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About REACH 
REACH is a joint initiative of two international non-governmental organizations - ACTED and IMPACT Initiatives - and the UN 

Operational Satellite Applications Programme (UNOSAT). REACH’s mission is to strengthen evidence-based decision making 

by aid actors through efficient data collection, management and analysis before, during and after an emergency. By doing so, 

REACH contributes to ensuring that communities affected by emergencies receive the support they need. All REACH activities 

are conducted in support to and within the framework of inter-agency aid coordination mechanisms. For more information 

please visit our website: www.reach-initiative.org.  

You can contact us directly at: geneva@reach-initiative.org and follow us on Twitter @REACH_info.  

 

http://www.reach-initiative.org/
mailto:geneva@impact-initiatives.org
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

As the conflict between the Nigerian Armed Forces (NAF) and factions of Boko Haram and associated armed opposition 

groups (AOGs) enters its tenth year, violent conflict remains the driving force of the crisis in North-eastern Nigeria (NEN). 

The conflict has been concentrated in the states of Borno, Adamawa and Yobe (collectively, the BAY states). According to 

the 2018 Humanitarian Needs Overview, Maiduguri, the capital of Borno state, hosts 1.3 million internally displaced persons 

(IDPs) and 2.4 million people-in-need in.1 IDP camps in Maiduguri and in the enclaved Local Government Area (LGA) capitals 

in Borno state are experiencing overcrowding2.The intensity of need in IDP camps coupled with ongoing insecurity beyond 

the enclaves has led to a focus on aid delivery in easily accessible locations, despite the presence of an estimated 823,0003 

persons who remain isolated in hard-to-reach (H2R) areas and who are presumed to have little mobility, limited essential 

services, and little or no access to humanitarian aid.   

 
Ongoing conflict is exacerbated by climatic changes that have spurred additional displacement. Cyclical flooding in twelve 

states of Nigeria, including Adamawa, affected 441,250 people and displaced 141,360 over the months of August and 

September 2018.4 Road closures as a result of flooding additionally constrained the ability of organizations to deliver aid. As a 

result of conflict and climate-derived displacement, pastoralists have moved both within and out of NEN, resulting in violent 

clashes between pastoral groups and farmers in their locations of displacement, adding to the overall instability in NEN. 

Resulting from these challenges, 10.2 million people in Borno, Adamawa and Yobe are projected to need humanitarian assistance 

in 2019.5 Of these, an estimated 1.8 million people6 will likely remain displaced across the BAY states.  

 
In response to the lack of comparable, response-wide, household-level information on the needs and vulnerabilities of crisis 

affected populations in NEN, and to inform the Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP), REACH, in close coordination with the 

Inter-Sector Working Group (ISWG) and Assessment Working Group (AWG), conducted this Multi-Sector Needs Assessment 

(MSNA). The assessment was funded by the European Civil Protection and Humanitarian Aid Operations (ECHO). Data 

collection took place between 25 June and 6 August 2018, covering IDP, returnee and non-displaced populations in all 

accessible areas in Borno, Adamawa and Yobe states, as well as hard-to-reach areas in Borno state. 

 
Methodology 
 
MSNA Data Collection in Accessible Areas 
 
A total of 10,606 household surveys and 1,481 key informant interviews were conducted across 63 of the 65 LGAs in the 10 

livelihood domains in the three BAY states.7 The household survey employed a two-stage, stratified cluster sampling, in which 

the LGAs were the strata, the primary sampling unit (cluster) was the settlement/IDP camp, and the secondary sampling unit 

was the household.8 The probability of a cluster being sampled was proportional to its estimated population size. Findings for 

all population groups combined are generalizable at a 95% confidence level with a 10% margin of error at the LGA level, but 

may not be generalized to each population group within the LGA with the same level of precision due to insufficient sample 

size for each group of interest. Findings per population group are generalizable at the domain level.  

 
MSNA Data Analysis for Accessible Areas Data 
 

The assessment included indicators pertaining to service delivery and access in the following sectors: Health, Water, Sanitation 

and Hygiene (WASH), Nutrition, Education, Protection, Shelter/NFI, and Food Security and Early Recovery/Livelihoods. Two 

composite indices were created to estimate levels of unmet needs among households in accessible areas:  

                                                           
1 UN OCHA Humanitarian Needs Overview 2018. 
2 Norwegian Refugee Council, No Place to Live Position Paper. January 2019. 
3 UN OCHA. North-east Nigeria Humanitarian Situation Update, November 2018.  
4 ACAPs report.  
5 UN OCHA Humanitarian Needs Overview 2018. 
6 DTM Nigeria. 
7 Defined by the Food Security and Nutrition sectors, livelihood domains (sometimes simply referred to as “domain”) utilize groupings of LGAs for surveillance 
purposes based on patterns of livelihood strategies. 
8 If multiple population groups were present in the same settlement, they were split into separate clusters so that each cluster in the sampling frame only had 
one population group associated with it. 

https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/sites/www.humanitarianresponse.info/files/documents/files/13022018_ocha_humanitarian_needs_overview.pdf
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/01122018_ocha_nga_humanitarian_situation_update.pdf
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/20180925_acaps_briefing_note_nigeria_floods_update_i_0.pdf
https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/en/programme-cycle/space/document/nigeria-2018-humanitarian-needs-overview
https://displacement.iom.int/nigeria
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1. Severity Scale: The severity scale indicates how severe the need of a household was in a given sector, drawing from 

indicators of varying weights, where the sum of all indicators in a given sector may range from 0, being the least severe 

unmet need, to 10, being the most severe unmet need. The sum of the eight sectoral severity scales equals the Multi-

Sectoral Severity Scale, ranging from 0 to 80, showing the overall severity of needs in a household wherein the higher 

the multi-sector severity score is, the more severe the needs experienced by a HH, regardless of sectors.  

2. Index of needs: A household scoring 4 or greater on the sector severity scale was categorized as being in need of sectoral 

support. The number of sectors in which a household was found to be in need is used to create the Multi-Sectoral Needs 

Ranking Categorization, which ranges from “no needs” to “very high needs”. Five different categories were created, 

ranging from “no needs” (needs in 0 sectors), “low needs” (needs in 1-2 sectors), “moderate needs” (needs in 3-4 sectors), 

“high needs” (needs in 5-6 sectors) and “very high needs” (needs in 7-8 sectors).  

 
Additionally, households were characterized as vulnerable if their composition included any of the following: the presence of a 

pregnant or lactating woman; the presence of a chronically ill or disabled individual; the presence of a separated or 

unaccompanied child; a high age-dependency ratio (defined as having greater than 75% of the household members being 

either less than 15 years old or greater than 65 years old); or a female-headed household. The presence of such vulnerabilities 

indicates that these households require greater assistance, such as frequent healthcare services for pregnant women or 

protection measures for separated children. When compounded against concurrent needs arising from conflict, poverty, and 

environmental instability, such vulnerabilities amplify needs, exacerbate access barriers and demand comprehensive, 

sustained humanitarian assistance. 

 
Data Collection and Analysis on Needs in Hard-to-Reach Areas 
 
In addition to MSNA data from accessible areas, a convenience sample of 1,130 Key informants (KIs) who had left settlements 

considered hard-to-reach in the 1-3 months preceding data collection was identified and assessed via key informant interviews 

to provide an indicative understanding of the composition of the population remaining in the settlements, the conditions in these 

areas, the needs of the population and barriers to service access. Responses from KIs were aggregated to the settlement-

level using an Area of Knowledge (AoK) methodology. As a result, 368 hard-to-reach settlements across five Borno LGAs were 

assessed. 
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Map 1: Sampling accessibility map 

 
 

 
 

Findings in accessible areas: Multi-sectoral needs and drivers in the BAY states 

Borno state 
Across all population groups in Borno state (IDPs, returnees, and non-displaced), 98% of households were found to 

be in need in at least one humanitarian sector. A breakdown by households’ displacement status reveals unmet 

humanitarian needs in at least one sector among 99% of IDPs, 99% of returnees, and 96% of non-displaced households.  

 

When looking towards multi-sectoral needs in support of a coordinated humanitarian response, assessment findings provided 

some indication of groups and areas where concentrated needs persist. Figure 1 below summarizes the multi-sectoral needs 

facing households of each displacement status. At the state level, 22% of households faced simultaneous needs in five or 

more sectors, thereby exhibiting “high” or “very high” needs. IDP households (29%) were more likely to have “high” or 

“very high” needs than returnee and non-displaced households (27% and 20% respectively), and their needs were on 

average more severe (19 on a scale of 80) than those of returnee and non-displaced households (17 and 14 respectively). 

The overall proportions of households in need in Borno were higher than those in Adamawa or Yobe but the severity scores 

were lower, indicating that there are high proportions of people with unmet needs but that their needs are concentrated in 

relatively few sectors. Thus, a coordinated approach between targeted sectors which serves all population groups is mandatory 

to truly improve the situation in Borno. 
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Figure 1: Proportion of households in need in Borno state, by number of sectors and population group 

 

   
 
The key sectoral drivers of needs in Borno were education, with over two in three households displaying this need (70%), 

followed by food security (61%) and health (57%). Several common pairs of co-occurring sectoral needs were observed, 

with 46% of households facing concurrent education and food security needs, and 40% facing simultaneous needs in education 

and health. Notably, food security occurred as the most common component of multi-sectoral needs in all three states. 

 

An analysis of the key sectoral drivers of needs per population group revealed that, while IDPs’ multi-sectoral needs were 

mainly driven by the food security (82%), education (71%) and shelter/NFI (68%) sectors, returnees’ needs were due in 

large part to needs in food security (72%) and education (65%). In contrast to IDPs and returnees, non-displaced households’ 

multi-sectoral needs were mainly driven by the education (70%) and health (64%) sectors. This may indicate that 

structural and commonly state-supplied services were not functional in NEN before the onset of the crisis and that those pre-

existing gaps have been filled by humanitarian actors to the benefit of IDPs and returnees but without sufficiently serving the 

non-displaced. 

 

Geographically, the highest proportions of households facing “high” or “very high” multi-sectoral needs were found in Central 

and Northern Borno. Households living in a few LGAs exhibited high levels of multi-sectoral needs regardless of displacement 

status. Damboa LGA, in Central Borno, calls for particular attention as two in three households showed “high” or 

“very high” multi-sectoral needs (66%) and also the most severe needs (27.7 out of 80) - both the highest of any LGA in 

Borno. Both the prevalence of protection (92%) and shelter/NFI needs (87%) and the severity of protection (5.7) and shelter-

NFI needs (5.9) in Damboa, were the highest in Borno. Households in Guzamala LGA, in Northern Borno, were the second 

most likely to have “high” or “very high” needs (65%) in all of Borno, second to only Damboa. Guzamala households 

demonstrated the highest needs within Northern Borno for education, shelter/NFI, WASH, health, nutrition, and food security. 
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Non-displaced 12% 21% 26% 17% 14% 6% 0%

IDPs 7% 13% 24% 26% 22% 6% 1%

Returnees 7% 13% 24% 28% 22% 5% 0%

Overall 9% 19% 25% 20% 16% 6% 0%
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Figure 2: Proportion of households in need in Adamawa state, by number of sectors and population group 

 
 
Adamawa state 
In Adamawa state, 99% of households across population groups were found to be in need in at least one humanitarian 

sector. By displacement status, 100% of IDPs, 99% of returnees, and 99% of non-displaced households were in need of aid.  

 

When analyzing populations in Adamawa by the extent of their need, the highest proportions of households with unmet needs 

were concentrated in four or five sectors, with 42% of households at the state level facing simultaneous “high” or “very high” 

needs (Figure 2). Relative to Borno and Yobe this is a larger proportion of people who are in need of a broader suite of support, 

possibly as the result of fewer humanitarian aid campaigns delivering services in Adamawa. When disaggregating sectoral 

need by population group, displaced households were more likely to have “high” or “very high” needs, with 46% of IDP 

households having unmet needs in five or more sectors and 43% of returnee households having unmet needs in five 

or more sectors. Returnees in Adamawa additionally demonstrated the greatest need for a breadth of support with a severity 

score of 23/80, as compared to 21/80 for IDPs and 20/80 for non-displaced.  

 

Multi-sectoral need in Adamawa were driven by unmet needs in education (88%), health (87%) and WASH (62%). Unmet 

needs in the education and health sectors most frequently co-occurred, with 76% of households across population groups in 

Adamawa needing simultaneous support in these two sectors. Sixty percent of households state-wide had dual needs in food 

security and education, therein demonstrating a mix of needs between both life-saving and life-enhancing support. During a 

preliminary review of 2018 MSNA data with sector leads, it was suggested that needs in health and WASH are compounding 

and contributing to unmet needs in education as schools lack water points and latrines, which discourages proper hygiene for 

children inside the classroom and in turn attendance for children outside the classroom. 

