive assets

4.13 During the past 30 days, did your 
household have to reduce essential 
non-food expenses, such as on health or 
education, due to a lack of food or money 
to buy food?

1 = Yes 2 = No, I did not need to do so
3 = No, because my household already 
eliminated these expenses in the last 12 
months
4 = Not applicable – My household was 
not spending money on health/education/
etc

4.14 During the past 30 days, did anyone 
in your household have to engage risky 
or illegal activities, like theft, prostitution, 
or raiding, due to a lack of food or money 
to buy food?

1 = Yes 2 = No, I did not need to do so
3 = No, because members of my 
household have already engaged in these 
activities in the last 12 months and cannot 
continue
4 = Not applicable

4.15 During the past 30 days, did your 
household sell its last female animal due 
to a lack of food or money to buy food?

1 = Yes 2 = No I did not need to do so
3 = No, because my household already 
sold its last female animal in the last 12 
months
4 = Not applicable- My household does 
not keep animals

4.16 During the past 30 days, did the 
entire household migrate due to a lack of 
food or money to buy food?

1 = Yes 2 = No, I did not need to do so
3 = No, because my household already 
migrated in the last 12 months and cannot 
do so again
4 = Not applicable
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F5. How many hours do you usually wait to receive GFD?
 a. Less than 1
 b. 1
 c. 2
 d. 3
 e. More than 3
 f. We don’t receive GFD
 g. I don’t know

F6. How many weeks does the GFD food usually last in your household?
 h. Less than 1
 i. 1
 j. 2
 k. 3
 l. 4
 m. More than 4
 n. We don’t receive GFD
 o. I don’t know

F7. What specific food items have increased significantly in pricing in the 
market for the following items?

Goods How has prices changed (0 = Not 
present in market, 1 = decreased, 2 
= stayed the same, 3 =  increased)

Sugar

Cooking oil

Sorghum

Maize

Meat

Greens

Condiment and spices (salt, chili, 
pepper)
Other, please specify:____________

Livelihoods
L1. Have you planted anything during the last year?
 a. Yes
 b. No

L2. If yes, what land did you use?
 a. Host Community Land
 b. Land inside the refugee camp
 c. Land in the place of origin (Sudan)
 d. Other, please specify:____________

L3. Does your HH own any livestock even if they are not here now (goats, 
cows, sheeps)? 
 a. Yes
 b. No

L4. If yes, where do you grace the livestock?
 a. Host Community Land
 b. Land inside the refugee camp
 c. Land in the place of origin (Sudan)
 d. Other, please specify:___________
 e. I do not want to disclose this information

L.5. Are the women/men of your household currently involved in any of the 
following activities? (Multiple selection, disaggregated by gender)

Women Men Activities
Cultivating (crops)

Collecting firewood/charcoal for selling

Livestock (small animals such as rabbits)

Livestock (big animals such as goats, cows, 
donkeys)
Casual labor

Earning salaries

Remittances (receiving money from relatives or 
friends outside the camp)
I don’t know

Other, please specify:____________

L6. What is your primary source of income?
 a. Cultivating (crops)
 b. Collecting firewood/charcoal for selling/forest products
 c. Livestock 
 d. Casual labor
 e. Earning salaries
 f. Remittances (receiving money from relatives or friends outside 
 the camp)
 g. Selling tea/food in the market
 h. I don’t know
 i. Relying on / selling humanitarian assistance  
 j. Other, please specify:____________

L7. What is your secondary source of income?
 a. Cultivating (crops)
 b. Collecting firewood/charcoal for selling
 c. Livestock
 d. Casual labor
 e. Earning salaries
 f. Remittances (receiving money from relatives or friends outside 
 the camp)
 g. Selling tea/food in the market
 h. Relying on / selling humanitarian assistance  
 i. I don’t know
 j. Other, please specify:____________