The proportions of households with “high” or “very high” needs in the health and education sectors were substantial and similar 

across population groups with 84% of IDPs, 82% of returnees and 87% of non-displaced in need of health support and a state-

wide severity score of 7.3/10 and 88% of non-displaced, 90% of returnees and 79% of IDPs in need of education support with 

a state-wide severity score of 7.3/10. However, the proportion of households with unmet WASH need varied by population 

group. IDP households were more than four times less likely to have unmet WASH needs as compared to non-displaced 

households, and more than twice less likely than returnee households, again indicating that infrastructural services in Adamawa 

may have been absent before the conflict and that targeted gap-filling for those services has benefited IDPs more than non-

displaced groups.   

 

Across all three BAY states, domains in Adamawa demonstrated the highest per-domain proportion of households 

with unmet, multi-sectoral needs. In comparing Northern and Southern Adamawa, needs were more severe for households 

in Southern Adamawa than for those in Northern Adamawa, driven by 66% of all households demonstrating unmet need in 

WASH. Despite this, two Northern Adamawa LGAs demonstrated the highest prevalence of unmet needs of any two LGAs: 

Mubi North LGA, where 72% of households had “high” or “very high” multi-sectoral needs, driven by 97% of households 

with an unmet need in health and 93% of households had an unmet need in WASH, and Michika where 69% of households 

had “high” or “very high” needs, driven by unmet need for shelter/NFI support. 
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Non-displaced 3% 9% 20% 26% 25% 14% 2%

IDPs 3% 14% 14% 23% 33% 12% 1%

Returnees 1% 6% 12% 37% 21% 19% 3%

Overall 3% 9% 20% 25% 26% 14% 2%
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Figure 3. Proportion of households in need in Yobe state, by number of sectors and population group 

 
 
Yobe state 
Across all population groups in Yobe state (IDPs, returnees, and non-displaced), 98% of households were found to 

be in need in at least one humanitarian sector. A breakdown by households’ displacement status reveals unmet 

humanitarian needs in at least one sector among 100% of IDPs, 93% of returnees, and 90% of non-displaced households.  

 

To inform planning of integrated humanitarian support in Yobe, Figure 3 illustrates the extent of multi-sectoral needs by 

displacement status. Across Yobe, 24% of households reported “high” or “very high” needs in five or more sectors. By 

population group, returnee households were more likely to have “high” or “very high” needs (27%) than IDPs and non-

displaced households (23%), and their needs were on average more severe (21 on a scale of 80) than those of IDP and 

non-displaced households (19 and 17 respectively). Thus, the needs of displaced households in Yobe state are driving the 

24% of households with “high” or “very high” needs seen state-wide. 

Multi-sectoral needs in Yobe were most commonly driven by needs for services in education (77%) and health (71%), 

and for food security support (66%). Health and education needs were the most common to co-occur, with 57% of Yobe 

households demonstrating dual need for services in these sectors. Education and food security were the second most common 

sectors in which needs co-occurred, with 54% of all Yobe households reporting simultaneous food security and education 

needs. A lack of available, formal education services was the dominant component of multi-sectoral needs and, of the 77% of 

households with unmet needs in the education sector, 46% registered a vulnerability, such as a high age-dependency ratio or 

a separated child. It is notable that Yobe reported the highest percentage of households hosting separated and unaccompanied 

children (6%) as compared to Borno (1%) and Adamawa (2%), which could contribute to higher education needs among 

school-aged children and vulnerabilities among households.  

 

Analysis by population group at the state level strongly aligns with the key sectoral drivers described above. Among the 23% 

of IDP households in Yobe who had “high” or “very high” multi-sectoral needs, need for support in education (83%) and 

food security (82%) drove IDPs’ unmet needs. The third most-contributing sector among IDPs was health (69%). Returnees 

reported similar sectors driving their overall needs, with the 27% of households with “high” or “very high” multi-sectoral needs, 

driven by 74% of households in need of health support and 72% of households in need of food security services. Notably, 71% 

of returnee households in Yobe reported the presence of a household-level vulnerability, driven by particularly high 

rates of pregnant or lactating women (36%) and high age-dependency ratios (13%), both of which indicate household members 

who may need ongoing or frequent health-related attention. Among non-displaced households in Yobe, 23% had “high” or 

“very high” multi-sectoral needs, driven by 77% of households in need of education support and 72% in need of health support. 

 

Geographically, the highest multi-sectoral needs were found in Central Yobe and Northern Yobe where 26% of households 

in both domains had “high” or “very high” needs. Of these high needs groups, 15% in Central Yobe and 16% in Northern 

Yobe also had at least one household vulnerability. Both of these domains are home to LGAs that had particularly substantial 

needs. The highest proportions of households with “high” or “very high” multi-sectoral needs were observed in 

Yusufari (32%) and Karasuwa (30%) LGAs in Northern Yobe, followed by Jakusko (40%) in Central Yobe with all three 
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displaying similar trends to state-level trends in that education and food security were the main drivers of multi-sectoral 

needs. 

 

Map 2: Proportion of households with High or Very High needs in the BAY states 
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Findings in accessible areas: Sectoral needs and drivers in the BAY states 

Figure 4: Proportion of households in need across the BAY states, per sector, per population group 
 

 
 

 

    

Education 
Needs for education were remarkably high across all states and all population groups - the highest of any given 

sector. In Borno, 70% of households reported education needs with a state-wide average severity of 6.1/10.  Needs were fairly 

uniform across population groups, with non-displaced and returnees showing only slightly higher proportions of households in 

need than IDPs.  In Adamawa 88% of households demonstrated an unmet need in education with an average severity score 

of 7.3/10. Again, needs were generally uniform across population groups. In contrast to the uniformity of education-related 

needs among population groups in Borno and Adamawa, IDPs in Yobe demonstrated higher and more severe education 

needs than returnees or non-displaced, with 83% of households having unmet education needs with an average 

severity of 7.6. As was the case in Borno and Adamawa, needs were driven cohesively by three factors: first, by a lack of 

school supplies, second, by a reported barrier to attending school and third, by the presence of a school-aged child in the home 

who does not attend school. It is challenging to contextualize the need (de facto - lack of participation in or access to formal 

education activities) captured by this assessment and the actual desire of families to engage in formal education, as some 

groups place limited or no value on non-Islamic education and value boys’ education ahead of girls. Education needs should 

also be triangulated against pre-conflict school attendance and future assessments focused on attitudes toward formal 

education should identify if and how demand for education has changed over the course of the crisis. 

 

Food Security 
Food insecurity was pervasive across locations and population groups. In Borno state, 82% of IDP households were in 

need of food assistance with an average severity of 5.6. Across locations and population groups, two indicators drove up 

food security needs: the use of an inefficient fuel source for cooking as well as having reduced or no access to markets. Limited 

access to markets was a particular concern for households in East Borno, where this was reported by 77% of IDP and 100% 

of non-displaced households. The proportion of households that had a poor or borderline Food Consumption Score (FCS) was 

above 50% for all groups in Borno state and rose to 76% among IDPs, thereby indicating that most people are not meeting 

their daily nutrition needs.9 In Adamawa, over 80% of IDP and returnee households had food security needs, driven by a 

lack of access to markets, insufficient fuel sources and the use of a three-stone fire as the primary cooking source. Alarmingly, 

all households reported either no access to a market or barriers to accessing food markets. This is underscored by the fact 

                                                           
9 The FCS is a composite indicator score based on dietary frequency, food frequency and relative nutrition importance of different food groups and their 
consumption by assessed population groups. Ranging from 0 to 112, the FCS will be ‘poor’ for a score of 28 and less, ‘borderline’ for a score between 28.1 
and 42, and ‘acceptable’ above a score of 42. 
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that 58% of households in Adamawa, including 83% of IDPs, had poor FCS. Yobe had the highest overall proportion of 

households in need of food security (71%), rising to 82% among IDPs. Again, the key indicator driving high reports of food 

insecurity was limited access to markets, reported by 91% of non-displaced and 100% of IDPs and returnee households. Over 

58% of households in Yobe scored 10 or greater on the reduced Coping Strategies Index - thereby demonstrating that persons 

in the state are resorting to drastic measures to mitigate the effects of prolonged food insecurity, which are likely exacerbated 

by the lack of access to markets.10  

 

Health 
Health needs are rampant across the BAY states and health remains one of the most concerning sectoral needs. Fifty-seven 

percent of households in Borno reported a health need, influenced by an alarming prevalence of households with children 

without any immunizations (50%, across all population groups), quality-related barriers to care and a lack of access to health 

services. Quality-related barriers, and not distance-related barriers, were the top reported barriers to care reported by IDP and 

returnee populations. When respondents were asked about the barriers they faced to accessing healthcare, the top five barriers 

reported were: “no medicine at the health center”, “language”, “health facility is not open when you go”, “medical staff refused 

treatment without explanation,” and “gender discrimination.” Non-displaced households in Borno showed both higher 

levels and severity of health needs (64%, 5.1) than other population groups, and attributed this to the nearest health facility 

being over 2km away (55%) and at least one quality-related healthcare barrier (52%). Together this indicates that the locations 

of aid-based service provision and access to care may be differential, and with detrimental effects, by serving distinct population 

groups in Borno state. Health needs were particularly high in Adamawa, with 87% of households reporting unmet health 

needs, with an average severity of 5.6 across the state and little differentiation between population groups. Similar to the 

driving factors identified in Borno, respondents reported quality-related barriers to care (76% of households state-wide) and 

distance away (77% of households state-wide) as key obstacles to serving health needs. In Yobe, 71% of households were 

found to be in need of health assistance, with an average severity of 5.1. Needs were uniform across population groups 

for nearly all indicators, with the majority of households reporting that the nearest health facility was greater than 2km away 

(62% state-wide), a household member was sick in the two weeks prior to data collection (59%) and at least one quality related 

barrier to care (42%). 

 
 

Shelter/NFI 
In Borno, shelter / NFI needs were observed in nearly one in two households (48%), mostly driven by households lacking 

at least half of the basic NFI kit items (61%)11 or sharing their shelter (51%) with another family. Notably, IDPs registered the 

highest proportion of households with unmet shelter needs (68%), among which 77% did now own at least half of the 

basic NFI kit items and 44% did not have adequate shelter. As IDPs would be the group most likely to be targeted for aid-

driven shelter schemes and offered camp-based shelters and NFI provisions, it is concerning that this basic need is not being 

met. In Adamawa, 48% of households were in need of shelter and/or non-food items. As in Borno, this was driven by 

households not owning at least half of the basic NFI kit items (63%) and sharing their shelter with another family (54%). Needs 

were considerably higher among displaced populations, with 70% of IDP and 67% of returnee households in need, as 

compared to 47% of non-displaced. However, unlike Borno state, the proportion of households who reported not having 

adequate shelter was very low - less than 5% for all population groups. Similarly to Borno and Adamawa, over half (55%) of 

households in Yobe had an unmet shelter/NFI need. This was again driven by households lacking at least half of the basic 

NFI kit items (61%) and sharing a shelter with another family (54%). However, in Yobe, there was no substantial difference in 

the proportions of households in need between IDPs (56%), non-displaced (55%) or returnees (50%).  

 

 
WASH 
Across Borno, WASH needs were reported by 14% of households, with an average severity of 4.6. Needs were fairly 

similar across population groups, but differed by domain. WASH needs appeared less frequently than other sectoral needs in 

Borno state, in part because of the restricted scope of data collection to areas with more concentrated services, including 

                                                           
10 The reduced Coping Strategy Index (rCSI) is often used as a proxy indicator for household food insecurity. rCSI combines: (i) the frequency of each strategy; 
and (ii) their (severity). Higher rCSI indicates a worse food security situation and vice versa, with a score from 0 to 56. 
11 The list of basic NFI consisted in this study of: blankets, sleeping mat, mosquito net, jerry cans, laundry detergent / bars, bath soap, reusable sanitary pad, 
solar lamp, foldable mattress, kettle, 10L Basin, rope, cooking pots, stainless trays, stainless cups, serving spoons, kitchen knife, 10L Bucket, aquatabs, 
school bags, school notebooks, school textbooks. 
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availability of improved water points and latrine access. Southern Borno is the exception, as data collection extended to more 

rural settlements where access to improved water sources and functional latrines was poor. Due to this rural inclusivity, WASH 

needs appeared to be greatest in Southern Borno, with 26% of the population having an unmet need and an average 

severity score of 4.7. Although WASH needs were less widespread as compared to other sectors, 12% of households in 

Borno reported not having access to at least 15 liters of water per person per day, thereby putting their health and hygiene at 

risk. Of the three BAY states, WASH needs were most pronounced in Adamawa – affecting 62% of households, with 

an average severity of 5.2. As in Borno, 13% of households in Adamawa reported not having access to at least 15 liters of 

water per person per day. At the state level, non-displaced households were nearly four times more likely (63%) to have 

WASH needs than IDPs (16%). This trend continued at the domain level. In Northern Adamawa, 9% of IDPs registered a 

WASH need while 54% of non-displaced and 31% of returnees reported a WASH need. In Southern Adamawa, 26% of IDPs 

had a WASH need while 66% of non-displaced and 71% of returnees reported a WASH need. This implies differential WASH 

service provision for IDPs and a lack of sustained WASH infrastructure. In Yobe, 20% of households were found to be in 

need of WASH assistance. In disaggregating needs by population group, non-displaced households were most likely to have 

unmet needs of any population group in all locations, ranging from 18% in Southern Yobe to 34% in Northern Yobe. These 

needs were driven by two indicators: households requiring more than 30 minutes to collect water and households not having 

access to an improved water source. 

 

Early Recovery and Livelihoods 
In comparing the three BAY states, Borno had the lowest proportion of households facing livelihoods needs (43%) but needs 

varied between population groups in the state. Non-displaced households in East Borno demonstrated a relatively higher 

severity score of 5.2/10 as compared to other Borno population groups and the state-wide average of 4.3. Livelihoods needs 

were highest among non-displaced households (52%) but when analysed per driving indicator, there were differences. 

IDPs registered the highest proportion of households with a decrease in income in the three months preceding data collection 

(70%) and the highest proportion of households in debt (60%). In Adamawa, 48% of households reported a livelihoods 

need, driven by two concerning indicators: 70% of households state-wide reported that their income decreased in the three 

months prior to data collection and 19% reported that they have resorted to “emergency” level livelihoods strategies.12 

Returnees in Adamawa demonstrated the greatest needs in all livelihoods indicators: 80% reported a decrease in 

income in the three months prior to data collection, 63% reported indebtedness and 29% reported not having access to cash. 

These proportions are similar to those reported by IDPs and both are relatively higher than the livelihoods needs reported by 

non-displaced in Adamawa, demonstrating a disparity between displaced and non-displaced populations overall. Similarly to 

Adamawa, livelihoods needs in Yobe were higher among displaced populations than non-displaced populations with 

66% of returnee and 56% of IDP households in need of livelihoods support, as compared to 46% of non-displaced.  

 
Nutrition 
Nutrition needs in the BAY states are highly concerning. Across Borno, 10% of IDP households had unmet nutrition needs, 

with the highest proportions of households in need found in Central Borno. In Central Borno, 15% of IDPs had unmet nutrition 

needs, 11% of whom also had a household vulnerability. The co-existence of the highest nutritional needs with the highest 

household vulnerability was also seen in East Borno. Non-displaced households in East Borno registered the highest 

unmet nutrition needs, with 36% of households having a child with a poor MUAC and the presence of oedema.13 Of 

this 36%, 27% also had a household vulnerability. In both circumstances, it is likely that the home had a pregnant or 

lactating woman, which would classify it as vulnerable. Yet this also indicates that exclusive breastfeeding or complimentary 

feeding may not be sufficiently serving the needs of Borno children and so further inquiry should be done to identify the barriers 

vulnerable households are facing to deliver sufficient infant and young child feeding (IYCF). As was the case in Borno state, 

the population groups in Adamawa with the highest proportion of households with unmet nutrition needs were also 

those with the highest levels of vulnerability. Three percent of Adamawa households included a child who presented either 

moderate-acute or severe-acute malnutrition and two-thirds of these households also demonstrated at least one vulnerability. 

In Yobe, returnee households were over twice as likely to have unmet needs as non-displaced households (14% vs. 

                                                           
12 Livelihoods-based coping strategies can be divided following three categories: Stress coping strategies such as: sell HH assets/goods, spend savings, sell 
(non-productive) animals, send HH members to eat elsewhere, purchase food on credit, or borrow money; Crisis coping strategies such as: sell productive 
assets, withdraw children from school, reduce expenses on basic services (education, health), harvest immature crops, consume seed stocks to be saved for 
next year, decrease expenditure on agricultural/animal-based activities and care; Emergency coping strategies such as: sell house or land, beg for money, 
engage in illegal/dangerous income activities, sell last reproductive animals, or have the entire HH migrate/displace. More information on data collection and 
analysis of livelihoods-based coping strategies retrieved from: https://resources.vam.wfp.org/sites/default/files/CARI_Final_0.pdf 
13 Middle Upper Arm Circumference 
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6%), and nearly five times as likely as IDP households (3%), registering a rate of malnutrition higher than WHO 

emergency thresholds, which should trigger rapid, strategic engagement of health and nutrition professionals 

 

Protection 
At the state level, protection was the least-reported sectoral need. However, in all three states protection concerns were 

most pronounced among displaced populations. Across all domains in the three BAY states, populations in Northern 

Borno had the highest proportion of households with unmet protection needs (80%). Across the state, two indicators 

drove protection needs: 22% of returnee and 15% of IDP households reported that an explosive incident occurred in their ward 

in the three months preceding data collection and 39% of returnee and 25% of IDP households reported experiencing 

movement restrictions in the two months prior to data collection. Additionally, in Adamawa, significant proportions of 

households reported the presence of unexploded remnants of war (11%) in their home wards – these will likely 

contaminate NEN and pose a significant threat to populations for years to come. Across the whole of Yobe state, protection 

concerns were reported infrequently (3% overall). However, in Central Yobe, 28% of returnee and 13% of IDP households 

had protection needs, driven by frequent reports of explosive incidents in the three months prior to data collection and 

movement restrictions. 

 

Findings in Inaccessible Areas: Multi-Sectoral Needs and Drivers in H2R Areas 

Of the five H2R LGAs where sufficient coverage was obtained, multi-sectoral needs in all five LGAs were driven by needs in 

the life-saving areas of food security and WASH. Mobbar LGA had the highest food-related severity, with assessed settlements 

demonstrating a food-related severity of 7.69 out of 10. KIs in Asaga and Gashigar wards within Mobbar reported a food 

severity of 10, meaning that for all food security indicators, populations in assessed settlements in these wards were 

experiencing the most dire food conditions. Similarly, these two wards had the highest WASH needs within Mobbar, with 

each ward registering a WASH severity of 8 out of 10. Magumeri LGA had the highest WASH severity, with 8.43 out of 10 for 

WASH needs. Eleven wards in Magumeri were reported on and among these wards, all except one registered WASH needs 

with severities of 7 or greater, with Ardoram ward demonstrating a WASH severity of 10. 

 

Accountability to Affected Populations 

The processes through which aid actors target beneficiaries requires review and revision. While across all states, virtually all 

households (95% or greater) that received aid reported being respected by aid workers, not all households were satisfied with 

the type of aid they received, with 28% dissatisfied. Only 17% of households indicated that they were consulted about the type 

of aid they needed. Gaps in satisfaction indicate that some voices, likely marginalized members of the community or those 

with specific household vulnerabilities, are not being heard. Further, only 14% of households surveyed in Yobe reported that 

they received any aid in the six months preceding data collection, despite 24% having “high” or “very high” humanitarian needs.  

Alarmingly, zero percent of those categorized as having “very high” needs (1%) reported receiving aid. In Yobe, nearly half 

(48%) of households reported that population groups with specific characteristics (such as age and/or gender identifiers) in 

their community were excluded from aid. 

 

In order to better target beneficiaries, households’ self-reported priority needs must be considered in addition to needs identified 

through the index of needs and severity score. During data collection, households were asked to self-rank their top-three 

priority needs. In Borno (72%) and Yobe (71%) all population groups chose food as their first priority need - among IDPs in 

Yobe, this figure rose to 90%. The relative majority of households in Adamawa (42%) reported water as their first priority need, 

followed by food (27%). 

 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

The array of causal factors underpinning the crisis in Northeast Nigeria are both diverse and ongoing - conflict, flooding, poverty 

and disease outbreaks continue to complicate the delivery of life-saving humanitarian aid, early recovery efforts, and the 

implementation of durable solutions in areas beginning to recover from the impacts of the crisis. Needs are further informed by 

infrastructural inequities in rural areas, ongoing displacement, and overcrowding in displacement sites and urban centers. 
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Accordingly, needs demonstrated by the affected populations are multi-dimensional and likely to remain severe across the 

BAY states for the foreseeable future. 

 

Disparities identified in access to humanitarian aid between population groups, particularly infrastructural needs for non-

displaced populations, life-saving services for hard-to-reach populations and reintegration and recovery efforts for displaced 

populations, indicate a clear need for ongoing, comprehensive and methodologically rigorous assessments. Such efforts must 

be cognizant of the variations in priorities that exist between population groups, variations in geographical operational 

constraints and differential service delivery schemes and be used to inform program implementation and further integrate the 

rapid provision of aid to needy, non-displaced households into program strategies – both from donors and their implementing 

partners.  Provision of aid on the basis of evidence-based needs, rather than belonging to a particular population group, should 

be seen as a critical change in program design and beneficiary selection strategy to ensure equitable fulfilment of the 

humanitarian imperative to alleviate undue suffering, while at the same time acting to mitigate potential tensions between 

population groups based on perceived biases in aid distribution, and to build the foundation for durable solutions for crisis 

affected populations in NEN. 
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Geographical Classifications  

 
State   Highest form of governance, national/federal level. 

LGA   Local government area, the second highest form of governance below the state level. 

Livelihood Domain Defined by the Food Security and Nutrition sectors, livelihood domains (sometimes simply 

referred to as “domain”) utilize groupings of LGAs for surveillance purposes based on patterns 

of livelihood strategies. It should be noted that not every population group will be found in all 

LGAs, but should be represented in most. The LGAs domains are detailed in Table 1 below. 

Ward   Third highest form of governance that populate a given LGA. 

Settlement  Lowest form of governance, below the Ward level 

 

 

Table 1: Livelihood Domains of North East Nigeria 

State Domain LGAs 

Borno Northern Borno Abadam, Mobbar, Guzamala, Kukawa, Nganzai 

East Borno Bama, Dikwa, Gwoza, Kala/Balge, Ngala 

Central Borno Damboa, Gubio, Kaga, Konduga, Mafa, Magumeri, Marte, Monguno 

Southern Borno Askira/Uba, Bayo, Biu, Chibok, Hawul, Kwaya Kusar, Shani 

MMC and Jere Maiduguri, Jere 

Yobe Central Yobe Barde, Borsari, Geidam, Jakusko 

Southern Yobe Damaturu, Fika, Fune, Gujba, Gulani, Nangare, Potiskum, Tarmuwa 

Northern Yobe Karasuwa, Machina, Nguru, Yunusari, Yusufari 

Adamawa Northern Adamawa Girie, Hong, Madagali, Maiha, Michika, Mubi North, Mubi South, Song 

Southern Adamawa Demsa, Gombi, Guyuk, Lamurde, Numan, Shelleng, Yola North, Ganye, Jada, 

Mayo-Belwa, Teungo, Fufore, Yola South 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Since 2010, the crisis in North-eastern Nigeria has continued to affect populations and does not currently have an end in sight. 

Borno, Adamawa and Yobe states remain the most affected, with greater than 1.9 million internally displaced persons (IDPs) 

and over 200,000 refugees having fled to neighbouring Niger, Cameroon and Chad.14 Ongoing conflict between the Nigerian 

military and non-state armed groups (NSAGs) has led to continued population displacement into urban centers throughout 

Borno, as well as parts of Yobe and Adamawa States. In Adamawa, portions of the state have also been affected by ongoing 

herdsmen-farmer conflicts, causing increased community tensions, killings and destruction of property. Aside from conflict, 

populations in certain geographical locations have weathered seasonal flooding and other natural disasters which has affected 

livelihoods. As a result of these challenges, nearly 10.2 million people have been estimated to be in need of humanitarian 

assistance.15 The Cadre Harmonisé estimated nearly 3 million people in Borno, Adamawa and Yobe were in Phases 3 and 4 

food insecurity between June to August 2018, and in need of emergency assistance16. Due to insecurity, access of 

humanitarian actors to provide this assistance to affected populations is extremely restricted, particularly in Borno where the 

majority of areas outside of LGA capitals are considered hard-to-reach by international non-governmental organizations 

(INGOs).  It has been estimated that nearly 823,000 people are living in these hard-to-reach areas.17 Access to goods and 

services has been heavily curtailed due to the conflict, with destruction of health and educational facilities, and limited operation 

of markets, further impeding the ability of affected populations to seek support.  

 

The Government of Nigeria, alongside the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), have 

led the response and, in hand with multiple international and national NGO partners, have been able to provide assistance to 

more than 5.5 million people in 2018.18 Sectors have managed their approaches through the Inter-Sector Working Group 

(ISWG), in order to support  humanitarian interventions, direct inter-sectoral rapid needs assessments (IRNA), and in 

coordination with the Humanitarian Country Team (HCT). The Multi-Sector Needs Assessment (MSNA) was conceived in order 

to provide a detailed evidence base of the needs of affected populations, to inform the Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP) 

and provide a basis for an informed response.  

 

An ad-hoc Assessment Working Group (AWG) was commissioned by the ISWG in order to support and validate the MSNA 

process in March 2018, ensuring that the objectives, methodology and geographical targets of the MSNA would clearly meet 

the needs of and inform the HNO/HRP process. Consultation with sectors took place between April and June 2018 in order to 

ensure the final tools were technically sound and focused on priority information. Data collection took place from 25 June 25 

to 6 August 2018, covering all accessible areas in Borno, Adamawa and Yobe states, as well as hard-to-reach areas in Borno 

State. After data collection was completed, bilateral Joint Analysis Workshops (JAWs) were conducted with each sector in 

order to review and interpret the preliminary results.  