L.8. Does your HH have any outstanding debts? 
 a. Yes
 b. No

L9. If yes, from whom have you borrowed money? 
 a. Family
 b. Friends
 c. NGOs
 d. Community leader
 e. Business man
 f. Other, please specify:______

Environment
E1. What are your main sources of fuel for cooking and lighting? (Multiple 
selection)
 a. Charcoal
 b. Wood
 c. Maize/sorghum etc stalks
 d. Lalobe seeds
 e. Other, please specify:_______

E2. How do you acquire these fuel sources?
 a. I buy them in the market
 b. I collect them from the bush
 c. From NGO distribution
 d. I don’t know
 e. Other, please specify:____________



18

E3. Who collects the fuel in the household?
 a. Women 
 b. Men
 c. Girls (below 18 years of age)
 d. Boys (below 18 years of age)

E4. How long (time) does it take round trip to get the fuel? 
 a. Less than one hour
 b. 1-3 hours
 c. 4-6 hours
 d. More than 6 hours

E5. How many times a week must it be collected?
 a. Less than once a week
 b. Once a week
 c. Twice a week
 d. 3 times a week
 e. More than 3 times a week

E6. What cooking equipment do you use to cook your food in your household? 
(enumerator to take photo) 
 a. Charcoal on the ground
 b. Clay Stove (Energy saving stove)
 c. Stove made of wire (kanun)
 d. Three stone (open fire)
 e. Other, please specify:________

Greatest Need
G1. Specify the greatest NEED affecting your household everyday life. 
(Select one) 
 a. Security
 b. Access to Food
 c. Access to Shelter
 d. Access to Water
 e. Access to NFIs
 f. Access to Education
 g. Access to Employment / income-generating activities 
 h. Access to Healthcare
 i. None
 j. I don’t know
 k. I don’t want to answer
 l. Other, please specify:_________
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Annex II: FGD questioning route
Moderator Name Assistant Moderator Name
Focus Group Name Number of Participants
Date Gender of Participants

Introductory Notes
Hello, my name is (name of moderator). First, I would like to welcome and thank 
you for volunteering to take part in this focus group discussion about your living 
conditions in X Camp. Several months ago, the REACH team interviewed head 
of households in X camp to ask them about different topics such as Livelihoods, 
Education, WASH and protection. Today, you have been asked to participate in 
this discussion as we would like to get more information and your point of view 
about your situation and current needs. This information will be used to inform 
response strategy and planning. 
Please note that this meeting does not have any impact on whether you or your 
family receives assistance. These discussions are only meant to better under-
stand how you, your household, and the community perceive the situation in the 
camp. 
Anonymity: I would like to assure you that the discussion will be anonymous. I 
and the other focus group participants would appreciate it if you refrain from dis-
cussing the comments of other group members outside the focus group. If there 
are any questions or discussions that you do not wish to answer or participate 
in, you do not have to do so; however please try to answer and be as involved 
as possible.
The discussion will take no more than one hour and a half. 

Ground Rules 
1. The most important rule is that only ONE person speaks at a time. There 
may be a temptation to jump in when someone is talking but please wait until 
they have finished.
2. There are no right or wrong answers.
3. You do not have to speak in any particular order
4. When you do have something to say, please do so. There ae many of you in 
the group and it is important that I obtain the views of each of you.
5. You do not have to agree with the views of other people in the groups 
6. Any questions?
7. Ok, let’s start. 

Instructions to Moderators 
1. Questions to participants: these are the questions that should be read and 
communicated to the participants. If there are some specific vocabulary which 
may be unclear, do not hesitate to provide a definition for the purpose of the 
exercise.
2. Probing questions: Probes and clarifying questions are an important part of 
interviewing and have two main purposes: 1) to help clarify what an interview 
respondent has said and 2) To help get more detailed information on topics 
of interest. Probes allow the interview respondent to provide more than just a 
one-sentence answer to the questions to the questions you ask. Do not read 
probing questions to participants. Use or adapt them if necessary. 