 

This MSNA report is organized into chapters by each state for two reasons: (1) to allow the reader to easily focus on their 

specific areas of interest, and (2) to prevent unnecessary comparisons of results between states, as it is highly recommended 

results are interepreted separately. Within each state chapter, cross-sectoral results are presented to highlight areas and 

groups with the highest and most severe multi-sectoral needs, as well as the most common profiles of needs at the household 

level. A breakdown of sectoral needs follows, featuring areas and groups most affected within each sector. To complement the 

household level data, the Borno state chapter presents results from key informant interviews on the needs of hard-to-reach 

populations. Additionally, each state chapter will discuss a number of key humanitarian accountability indicators. Finally, a 

crisis evolution analysis is included that describes both conflict-affected and natural-disaster affected populations thereby 

integrating the conflict and humanitarian response into the broader experiences of those in Northeast Nigeria.  

 
 

                                                           
14 More detailed refugee and IDP figures for Nigeria can be found at the UNHCR Data Portal: https://data2.unhcr.org/en/situations/nigeriasituation 
15 2018 Humanitarian Needs Overview 
16 Cadre Harmonise for Identification of Risk Areas and Vulnerable Populations in Sixteen (16) States and the Federal Capital Territory (FCT) of Nigeria 
17 OCHA. North-east Nigeria Humanitarian Situation Update, Nov 2018. 
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/01122018_ocha_nga_humanitarian_situation_update.pdf 
18 OCHA Humanitarian Needs Overview 2019. Forthcoming. 

https://data2.unhcr.org/en/situations/nigeriasituation
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/13022018_ocha_humanitarian_needs_overview.pdf
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/fiche-communic_march_2018-ch_23-3-2018.pdf
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/01122018_ocha_nga_humanitarian_situation_update.pdf
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METHODOLOGY 

Overview 

In March 2018, the AWG was created to develop the objectives and methodology of the MSNA in collaboration with REACH. 

These objectives were then endorsed by the ISWG. Consultations with the sectors took place in April and June 2018 to ensure 

that the appropriate indicators were included and that questions were technically sound.  

 

The objectives of the MSNA were to collect a strong evidence base of the multi-sectoral needs of the following population 

groups, as identified by the ISWG, who reside within the three Northeast Nigerian states affected by the crisis: 

 IDPs in formal camps, informal camps and residing within the host community 

 Non-displaced populations 

 Returnees 

 

In accessible areas, a mixed methods approach was used, with a main household-level survey complemented by key informant 

interviews (KIIs). The household questionnaire provides the multi-sectoral needs information, while the KIIs provide 

complementary community-level information at each survey location visited.  

 

In hard-to-reach areas in Borno State, data was collected through KIIs using an area-of-knowledge methodology, described in 

detail further below.  

MSNA Sampling (in accessible areas) 

Sampling Frame 

A comprehensive sampling frame was constructed with estimated population figures for each population group across the 

three states. Population data was available with estimates of individuals, which were converted into household estimates, 

assuming an average of 5 members per IDP household and 6 members per non-displaced or returnee household, based on 

estimates from the REACH WASH (Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene) Baseline Assessment conducted in 201719. Several data 

sources were used for population figure estimates:  

 IDPs - Population figures for formal camps, informal camps and IDPs in host communities were taken from 

International Organization for Migration (IOM)-Displacement Tracking Matrix (DTM) Round XXI.  

 Non-displaced – For Borno and Yobe, population figures and settlements were taken from the State Polio 

Settlement lists. For Adamawa State, population figures and settlements from the Vaccination Tracking System were 

used.  

 Returnees – Population figures available at the ward level were taken from IOM-DTM Round XXI. Estimated 

Returnees were assumed to be proportionately distributed among accessible non-displaced settlements in their 

wards based on the estimated non-displaced population. In several LGAs where it was known no non-displaced 

populations exist, the estimate of Returnees was evenly distributed among settlements.  

 

After the sampling frame was created, settlements in areas considered unsafe were excluded. This excluded areas outside of 

most LGA capitals and secure roads in Borno State, with the exception of several LGAs in Southern Borno. In Yobe, only 

Gujba, Gulani, Geidam and Yunusari LGAs were restricted to the LGA capitals. In Adamawa, all LGAs were considered to be 

easy to access with the exception of Mubi North, Michika and Madagali where selected wards were excluded.  

                                                           
19 REACH (October 2017), WASH Baseline Assessment Report. Retrieved from: http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/system/files/resource-

documents/reach_nga_report_wash_baseline_assessment_in_borno_state_october_2017.pdf 

http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/system/files/resource-documents/reach_nga_report_wash_baseline_assessment_in_borno_state_october_2017.pdf
http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/system/files/resource-documents/reach_nga_report_wash_baseline_assessment_in_borno_state_october_2017.pdf
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Map 3: Sampling Accessibility Map 

 

Cluster Sampling 

A two-stage, stratified cluster design was utilized to sample at the household level. Clusters were defined as either a settlement 

or IDP camps. If multiple population groups were present in the same settlement, they were split into separate clusters so that 

each cluster in the sampling frame only had one population group associated with it. The probability of a cluster being sampled 

was proportional to its estimated population size.  

Sampling at LGA Level 

Two rounds of sampling were conducted, the first for representativeness at the LGA level, and the second to ensure a minimum 

sample size for specific population groups at the livelihood-domain level. Sampling was conducted at the LGA level to ensure 

representativeness of the population overall within each LGA. The sample size for each LGA was calculated using a 95% 

confidence level with a 10% margin of error, along with a 10% additional sample buffer. A minimum of 5 surveys per cluster 

was used.  
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Household Sampling 

Two household selection methods were employed during data collection: (1) the primary method of randomly generated Global 

Positioning System (GPS) points, and (2) a “household listing” form with random selection.   

 

For GPS sampling, GPS points were available for all selected clusters. A number of random GPS points proportional to the 

number of surveys in the location were generated within a 250-meter radius of the cluster GPS point. On arrival to the site, the 

team leader would randomly select a number of GPS points needed to complete the sample in that location, and assign them 

to the enumerators. The enumerators were instructed to go to the GPS point, and interview the nearest household. This was 

the preferred method of household selection. In locations where the cluster GPS point was inaccurate to the location, or a GPS 

point was not available at the location prior to data collection, a list of all possible households in the cluster was created and 

households were randomly sampled for interview.  

 

For questions concerning individuals within the household, such as the measurement of mid-upper arm circumference (MUAC) 

or immunization status, all age-eligible individuals were exhaustively sampled within the household. Age-eligibility depended 

on the specific question (e.g. 6-59 months for MUAC). For further information on field procedures with regards to sampling, 

granular geographic sampling frames and field procedures, please see Annex 5: Field Procedures.  

MSNA Data Collection 

Data collection tools were drafted in May 2018, and underwent two rounds of field testing. Forms were created with XLSForms 

for electronic data collection, using the ODK smartphone app and Kobo servers for data storage.  In accessible areas, 10,606 

household surveys across Borno, Adamawa and Yobe were conducted between 25 June and 6 August 2018. In total, 63 of 65 

Local Government Areas across the three states were assessed. Six survey teams, two per state, coordinated to cover different 

LGAs simultaneously. Each team consisted of two team leaders and 15-20 enumerators. Enumerators were trained and 

implemented a field practice prior to data collection. For LGAs in Borno State where teams could not easily make day trips, 

enumerators were trained and hired locally. Data checking was done continuously during data collection to identify mistakes. 

The final cleaned dataset was shared with OCHA on 9 August 2018, and is retrievable from the REACH Resource Center.20 

MSNA Analysis 

Cross-Sectoral Analysis 

Two composite indices were created to estimate levels of needs among assessed households in accessible areas: 

 

Severity Scale: Ranging from 0 to 10, the severity scale indicates how severe the need of a household was in a 

given sector. Several needs indicators were assessed for each sector and assigned weights to account for their 

perceived proportional contribution towards the overall unmet need within the sector, with 10 being the total weight 

of all indicators within a given sector. The sum of these severity scales for all sectors equals the Multi-Sectoral 

Severity Scale, which is a scale from 0 to 80 showing the overall severity of needs, regardless of sector. For more 

details on indicators used for the severity scale, please see Annex 6: Indicators and Thresholds for Sectoral 

Index Indicators. 

 

Index of Needs - At the household level, indicates whether a household has an unmet need or not for that sector. 

The index indicator does not inform the specific dimension of a sectoral need (e.g latrines vs. water access for 

WASH), only that some kind of need is present. A household scoring four or greater on the sector severity scale, 

would be categorized as being in moderate need of sectoral support. A household scoring less than four is 

categorized as not in need. The sum of these index indicators is used to create the Multi-Sectoral Needs Ranking 

Categorization, which ranges from “No Needs” to “Very High Needs”, based on the number of sectors in which a 

household was found to have an unmet need, as outlined in Table 2 below. 

 

                                                           
20 http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/countries/nigeria 

http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/countries/nigeria
http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/countries/nigeria
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Table 2: Multi-Sectoral Needs Ranking Categorization 
Category Criteria 

Very High Needs HH in need in 7-8 Sectors 

High Needs HH in need in 5-6 Sectors 

Moderate Needs HH in need in 3-4 Sectors 

Low Needs HH in need in 1-2 Sectors 

No Needs HH in need in 0 sectors 

 
 
The following recommendations are made for interpretation of the cross-sectoral results. “Low” need households are those 

facing up to two sectoral needs, which may be considered developmental. This could be related to challenges in accessing 

services which were present before the onset of the emergency. “Moderate” needs households are usually those that are 

facing similar issues as low-need households, with 3-4 sectoral challenges. These again could be the result of developmental 

circumstances, or be households affected by seasonality or conflict. Households with “High” needs are facing multiple 

challenges, creating a large burden on the household which would likely not be found under non-emergency circumstances. 

Households with “Very High” multi-sectoral needs can be considered those households with the most serious needs, facing 

challenges in all or almost all sectors. Combining the households determined to have either “very high” or “high” multi-sectoral 

provides a good indication of groups or areas where the highest emergency needs are present. Sectoral analysis focused on 

comparison of overall need (% of HH), severity of needs (average severity score) and the breakdown of indicators contributing 

to the overall need.  

Cross-Sectoral Comparisons 

The frequency of all possible combinations of sectoral needs observed within a household was calculated, with the top 15 

combinations being reported. A combination could include two, three or even four different sectoral needs. The most common 

combination was reported, along with any tertiary sectoral need also often observed with it. Within the top 15 combinations, 

any additional sectoral combination not represented in the first series of combinations was also reported.  

Vulnerability Analysis 

A household was considered vulnerable if it met one or more vulnerability criteria: A female-headed household. A households 

reporting the presence of a pregnant or lactating woman (PLW), a household with a high age-dependency ratio households 

(defined as having greater than 75% of the household members being either less than 15 years old or greater than 65 years 

old), a chronically ill, physically or mentally disabled household member and/or hosting a separated21 or unaccompanied child22. 

Limitations 

Cross-sectoral and sectoral results are dependent on the indicators chosen and thresholds used, so they should be interpreted 

with caution. In their current form, they should not be used to estimate total numbers of people in need. The strength of these 

analyses is highlighting geographic regions and population groups which have higher burden of needs overall compared to 

each other, as well as highlighting specific indicators which are feeding into high need areas.  

 

Comparisons of results between states is not recommended due to the differences in accessibility between Borno State and 

Yobe/Adamawa States. Due to greater accessibility in more secure areas, data was collected from rural populations which 

tend to have less access to services or humanitarian assistance in general. On the other hand, areas with more restricted 

access tend to have services more concentrated. This may result in the appearance that more accessible areas have greater 

needs than areas with restricted access. It should be remembered that hard-to-reach populations are not represented in the 

general MSNA results, and their conditions/needs could be worse off.  

                                                           
21 According to the Inter-Agency Guiding Principles on Unaccompanied and Separated Children, “Separated children are those separated from both parents, 
or from their previous legal or customary primary care-giver, but not necessarily from other relatives. These may, therefore, include children accompanied by 
other adult family members.” For more information see: https://www.unicef.org/protection/IAG_UASCs.pdf 
22 22 According to the Inter-Agency Guiding Principles on Unaccompanied and Separated Children, “unaccompanied children (also called unaccompanied 
minors) are children who have been separated from both parents and other relatives and are not being cared for by an adult who, by law or custom, is 
responsible for doing so.” For more information see: https://www.unicef.org/protection/IAG_UASCs.pdf. 
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H2R Phase 1 Overview and Sampling (in hard-to-reach areas) 

In addition to the MSNA data collection, pilot data collection was conducted to investigate the needs of populations in hard-to-

reach (H2R) areas of Borno, Adamawa and Yobe, at the time of data collection. This data collection is referred to as H2R 

Phase 1 because REACH is conducting ongoing data collection in hard-to-reach areas as an H2R Phase 2 assessment, apart 

from the MSNA data collection. To provide an understanding of areas that are difficult to access via household level data 

collection, key informants (KIs) were purposively sampled from key population groups existing in accessible areas of Northeast 

Nigeria. Purposive sampling was used to select KIs claiming to have recent (within the past three months), direct knowledge 

of a hard-to-reach location. Additionally, where applicable, responses to MSNA questionnaires were used to identify and target 

individual KIs with direct knowledge. Snowball sampling was then used to identify further potential KIs. 

 

The population of interest for H2R Phase 1 was populations remaining in H2R locations including non-displaced host 

communities, IDPs and returnees. This assessment targeted the general conditions in each H2R settlement as experienced 

by all residents; thus in the reporting there is little differentiation between population groups, barring a few key indicators, and 

all findings for any population group are indicative only and reported on at the ward or LGA level. 

H2R Phase 1 Data Collection  

Data collection tools were drafted in July 2018, and underwent two rounds of field testing. Forms were created with XLSForms 

for electronic data collection, using the ODK smartphone app and Kobo servers for data storage. 

 

H2R Phase 1 data collection was conducted between 3 and 17 August 2018. Data was collected at the lowest possible 

administrative unit – individual settlements – as derived from three population datasets which secondary data review revealed 

to be valuable sources for estimating population sizes at the primary sampling unit level. These included: 

1. Vaccination Tracking System (VTS) 

2. Polio Vaccination team data 

3. International Organization for Migration - Displacement Tracking Matrix (IOM-DTM) data.  

A mix of sources was utilized, with preference for IOM-DTM data, and Polio Vaccination data where available as those 

population figures are derived from people directly visiting the locations, unlike the VTS population figures which were derived 

from remote sensing techniques. Polio Vaccination team data from March 2018 was used for Borno and Yobe states, while 

VTS data was used for Adamawa. The polio data is updated continuously, so different settlements have population data from 

different periods of time over the last year. VTS data was revised as recently as March 2018. IDP and returnee data from IOM 

from April 2018 was used.  

 
The three aforementioned datasets were merged and used as the reference for settlement names and locations to ensure that 

the areas for which KIs are providing information corresponds directly to their actual area of knowledge, thereby mitigating 

unfounded deductions. 19 LGAs were included in the H2R Phase 1 data collection. However, sufficient coverage, defined as 

3% or more of wards assessed in a given LGA, was only achieved in 5 LGAs in Borno state: Bama, Biu, Dikwa, Magumeri, 

and Mobbar. Within these five LGAs, 368 settlements were assessed via 1,130 key informant interviews and the results of 

those are presented herein. 

Hard-To-Reach Analysis 

Hard-To-Reach data was collected to understand the needs of the population in a given area of interest, as opposed to the 

MSNA analysis which aims to understand the needs of a household. Given that more than one structured survey may be 

administered on a given settlement, data from KIs reporting on the same settlement was aggregated to the settlement level 

using an R script which employs the following logic: 

 

Single response questions and aggregation: The majority of survey questions only allowed a KI to select a single 

response. For single-response data, data at the settlement level is analyzed by choosing the most prevalent (modal) 

response of KIs survey responses from each settlement. In the event there is not a clear majority, for example 5 KIs 

report “yes” and 5 KIs report “no”, the settlement response is coded as “no consensus.” To analyze data at the ward 
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level, aggregated single-response individual key informant responses were summed and averaged and the same 

logic was applied to analyze at the LGA level.  

Multiple response questions: Some questions allow the KI to choose more than one response to a given question, 

such as the available shelter materials in the settlement. In this event, every instance of a given response is included 

in the analysis, irrespective of the number of KIs offering that response. Aggregation from both KIs to settlement-

level and from settlement-level to ward level thus includes all responses that were collected. 

 

To align with the analysis performed on the general MSNA data, a sectoral severity scale was constructed from key questions 

in the H2R questionnaire as a means to analyze the severity of unmet need in a given ward.  

 

Hard-To-Reach Severity Scale: As in the general MSNA analysis, the H2R severity scale ranges from 0-10 and indicates the 

severity of unmet need of a ward in a given sector. A list of all contributing indicators for the H2R severity scales can be found 

in Annex 6. For the WASH, Health, Shelter/Non-Food Item (NFI), Food Security and Livelihoods, Early Recovery, Education 

and Protection sectors, the H2R questionnaire supplied sufficient indicators to assess multiple questions and assign weights 

to account for their perceived proportional contribution towards the overall unmet need within the sector, with 10 being the total 

weight of all indicators within a given sector.  For the Nutrition sector, multiple questions were not included in the original 

questionnaire, so as to not skew the data due to insufficient sampling. This sector is therefore omitted from the H2R Phase 1 

analysis. For the Early Recovery sectoral severity scale, a multiple-response question was used that queried the coping 

strategies of settlements coping with loss of income. In this question, 18 possible responses were available in the questionnaire. 

As such, each response option is given a weight of .55 and all responses given, regardless of the frequency with which KIs 

responded with that choice, lend a weight to the overall Early Recovery H2R sectoral severity scale. The sum of these seven 

severity scales for all sectors equals the H2R Multi-Sectoral Severity Scale, which is a scale from 0 to 70 showing the overall 

severity of needs in hard-to-reach areas, regardless of sector.  

H2R Phase 1 Limitations 

Two key limitations exist in the preliminary hard-to-reach data collection that occurred as part of the 2018 REACH Nigeria 

MSNA: 

1. Non-probability sampling 

2. Limited sample size  

 

Non-probability sampling: Due to the need to query respondents who have recent knowledge of an inaccessible area non-

probability sampling was employed. As such, all data from H2R should be taken as indicative and not representative. 

Furthermore, because there is no way to ensure that settlements are selected at random, strong generalizable claims cannot 

be made regarding the findings of the data. However, all data is to be reported as “assessed settlements” and the proportion 

of assessed settlements for a given LGA is provided in order to ensure that no broader claims regarding generalizability are 

made.  

Limited sample size: Given the rapid nature of this H2R assessment and the need for KIs with unique knowledge, only 5 

LGAs of the 19 originally planned were able to be assessed with 3% or higher coverage, therein further indicating that results 

of the H2R data be interpreted as indicative and not representative. In reporting the sectoral outcomes and the H2R severity 

scale outcomes, the percent of wards covered per LGA of interest and the number of settlements assessed is reported.  
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SECTION 1 : BORNO STATE FINDINGS 

 

Demographics  

 

Demographic and vulnerability patterns in Borno State varied greatly between geographic regions and population groups. 

State-wide, more than half of households had one or more vulnerabilities present, with pregnant and lactating women and 

female-headed households being the most common, followed by households with high age-dependency ratios, household with 

chronically ill or disabled members, and households hosting separated or unaccompanied children. Vulnerabilities in East 

Borno were extremely high, with almost three-fourths of households being vulnerable, regardless of their population 

group.  

 

Average household sizes tended to be higher with non-displaced populations, particularly in East Borno, while IDP and 

returnees had similar, lower household sizes. Northern Borno had the lowest household size, averaging as few as four 

members per household, particularly amongst returnees, while the highest household size was observed with non-displaced 

populations in East Borno, mostly from Ngala LGA.  

 

One in four households in Borno were female-headed households, with the highest rate being reported in MMC and Jere, 

followed by East Borno, and the lowest rate being in Southern Borno. The low rates in Southern Borno may be attributable to 

the conflict causing less influence in this domain and therein having less effect on the presence or absence of men in the 

households, due to less frequent abductions or conflict-related deaths. Returnee households across the state were more likely 

to be female-headed, with the exception of MMC and Jere where more than 40% of IDP households were female-headed.  

 

Households with high age-dependency ratios were most frequently reported in East Borno and Northern Borno, which could 

partially be explained by the high degree of missing persons, or by loss of adult aged household members due to the conflict. 

Between groups, this household was most reported in households of East Borno IDPs, and Northern Borno returnees.  

 

Households with chronically ill or physically/mentally disabled household members were uncommon across Borno, but 

more frequently observed in East and Southern Borno, especially in East Borno returnee households, with one in ten 

households having this vulnerability.  

 

While only 1% of households overall reported having separated or unaccompanied children, East and North Borno were 

most affected. The highest rates were with returnee households in East Borno, where mostly unaccompanied children and 

some separated children were observed. IDP households in Northern Borno were also heavily affected, with at least one in ten 

households accommodating mostly separated children, with only a few unaccompanied children observed.  

 
 

Table 3: Demographics, Borno State 

 Household 
size 

Sex of HoH 
(female) 

Age of 
HoH 

(mean 
years) 

% HH with 
any 

vulnerability 

% HH 
with PLW 

% HH with 
high age-

dependency 
ratio 

% HH with 
chronic ill / 

disabled 
member 

% HH with 
separated or 

unaccompanied 
child 

Borno State 5.6 25% 44.1 53% 26% 13% 2% 1% 

IDPs 4.9 23% 44.5 54% 31% 11% 1% 2% 

Non-Displaced 5.9 25% 44.1 53% 24% 14% 2% 1% 

Returnees 5.1 30% 43 60% 28% 16% 5% 3% 

Central Borno 5.2 17% 45.4 48% 30% 9% 2% 0% 

IDPs 4.2 13% 45.8 45% 33% 5% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 6.4 19% 44.8 54% 29% 15% 4% 1% 

Returnees 6.9 30% 45.2 47% 15% 15% 0% 0% 

East Borno 5 29% 43.4 68% 35% 20% 5% 4% 

IDPs 4.7 29% 42.8 67% 34% 22% 4% 3% 
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Non-Displaced 8.9 18% 47.8 78% 49% 14% 6% 5% 

Returnees 5.1 33% 45.1 70% 33% 9% 12% 11% 

MMC and Jere 6.1 35% 43.8 56% 36% 13% 0% 1% 

IDPs 6.3 42% 43.9 62% 22% 10% 1% 1% 

Non-Displaced 6 34% 43.8 55% 29% 14% 0% 1% 

Returnees 6.2 33% 46.2 54% 21% 13% 5% 4% 

Northern Borno 4 28% 41.3 63% 34% 20% 3% 4% 

IDPs 4 17% 44.8 49% 19% 18% 0% 10% 

Non-Displaced 4.5 26% 41.1 68% 45% 18% 3% 1% 

Returnees 3.7 35% 39.6 66% 35% 22% 4% 2% 

Southern Borno 5.5 8% 44.8 45% 28% 13% 5% 1% 

IDPs 5.3 8% 43.6 39% 23% 9% 6% 2% 

Non-Displaced 5.5 8% 44.8 45% 28% 13% 5% 1% 

Returnees 5.8 14% 46 53% 29% 6% 6% 3% 

 

Cross-Sectoral Results 

Demographics of Highest Multi-Sectoral Needs 

Multi-sectoral needs in Borno state varied between population groups and geographic regions, with IDP and returnee 

households more likely than non-displaced to have “very high” or “high” needs across the state. The greatest proportion of 

households with high needs was found among IDP households (29%), followed by returnee (27%) and then non-displaced 

households (20%), and frequently included a combination of food security, shelter/NFI and livelihoods needs. Geographically, 

the highest multi-sectoral needs were found first in East and Central Borno LGAs, followed by Northern Borno.  

 

Among IDP households, needs in shelter/NFI, food security and nutrition were higher compared to returnee households and 

non-displaced households. IDPs had the highest shelter/NFI needs, followed by returnees and then non-displaced households. 

Food security needs were frequently reported for all groups in Central Borno, with a higher proportion of IDP and returnee 

households reporting this need than non-displaced households. IDPs demonstrated a startlingly high rate of nutrition needs, 

with the proportion households facing such need over three times that of non-displaced and returnees. Additionally, IDP 

households demonstrated pervasive vulnerabilities with 54% of households reporting a vulnerability. Despite these high 

numbers, IDPs had the second lowest vulnerability of any group in Borno state, driven by lower proportions of households with 

at least one chronically ill or disabled family members, a lower proportion of households with separated or unaccompanied 

children and relatively fewer households with a high age-dependency ratio. It is plausible however that the “low” rates in these 

categories of vulnerabilities are not the result of a true lack of vulnerability. Rather, it is possible that IDPs had to flee without 

their young children and older, less able-bodied family members, therein reducing their household age-dependency ratio and 

the presence of chronically ill/disabled members in a household.  

 

Returnees in Borno were the second highest proportion of households facing multi-sectoral needs, driven by needs in food 

security and education. However, it is notable that while the overall prevalence of multi-sectoral needs was high among 

returnees, when disaggregated by sector, returnees’ sectoral needs were never higher than those of IDPs or non-displaced 

persons. Thus from MSNA data, it seems that returnees’ needs are less distinct or sector-driven. This becomes perhaps more 

notable in that returnees demonstrated the highest prevalence of vulnerable households (60%). Returnees had the highest 

prevalence of households with a high age-dependency ratio, households with a chronically ill or disabled member, and t 

households hosting a separated or unaccompanied child. This correlated to the low prevalence of these same vulnerabilities 

among IDP households, which again might indicate that IDP households were more likely to displace without their more 

dependent family members while returnees have reunited or managed to stay with more dependent household members. 