Introduction
Questions to Participants:
1. Can everyone introduce themselves, telling me their names, ages and 
occupations (main source of livelihoods)? Please also tell us which village you 
come from within the camp. (Moderator to have map of camp with him/her) – 
we may skip the village question as we normally will know which villages the 
participants will come from. 

WASH 
Use of Latrines
- Are people defecating in the open? If so, why?
Probing: Is open air defecation due to lack of latrines/latrines being full or 
because people simply do not want to use latrines/lack of hygiene awareness?

Hand Washing
Ask participants how they perceive using ash to wash their hands.
- Please describe how you and your community normally wash your hands?
- Do you know why it is important to wash your hands?

Food Security
Food Availability
- Do you find in the market all the food items you need? If not, what are those 
products that you want and are not currently available in the market?
- What specific food items have increased significantly in pricing?

Livelihoods
Livelihood strategies 
- Prior to displacement, what livelihood activities were women and men en-
gaged in? Are they still engaged (now) in these activities? If not, what are they

currently engaged in? (if any).).

Vulnerability context
-What are some of the shocks and hazards that have negatively impacted your 
livelihood security in the last months?
Probing: Inflation, Flooding, Drought, Conflict, Political insecurity, pests/disease 
- How are you addressing and mitigating these issues? 

Social capital 
- What social support networks do community members rely on at the time? 
- What type of support do community members get from these networks? 

Protection
Safety and property
- Which crimes do people feel comfortable to report? And which crimes people 
don’t feel comfortable to report?
Probing: SSPNS or refugee police, sheikhs, community based groups (PNW, 
SGVB Advocates, women’s committee, etc)
- How frequently do you see South Sudanese National Police Service in the 
camps?
- How do community members protect themselves and their property?
- Do you think alcohol use is linked with problems in the camp?
- How often people are attacked by dogs?  Do you feel dogs inside the camp 
are a threat to your security?

Population movement patterns
- Is there currently people going to Blue Nile and coming back? If so, why and 
where are they returning to? 
Probing: do people usually go to Blue Nile for cultivation or to heard livestock?
- Do people sleep out of their homes but still inside the camp? How often and 
why? 
Probing: Balila (Doro)

Detention centres
- Why people are detained in the camps? Once detained, where and how long 
are they taken? (if answer is “they are taken to the detention center”, follow up 
question: Where is this detention center?  
- How often are people detained in the camps?
- Who are conducting the detentions? 

Environment
Fuel Sources and Consumption
- Where do you collect the fuel (show it in the map) 
- What are the concerns or problems with your fuel supply at present?

Education
Barriers to Education (this section should only be asked to PTA, teachers 
and Education Committee members)
- In your opinion, are a majority of children enrolled in and regularly attending 
school in the camp? If not, why not?
Probing: In your opinion, what is the main barrier to children going to school in 
the camp?
Probing: Is distance to school a major problem? 
- What is the current condition of the learning environment (space, materials, 
classrooms, staff, etc.)?
- Are children affected by hunger while they are at school (e.g. no breakfast, 
long distance to school, general malnutrition)?
- Is the education situation the same for everyone within the camp? 
Probing: Are you aware of any incidents within schools between children of 
different communities? What do you think about mixing with other communities 
at school? (Any specific communities?)

 Community Leaders/ Parents’ support (ask to parents) 
- How do parents support children in their school work?

Camp management
To ask to normal residents: 
- Do you know that Sectorial Committee exist in the camp? If yes, what role and 
function do they have? 
- Do the camp residents and sectorial committee members interact regularly? If 
so, what issues are typically discussed in these interactions? 
- How would you describe the relationship between/with the host community? 
What aspects in that relationship function well, what aspects are challenging? 
- What do you usually do to resolve conflict with the host community? 
- How can the relationship with the host community be improved? 

Final overall questions
- Overall, what is your main concern or biggest need at the moment? Why? 
- What would help to address this concern/need? What is the potential solution 
to this problem? 