 

Non-displaced households were more likely to have WASH, health or livelihoods needs than either IDPs or returnees. This 

may indicate that structural services, such as WASH and health services, were not functional in Northeast Nigeria before the 

onset of the crisis and that those pre-existing gaps have been filled by humanitarian actors to the benefit of IDPs and returnees 

but without sufficiently serving the non-displaced. Similarly, a loss of livelihoods opportunities before the onset of the crisis may 

be continuing for non-displaced households, where IDPs and returnees have either benefitted from aid-driven livelihoods 

programs or, in reporting, have de-prioritized their livelihoods needs in the face of basic lifesaving needs. 
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Locations of Highest Multi-Sectoral Needs 

Within Central Borno, multi-sectoral needs were high for all groups, though female-headed households most frequently 

demonstrated “very high” or “high” needs. Needs were mostly driven by needs in the food security, education and shelter/NFI 

sectors, demonstrating an array of high needs. Food security needs were particularly notable in Central Borno with all 

population groups reporting above 90% of households in need and IDPs demonstrating a 93% prevalence of food needs. The 

highest multi-sectoral needs in Central Borno were observed among the non-displaced, meaning these households likely faced 

the most needs regardless of sector. Non-displaced households exhibited higher WASH and health needs than IDPs and 

returnees, again suggesting differential access to services. Vulnerabilities in Central Borno were not notably higher than in 

other Borno domains. 

 

By LGA, multi-sectoral needs in Central Borno were driven by the needs of households in Damboa, Magumeri and Monguno 

who demonstrated widespread “high” and “very high” cross-sectoral needs. Damboa LGA calls for particular attention as 

two in three households showed “high” or “very high” multi-sectoral needs (66%), and also the most severe needs 

(27.7 out of 80 in the multi-sectoral severity scales for all households in the LGA)- both the highest of any LGA in 

Borno. Both the prevalence of protection needs (92%) and shelter/NFI needs (87%) and the severity of protection needs (5.7) 

and shelter-NFI needs (5.9) were the highest of these sectoral needs in Borno. Additionally, nearly all Damboa households 

expressed concurrent food security needs (94%) and livelihoods needs (72%).  

 

Vulnerabilities in Damboa had similar levels to the rest of Borno state, with more than half of households having at least one 

vulnerability (57%). Approximately one-third of households had a pregnant or breastfeeding woman (32%), a quarter of 

households were female-headed (25%) and some had high age-dependency ratios (16%). Households in Damboa indicated 

very tenuous living conditions, with nearly half of households reporting being under threat of eviction (41%), most households 

not having adults with any documentation (70%), nearly half having experienced a security incident in the last three months 

(44%), and one-fifth reporting a household member being missing or detained (19%). Due to these conditions, many IDPs in 

Damboa (41%) reported actively making plans to leave within the next six months and those with the highest multi-sectoral 

needs cited lack of security, shelter, food and access to health services as key push factors23.  

 

In Magumeri LGA, over one in three households showed “high” or “very high” multi-sectoral needs (35%) with greater needs 

in food security (94%), protection (44%) and health (48%) as compared to other Central Borno LGAs. While the overall severity 

of needs in Magumeri (20.1) was above the state average (15.5), the severity was comparable across Central Borno. During 

2018, many settlements in Magumeri were affected by the ongoing conflict with reports of harassment and robberies by 

NSAGs, causing displacements into Magumeri, Gajiganna, and Gajiram towns. Livelihoods have been affected by this, as a 

quarter of households reported planting and harvesting either part or none of their crops during the last dry season (25%). 

One-fifth of households reported insecurity as a barrier to accessing land (19%), and agricultural land was reported as being 

contaminated with explosives (16%), thereby contributing to the large food security and protection needs observed.  

 

Monguno LGA had the next highest rate of households with “high” or “very high” needs in central Borno (34%), with many 

households exhibiting needs in food security (93%), shelter/NFI (84%), livelihoods (68%), and nutrition (18%). Severity of 

needs was also high (21.2), with above average severities reported for shelter/NFI (5.7) and food security (5.6). Compared to 

other LGAs in Central Borno, shelter/NFI needs in Monguno were quite severe (5.7) due to most households having inadequate 

shelter (79%) and sharing accommodations with multiple families (75%). Households in Monguno were less likely to have one 

or more vulnerabilities (41%) on average, as compared to Borno State (53%).  

 

Northern Borno had the second largest multi-sectoral needs of all domains, with nearly one-third of households demonstrating 

“very high” or “high” needs (32%). Multi-sectoral needs were considerable across population groups, driven largely by needs 

in protection, shelter/NFI and food security. Female-headed households again reported the highest rates, with nearly half of 

households exhibiting “very high” or “high” multi-sectoral needs (44%).  Female-headed households had the worst access to 

education, with nearly three-fourths of households reporting education needs. They were also the most or nearly the most 

frequent to report shelter/NFI needs (49%) or protection needs (89%). Non-displaced households in Northern Borno had 

                                                           
23 On the security environment and incidents in Damboa triggering plans to leave from IDP households, see i.a. REACH (July 2018), Local Government 

Area Settlement Profiling – Damboa town, June 2018. Retrieved from: http://bit.ly/2Ewy1pb 

http://bit.ly/2Ewy1pb
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considerably higher multi-sectoral severity scores (20.1) than IDPs and returnees (17.8, 16.1) and showed higher needs in 

nutrition and livelihoods. IDP households showed the largest WASH needs, followed by non-displaced households.  

 

Households in Guzamala LGA were the second most frequent to report “very high” or “high” needs across Borno 

State (65%), second to only Damboa LGA. Guzamala LGA had the second highest rate of households with “high” or “very 

high” multi-sectoral needs in the state (65%), indicating a dire situation across sectors. Sites surveyed in Guzamala were 

located along the Maiduguri-Monguno road, and comprised of non-displaced populations and IDPs from the surrounding 

communities. Households in this LGA had a poor harvest in 2017, with greater than two-thirds reporting either not planting, 

partially harvesting, or not harvesting their dry season crops (69%). This can be attributed to natural disasters affecting crops, 

and insecurity affecting access to agricultural land which was reported by nearly half of households (43%)24. Despite this 

accessibility and the high needs, only a small proportion of households reported having received any humanitarian assistance 

(15%). Guzamala households demonstrated the largest needs within Northern Borno for education, shelter/NFI, WASH, health, 

nutrition, and food security, in addition to large protection and livelihoods needs. The majority of households reported having 

at least one vulnerability (60%), with pregnant and breastfeeding women (33%), female-headed households (28%), and 

households with high age-dependency ratios (16%) being the most common. 

 

East Borno households displayed large multi-sectoral needs, with over one in four households having either “very high” or 

“high” needs (29%), with non-displaced households most frequently demonstrating these needs. As accessible non-displaced 

populations in East Borno were limited, these results are almost exclusively representative of Ngala host community. This 

population group is often cut-off from normal livelihoods activities during the rainy season, and has poorer access to markets 

and other services than groups who have been targeted by humanitarian assistance, which may underscore their 

demonstration of “high” needs. Female-headed households also demonstrated large multi-sectoral needs, with nearly one-

third of households demonstrating “very high” or “high needs” (31%). IDP households had the most severe multi-sectoral needs 

within East Borno, though non-displaced and returnee households still displayed average severity scores above the Borno 

state average severity score. Education, WASH and health needs were similar across groups, however non-displaced 

households were more likely to express nutrition, food security and livelihoods needs than either IDP or returnee households.  

The most “very high” or “high” needs households in East Borno were found in Gwoza (39%) and Bama (32%) LGAs, followed 

to a lesser extent by Dikwa (29%), Ngala (26%) and Kala/Balge (17%).  

 

Gwoza LGA had the greatest proportion of households categorized with “high” or “very high” needs (39%), compared to other 

East Borno LGAs, due in large part to unmet shelter/NFI (84%), livelihoods (71%), food security (63%), protection (38%), 

WASH (16%), and nutrition (15%) needs. Much of these needs are due to recent influxes of IDPs and returnees to Gwoza and 

Pulka towns since the beginning of 2018, making it difficult for humanitarian actors to keep up with meeting basic needs25. 

More than half of households reported insecurity as a barrier to accessing agricultural land (57%), highlighting how insecurity 

in the area is contributing to poor livelihoods. There have also been reported issues of returnees having difficulty claiming their 

land and homes upon return, with more than a quarter of households reporting being at risk of eviction (27%), while more than 

a third reported that someone else had taken their land for agriculture (34%). Of households reporting nutrition needs, most 

also had food security needs (87%) with a minority additionally in need of health assistance (13%) or WASH support (13%).  

 

Bama LGA had nearly one-third of households with “high” or “very high” needs (32%), due to greater protection (88%), food 

security (77%), WASH (17%), and nutrition (18%) needs compared to other East Borno LGAs, and high shelter/NFI needs 

(64%). While the proportion of households with needs was high, the overall severity of these needs was similar to other East 

Borno LGAs, with the exception of WASH severity (5.8) which was much higher than the average WASH severity in East Borno 

(4.8). This is in line with previous reports that returnees have left Bama due to difficulty in meeting their basic needs due to 

many non-functional water points and services throughout the town26.  

 

                                                           
24 REACH (March 2018), Guzamala Situation Overview. Retrieved from: http://bit.ly/2uDGu4Q 
25 REACH (May 2018), Local Government Area Settlement Profiling – Pulka town, April 2018. Retrieved from: http://bit.ly/2O2fYHY ; REACH (July 2018), 

Local Government Area Settltement Profiling – Gwoza town, June 2018. Retrieved from: http://bit.ly/2J5zAsG 
26 REACH (July 2018), Local Government Area Settlement Profiling – Bama town, June 2018. Retrieved from: http://bit.ly/2PaKxPa 

http://bit.ly/2uDGu4Q
http://bit.ly/2O2fYHY
http://bit.ly/2J5zAsG
http://bit.ly/2PaKxPa
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Demographics and Locations of Most Common Co-occurring Sectoral Needs 

Several common profiles of co-occurring sectoral needs were observed. Education and food security were the main drivers of 

multi-sectoral needs in Borno, with nearly half of households facing both issues simultaneously (46%). Of these households in 

need of food assistance and education, more than half also have needs in shelter/NFI (60%), health (56%), and livelihoods 

(54%). Other common profiles included households with shelter/NFI and food security needs (46%), shelter/NFI and livelihoods 

needs (27%) and health and livelihoods needs (25%). More detailed sectoral pairings are presented in Figure 2. Food security 

was a pervasive need, as it was represented in eight of the fifteen most common sectoral needs pairings.  

 

In Magumeri, the most commonly observed sectoral needs combination was food security and education (80%), with many of 

these households also facing Shelter/NFI (61%), livelihoods (53%), health (46%) and protection needs (44%). Other sectoral 

pairings of note include Shelter/NFI and Livelihoods needs (32%). A lower rate of households with any vulnerabilities was 

observed in Magumeri (39%) compared to Borno (53%), with the most common vulnerabilities being female-headed 

households (21%) and PLWs (19%).   

 

In Monguno, nutrition needs are most likely a result of inadequate food security, as the majority of households with nutrition 

needs also reported food security needs (83%), and less likely due to health or WASH as access to those services in Monguno 

are relatively better compared to other LGAs in Central Borno. Nutrition needs were also mostly observed in IDP households. 

Food security and shelter needs (77%) were the most common sectoral needs combination in Monguno. Of these households, 

many also had needs in livelihoods (77%), and education (73%). Livelihoods and education (46%), and livelihoods and health 

(21%) were other common sectoral needs pairings. 

 

In Guzamala, the most common sectoral combination was shelter/NFI and food security needs (82%), and of these households 

many also face needs in education (84%), protection (71%) and health (61%).  

 

In Gwoza, the top sectoral combination was shelter/NFI and livelihoods (62%), with many of these households also facing 

education (74%), and food security (65%) needs. Other sectoral combinations included food security and education (46%), 

education and protection (27%) and food security and protection (26%). Vulnerabilities in Gwoza were the highest in East 

Borno (70%), with high rates of PLWs (33%), female-headed households (28%), age-dependent households (24%) and 

households with chronically ill or disabled members (5%) compared to state levels.  

 

Households in Bama most frequently reported paired nutrition and foods security needs (83%), followed by WASH (6%) and 

health (5%), with these needs more often affecting returnee populations in the town more so than IDPs in the camp27. Bama 

LGA exhibited one of the highest rates of vulnerability with nearly three-quarters of households (73%) having at least one 

vulnerability. Female-Headed households were the most common (39%), trailed by PLW households (37%), and households 

with high age-dependency ratios (25%). The top sectoral combination of households in the LGA overall was shelter/NFI and 

Livelihoods needs (62%), with many of these households also facing education (74%), and food security (65%).  

 

IDP households in MMC and Jere demonstrated common co-occurrence of needs in food security and education (70%), of 

which many also faced shelter/NFI (60%), health (50%), and livelihoods needs (46%). More than a quarter of IDP households 

were observed to simultaneously face food security, education, shelter/NFI and livelihoods needs together (27%). Health and 

education were commonly noticed co-occurring needs for non-displaced households (43%). Of these households, many also 

dealt with food security (67%), and livelihoods (51%). Non-displaced households commonly also contended with combinations 

of food security and livelihoods (24%), as well as health and shelter/NFI needs (24%).   

 
 
 

                                                           
27 Intersos, UNICEF, WFP (September 2018), Nutrition and Food Security Surveillance: Bama, Emergency SMART Survey. Retrieved from: 

https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/sites/www.humanitarianresponse.info/files/documents/files/bama_smart_nutrition_survey_12sep_2018.pdf 

https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/sites/www.humanitarianresponse.info/files/documents/files/bama_smart_nutrition_survey_12sep_2018.pdf
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Table 4: High + Very High Multi-Sectoral Needs and Driving Sectors, Borno State 

 

% in 
“Very 
High” 

or 
“High” 
need 

% HH 
any 

Vulnera
bility 

% HH 
Education 

need 

% HH 
Shelter/

NFI 
need 

% HH 
WASH 
need 

% HH 
Health 
need 

% HH 
Nutrition 

need 

% HH  
Food 

Security 
need 

% HH 
Livelihood 

need 

% HH 
Protection 

need 

Borno State 22% 53% 70% 48% 14% 57% 5% 61% 44% 23% 

IDPs 29% 54% 71% 68% 11% 35% 10% 82% 41% 32% 
Non-Displaced 20% 53% 70% 41% 15% 64% 3% 54% 52% 17% 

Returnees 27% 60% 65% 60% 12% 46% 3% 72% 40% 60% 

Central Borno 36% 48% 73% 70% 13% 38% 11% 90% 63% 28% 

IDPs 34% 45% 69% 80% 9% 26% 15% 93% 62% 17% 
Non-Displaced 42% 54% 80% 55% 20% 55% 6% 82% 67% 43% 

Returnees 27% 47% 76% 68% 9% 43% 3% 92% 49% 30% 

East Borno 29% 68% 67% 69% 10% 30% 10% 72% 49% 65% 

IDPs 29% 67% 67% 72% 11% 29% 8% 71% 47% 69% 
Non-Displaced 35% 78% 64% 52% 7% 27% 36% 93% 67% 31% 

Returnees 30% 70% 64% 61% 11% 36% 4% 69% 53% 61% 

MMC and Jere 19% 56% 68% 41% 9% 61% 3% 59% 41% 16% 

IDPs 22% 62% 81% 51% 12% 53% 4% 83% 46% 16% 
Non-Displaced 18% 55% 67% 40% 8% 62% 3% 56% 40% 16% 

Returnees 7% 54% 56% 38% 8% 48% 3% 55% 54% 0% 

Northern Borno 32% 63% 59% 66% 13% 39% 5% 68% 39% 80% 

IDPs 31% 49% 58% 55% 27% 41% 3% 67% 35% 76% 
Non-Displaced 36% 68% 64% 71% 14% 37% 8% 69% 57% 67% 

Returnees 29% 66% 56% 68% 4% 40% 3% 69% 27% 93% 

Southern Borno 15% 45% 74% 35% 26% 73% 1% 41% 35% 8% 

IDPs 18% 39% 66% 43% 9% 48% 1% 49% 36% 18% 
Non-Displaced 14% 45% 75% 35% 26% 74% 1% 39% 34% 7% 

Returnees 24% 53% 76% 32% 35% 73% 1% 55% 46% 26% 
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Figure 1: High + Very High Multi-Sectoral Needs and Vulnerabilities, Borno State 

  
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 2: Common Combinations of Sectors in which HH were Found to be in Need, Borno State 

 

22%

29%

20%

27%

36%

34%

42%

27%

29%

29%

35%

30%

19%

22%

18%

7%

32%

31%

36%

29%

15%

18%

14%

24%

10%

15%

9%

18%

16%

14%

20%

18%

21%

20%

33%

22%

7%

13%

7%

5%

23%

21%

29%

19%

7%

12%

7%

12%

Overall

IDP

Non-Displaced

Returnee

Overall

IDP

Non-Displaced

Returnee

Overall

IDP

Non-Displaced

Returnee

Overall

IDP

Non-Displaced

Returnee

Overall

IDP

Non-Displaced

Returnee

Overall

IDP

Non-Displaced

Returnee

B
or

no
 S

ta
te

C
en

tr
al

B
or

no
B

or
no

 E
as

t
M

M
C

&
Je

re
B

or
no

N
or

th
er

n
B

or
no

S
ou

th
er

n
B

or
no

High/Very High needs High/Very High needs and vulnerable

Reading the Most Commonly Co-Occurring Sectoral Needs Figure: 
This figure demonstrates the most commonly occurring sectoral needs pairings, irrespective of severity, across all population groups and 
geographic areas in the given state. The black bars deescalate from left to right, showing the percentage of HHs with needs in the sector 
combinations represented by the black dots. For example, the highest co-occurrence of needs in Borno existed dually in the food security and 
education sectors with 46% of Borno households reporting overlapping needs in these two sectors. The 8th bar from the left shows that 28% of 
households reported co-occurring needs in shelter/NFI, food security and education.  

Reading the Multi-Sectoral Needs and Vulnerabilities Figure: 
The bright red bars demonstrate the proportion of households by domain, both by population group and as an overall proportion of households sampled in that 
domain, who reported needs in at least five, and at most eight, of the humanitarian sectors. As part of each bright red bar, the pink/grey proportion demonstrates the 
proportion of households in that domain, by population group or overall, who had needs in at least five and at most eight humanitarian sectors and who reported at 
least one vulnerability. Percentages that are left aligned represent the proportion of households with high/very high needs that are vulnerable. Percentages that are 
right aligned represent the total proportion of households with high/very high needs in the population, irrespective of vulnerable status. 

 
+ 
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Sectoral Results 

WASH Needs 

UNICEF has previously estimated that as much as 75% of WASH infrastructure in Borno State has been destroyed as a result 

of the insurgency28. WASH needs appeared less than other sectoral needs in Borno State, in part because of the restricted 

scope of data collection to areas with more concentrated services, including availability of improved water points and latrine 

access. Southern Borno is the exception, as data collection extended to more rural settlements. Due to this rural inclusivity, 

WASH needs appeared to be greatest in Southern Borno as access to improved water sources and functional latrines was 

poorer compared to the rest of the state. Cholera outbreaks in MMC and Jere and parts of Central and Southern Borno have 

been exacerbated by the 2018 rainy season, and highlight the seriousness of the WASH needs. Poor latrine access and low 

access to improved water sources have likely contributed to these outbreaks. As of mid-September 2018, the most affected 

LGAs included Magumeri, Chibok, MMC, Konduga, Kaga, Damboa and Shani LGAs.  

 

Across Borno State, a lack of latrine access, long water collection waiting times, lack of soap in the household and low 

household water consumption were similar across population groups, however with notable geographic differences. A higher 

proportion of non-displaced households had WASH needs compared to IDPs or returnees, mostly due to lesser proportion of 

non-displaced households reporting access to improved water sources (28%). At the state level, WASH severity was modest 

overall (4.6), with no major difference between groups. Of all households in Borno State with WASH needs (14%), roughly half 

had at least one type of vulnerability (50%), and of these households, nearly one-third had a PLW (33%), followed by almost 

one-fifth as female-headed households (18%). Given the context of water-borne diseases, households with PLWs and WASH 

needs are particularly concerning due to the risk of Hepatitis E29. This disease is characterized by a high mortality among 

pregnant women, and several outbreaks have previously been recorded in Borno30.     

 

Differences between population groups were most characteristically observed in Central Borno, where one in five non-

displaced households were in need of WASH support (20%) which is more than twice the rate of IDPs (9%) or returnees (9%). 

High WASH needs for non-displaced households was a result of nearly one in three households reportedly having water 

collection times greater than 30 minutes (29%) and greater than one-fifth of households not having access to an improved 

water source (21%). The most households categorized with WASH needs were seen in Konduga (19%), Gubio (15%), and 

Magumeri (15%) LGAs, with the most severe needs also being witnessed in Gubio (4.7) and Konduga (4.7). In Konduga, 

these needs were driven by nearly one-fourth of households having high collection times (24%), lack of latrine access (19%) 

and lack of access to improved water sources (16%). WASH needs in Gubio were mainly due to high water collection times 

(37%), suggesting a lack of water points available, as well as poor latrine access (19%). This pattern was similarly observed 

in Magumeri, with high water collection times (29%) and poor latrine access (18%).  

 

Households in East Borno had WASH needs which differed between LGAs, though the highest needs were observed in 

returnees and IDP households, with IDPs also having the most severe WASH needs compared to other groups. IDP 

households were the most likely to report having water consumption below Sphere standards31 (16%), compared to non-

displaced (4%) and returnees (4%). Non-displaced households overall had fairly good access to improved water sources (4% 

with no access), with their main concerns being lack of latrine access (25%) and soap in the household (29%).  Returnees had 

the highest rate of reporting high water collection times (34%). The worst WASH needs were noted in Bama (17%) and Gwoza 

(16%), with Bama showing the most severe WASH needs in the state (5.8). Needs in Bama were driven mainly by over a 

third of households reporting household water consumption below Sphere standards (35%), greater than twice the rate of any 

other LGA in East Borno. In Gwoza LGA, households most frequently stated they had long water collection times (29%) and 

did not have access to any improved water sources (15%). This supports previous reports expressing chronic lack of water 

faced by IDPs, particularly in Pulka Town.32 The majority of households in need of WASH were vulnerable (80%), with the most 

                                                           
28 UNICEF. 27 million people lack safe water in countries facing or at risk of famine. https://www.unicef.org/media/media_95483.html. 29 March 2017 
29 Center for Disease Control and Prevention (May 2018), Hepatitis E Questions and Answers for Health Professionals. Retrieved from: 

https://www.cdc.gov/hepatitis/hev/hevfaq.htm 
30 Ifeorah, I. M. et al. (August 2017), “Acute Hepatitis E Virus infection in two geographical regions of Nigeria”, published in Journal of Pathogens.  Retrieved 

from: https://www.biorxiv.org/content/biorxiv/early/2017/08/20/178756.full.pdf 
31 The Sphere Handbook 2018. Retrieved from: https://www.spherestandards.org/handbook-2018/ 
32 OCHA. North-East Nigeria Humanitarian Situation Update. July 2018. 

https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/02082018_ocha_nga_humanitarian_situation_update.pdf  

https://www.unicef.org/media/media_95483.html
https://www.cdc.gov/hepatitis/hev/hevfaq.htm
https://www.biorxiv.org/content/biorxiv/early/2017/08/20/178756.full.pdf
https://www.spherestandards.org/handbook-2018/
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/02082018_ocha_nga_humanitarian_situation_update.pdf
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frequently reported vulnerabilities being PLWs, female-headed households and high age-dependency ratios. While IDPs were 

most likely to report households with high age-dependency ratios, for returnees, nearly half of these vulnerable households 

were due to chronically ill or disabled members.  

 

Populations in Northern Borno displayed similar WASH needs compared to Borno as a whole, however more than a quarter 

of IDP households had WASH needs, making them one of the most affected groups in terms of WASH in Borno state. These 

needs were largely due to due to lack of latrine access (26%), long water collection times (21%), lack of soap in the household 

(20%), and low household water consumption (19%). Non-displaced populations were the next most affected, and were at 

least three times more likely to report not having access to an improved water source (14%), compared to IDPs (4%) and 

returnees (3%). Severity of WASH was alike between IDPs and non-displaced, however considerably lower for returnees.  

 

Households in Guzamala LGA reported some of the highest WASH needs as well (29%), due to nearly three-fourths of 

households not having access to a functional latrine (73%), low household water consumption (21%), and high water collection 

times (18%). Over half of households in Nganzai LGA reported water collection times greater than 30 minutes (53%), 

suggesting possible crowding at limited water points. Kukawa LGA showed similar needs, as well as more households 

reporting less access to improved water sources (16%) compared to other LGAs in Northern Borno. Households in Mobbar 

LGA were the most likely to report not having soap (28%) within Northern Borno. Although IDPs had the highest rate of WASH 

needs, non-displaced households showed a greater proportion of households simultaneously having a vulnerability largely due 

to PLWs and female-headed households. Of IDP households with WASH needs, female-headed households and high age-

dependency ratios were the most common vulnerabilities observed, followed by PLWs.  

 

More than a quarter of Southern Borno households had WASH needs, in large part due to nearly half of households not 

having access to an improved water source (45%), and one-third of households reporting high water collection times (33%). 

This is likely due to the increased distance people must travel in rural settlements in order to reach their primary water sources. 

Returnee households not only demonstrated the highest rate of WASH needs (35%), they also had the most severe 

needs often facing lack of improved water sources (40%), low household water consumption (16%) and high water 

collection times together (52%). Returnee households in Southern Borno were mostly located in Askira/Uba, Chibok and 

Hawul LGAs. Non-displaced populations were the next most likely to have WASH needs (26%), with nearly half of households 

not accessing improved water sources (46%) and a third reporting high water collection times (34%). IDP households 

demonstrated lower WASH needs than other population groups, likely due to the fact that most IDPs were found in urban areas 

where access to water and latrines was available. Most LGAs demonstrated high WASH needs, with the LGAs most affected 

being Bayo (47%), Shani (35%), Chibok (26%), Hawul (24%), Kwaya Kusar (24%) and Askira/Uba (20%). Overall, access 

to water was the main issue – nearly three-fourths of households reported not accessing an improved water source in Shani 

(73%) and Bayo (72%) LGAs, representative of the fact that the most common water sources reported in these LGAs were 

unprotected wells ( 39% and 46% respectively), unprotected rain water tanks (32%, 31%), and surface water (29%, 34%). In 

Chibok LGA, nearly half of households reported high water collection times (45%), and a third of households reported not 

having any access to an improved water source (33%). A similar pattern was seen in Kwaya Kusar, Askira/Uba, and Hawul of 

a lack of improved water sources (41%, 40% and 38% respectively) and high water collection times (37%, 33%, 39%), with 

unprotected wells being the main water source reported for these LGAs (42%, 43% and 42% respectively). Overall, about half 

of households in southern Borno that had a need for WASH support, were also vulnerable, with the majority of these vulnerable 

households having PLWs.  
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Figure 3: WASH Needs + Vulnerabilities, Borno State 

 
 

Table 5: WASH Needs and Contributing Indicators, Borno State 

Strata 

WASH % HH not 
accessing 
improved 

water source 

% HH with 
water 

consumption 
below 15 lpd 

% HH without 
access to 

functioning 
latrine 

% HH with 
water 

collection time 
> 30min 

% HH with no 
soap % in 

need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

Borno State 14% 4.6 23% 12% 7% 20% 14% 
IDPs 11% 4.6 9% 13% 11% 21% 11% 

Non-Displaced 15% 4.6 28% 11% 6% 20% 15% 
Returnees 12% 4.4 12% 9% 11% 21% 16% 

Central Borno 13% 4.4 9% 11% 16% 22% 10% 
IDPs 9% 4.4 1% 13% 17% 17% 7% 

Non-Displaced 20% 4.5 21% 8% 18% 29% 14% 
Returnees 9% 4.4 9% 16% 3% 18% 11% 

East Borno 10% 4.8 7% 14% 5% 28% 20% 
IDPs 11% 4.9 7% 16% 5% 28% 19% 

Non-Displaced 7% 4.4 4% 4% 4% 25% 29% 
Returnees 11% 4.6 9% 4% 7% 34% 23% 

MMC and Jere 9% 4.6 21% 13% 2% 13% 17% 
IDPs 12% 4.7 22% 9% 6% 22% 8% 

Non-Displaced 8% 4.6 21% 13% 1% 12% 18% 
Returnees 8% 4.3 25% 5% 0% 14% 26% 

Northern Borno 13% 4.4 7% 13% 20% 13% 20% 
IDPs 27% 4.6 4% 19% 26% 26% 26% 

Non-Displaced 14% 4.7 14% 20% 20% 13% 16% 
Returnees 4% 4.1 3% 4% 17% 6% 19% 

Southern Borno 26% 4.7 45% 8% 10% 33% 10% 
IDPs 9% 4.3 29% 0% 3% 17% 10% 

Non-Displaced 26% 4.8 46% 8% 11% 34% 10% 
Returnees 35% 5 40% 16% 13% 52% 10% 
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Health Needs 

Health needs were high in Borno State, with this need being expressed by more than half of households (57%). Most indicators 

that fed into the calculations for health needs are proxies for healthcare access. Therefore, LGAs where data collection was 

restricted to a small area (such as the LGA capital), or that have a high health partner presence, likely will demonstrate lower 

needs than other groups or areas. The health index is also reflective of the low functionality and accessibility of health care 

facilities in Borno State, as well as the difficulties these impose for access to vaccination. Immunization coverage was low 

across Borno state, among all population groups, with half of households (50%) reporting at least one child without any 

immunization. Non-displaced households showed both higher health needs and severity (64%, 5.1 severity) than other 

population groups, mostly due to over half of non-displaced households reporting at least one quality-related healthcare barrier 

(52%), and the nearest health facility being over 2 km away (55%). Over one in four households across the population groups 

reported having a member being sick in the two weeks prior to data collection (27%).  

 

Southern Borno had the highest health needs across the state, with nearly three-fourth of households in need (73%). Almost 

half of these households were vulnerable (41%), among which one-fifth were female-headed (22%). Non-displaced and 

returnee households showed the biggest challenges, due to quality and distance related barriers, and a high number of sick 

family members. Among the returnee households with health needs, 41% were also vulnerable, among which high numbers 

were with PLW (21%), chronically ill members (6%), and separated or unaccompanied children (3%). Across Southern Borno, 

all LGAs displayed high needs (67-81%), with Bayo (81%), Askira/Uba (73%) and Hawul (73%) being the highest. In Bayo 

and Hawul the distance to health facility was the most cited challenge, with close to three-fourth of households reporting it 

(74% and 72%, respectively). Low vaccination rates (70% of households with at least one child without immunization) and a 

high number of sick household members (52%) were the most commonly reported in Askira/Uba.  

 

MMC and Jere households demonstrated the second highest health needs (61%) in Borno state. Quality barriers and low 

immunization coverage affected half of the households (52% and 51%, respectively). Distance barriers were greatest for non-

displaced households (55%), despite its relative urbanity. Nearly two-third of households in Jere LGA (65%) and half of 

households in Maiduguri (53%) had health needs, mostly due to the distance of health facilities and low child vaccination 

rates.  

 

In Northern Borno, over one-in-three households had health needs (39%). Nearly three-fourths of IDP households had at 

least one child without immunizations (73%) - the worst in Borno state. By LGA, Guzamala showed the highest health 

need, with nearly two-third of households in need (60%). This was mostly due to low child vaccination rates (68%), the distance 

of health facilities (37%), and delivery without skilled birth attendant (14%). 

 

Over one in three households in Central Borno had health needs (38%), with non-displaced populations expressing the 

highest (55%), and returnees the most severe need (4.9) in the region. Non-displaced households reported facing healthcare 

access challenges, due to quality and distance. One-fourth of non-displaced households also reported delivering a child without 

a skilled birth attendant (23%), the highest across Borno state and population groups. Over half of IDP households reported 

having at least one child without any immunization (53%). LGAs with the highest health needs in Central Borno were Kaga 

(53%) and Konduga (52%), followed by Magumeri (48%) and Damboa (48%). In Kaga and Konduga challenges were mostly 

due to low access to child immunization (52% and 41%, respectively) and the distance of health facilities (52% and 40%). 

Across Borno state, delivery without skilled birth attendant was the most prevalent in Central Borno. In Magumeri LGA, 

households had low access to vaccination (58% of households with at least one child without any immunization), and high 

distance to health facilities (47%). In Damboa high numbers of households reported having a sick family member the two 

weeks prior to data collection (38%) and health facilities that are farther than 2 km away (34%).  

 

In contrast to outstanding needs in other sectors, households in East Borno displayed the lowest health needs (30%), likely 

due to the increased presence of health actors, which aligns with the decreased reports of distance related barriers reported 

across the region, with 14% of households reporting this barrier. The highest incidence of illnesses in the 2 weeks prior to data 

collection were reported in East Borno (40%), especially among non-displaced households (62%), and in Gwoza (52%) and 

Ngala (46%) LGAs.  
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Figure 4: Health Needs + Vulnerabilities, Borno State 

 
 

Table 6: Health Needs and Contributing Indicators, Borno State 
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Nutrition Needs 

The nutrition index indicates households that are in need of nutrition assistance due to having a child, aged 6-59 months, with 

either severe- (SAM) or moderate-acute malnutrition (MAM), based on the child’s mid-upper arm circumference and the 

presence or absence of oedema. Unlike other sectoral severity scales, these two biometric assessments are the sole 

contributing indicators to the nutrition severity scale used herein. However, other questions concerning rates of exclusive 

breastfeeding (EBF) and caregiver-reported enrolment in an outpatient therapeutic feeding program (OTP) are added for 

additional context. 

 

Across Borno State, 5% of households were in need, with IDPs being more affected. One in ten IDP households had a 

severely or moderately malnourished child, with 26.2% of IDP households in Borno state demonstrating moderate-acute 

malnutrition. Meanwhile, IDP households in Borno showed the lowest rate of EBF (11.9%) and a higher rate of household 

vulnerability (7%, among which 6% of households housed a PLW). Ten percent of non-displaced households and 9% of 

returnee households in Borno had a child with moderate-acute malnutrition, thereby indicating a serious prevalence of GAM 

as determined by UNHCR and Sphere standards33, and 9% of returnee households housed a child with moderate acute 

malnutrition. 

 

Among all children under six months of age at the time of data collection who were queried in Borno state, 17.3% were reported 

to have been exclusively breastfed. This is substantially lower than the state-level (EBF rates) in Yobe (27.8%) and Adamawa 

(51.3%). In light of these figures, self-reported admission in an outpatient therapeutic feeding program was high among 

respondents, with 69.6% of households with children in Borno reportedly using an OTP program to assist in meeting their 

child’s nutritional needs. 

 

Households in Central Borno displayed the highest nutrition need, with more than one in ten households having a 

malnourished child (11%). IDPs were five times more likely to have a malnourished child than returnees (15% vs. 3%). By 

LGA, households with the highest nutrition needs were seen in Monguno (18%), Damboa (9%) and Konduga (8%).  

 

Households in East Borno displayed the second highest nutrition needs, with one in ten households (10%) needing support. 

The highest proportion of households in need was found among the non-displaced, with over one in three households 

in need (36%) - also the highest across the state. Among the non-displaced households with nutrition need, one in four was 

also vulnerable (27%), with PLWs.  Households in Bama (19%) and Gwoza LGAs (15%) displayed the highest needs, followed 

by Ngala (7%) and Dikwa LGAs (6%).  

 

Overall 5% of households in Northern Borno had nutrition needs, with notable differences between population groups and 

geographic areas. Non-displaced households were twice as likely to have a malnourished child, as compared to IDP or returnee 

households (8% vs. 3%). One in ten households in Guzamala LGA had nutrition needs (10%) – the highest in the domain, 

followed by high needs in Kukawa LGA, with 8% of households affected.  

  

  

                                                           
33 The Sphere Handbook 2018. Retrieved from: https://www.spherestandards.org/handbook-2018/ 

https://www.spherestandards.org/handbook-2018/
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Figure 5: Nutrition Needs + Vulnerabilities, Borno State 

  
Table 7: Nutrition Needs and Specific HH Vulnerabilities, Borno State 
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Shelter/Non-Food Item Needs 

In Borno State, shelter/NFI needs were observed in nearly one in two households (48%), mostly driven by households lacking 

at least half of the basic NFI kit items,34 and sharing shelter with another family. IDP households reported the highest shelter/NFI 

needs (68%), followed by returnee (60%) and non-displaced households (41%), mostly due to relatively fewer IDP households 

having access to adequate shelter or at least half of the items in a basic NFI kit. While more than half of the households shared 

shelter across all three population groups, it was most commonly reported among returnee households where over two in three 

households (69%) reported shared shelters. Of all households in Borno state with shelter/NFI needs (48%), roughly a quarter 

had at least one type of vulnerability (26%), among which PLW (13%) and female-headed households (13%) were the most 

commonly reported. Shelter/NFI needs showed high geographic differences, with Central (70%), Eastern (69%) and Northern 

Borno (66%) showing the highest needs. 

 

Central Borno had the highest overall shelter/NFI need (70%) in Borno state as the result of three-quarters of households 

owning less than half of the basic NFI kit items (73%), two-third of households sharing shelter with another family (66%), and 

nearly half of the households lacking adequate shelter (49%). Among the population groups, IDP households showed the 

highest overall shelter/NFI need (80%), mostly due to the lack of at least half of the basic NFI kit items (84%), and 

adequate shelter (72%). Partially damaged or completely destroyed shelter, and risk of eviction was most commonly observed 

among returnees (24% and 27%). Returnee households had the least access to the basic NFI kit with only 62% of this 

population groups having access to at least half of the items of the basic NFI kit. The most households categorized with 

shelter/NFI needs were observed in Damboa (87%) and Monguno (84%) LGAs. In Damboa, where the shelter/NFI need was 

the second highest among all LGAs in Borno State, these needs were driven by most households lacking more than half of the 

basic NFI kit items (92%), sharing shelter with another family (85%), experiencing high risk of eviction (41%) and one in three 

households living in a partially damaged or completely destroyed shelter (32%). Shelter/NFI needs in Monguno, the third 

highest across Borno State, were mainly due to more than three in four households lacking more than half of the basic NFI kit 

items (87%), living without adequate shelter (79%), and sharing shelter with another family (75%). 

 

The second highest overall shelter/NFI need was observed in Eastern Borno with over two-third of households in need of 

assistance (69%), mostly resulting from 85% of households owning less than half of the basic NFI kit items, and close to two-

third sharing shelter with another family (61%). Among the population groups, IDPs were the most affected by inadequate 

shelter (22%), risk of eviction (18%) and lacking basic NFI kit items (89%). The highest overall shelter/NFI needs were observed 

in Gwoza (84%), Dikwa (80%) and Bama LGAs (72%). In Gwoza LGA, which showed one of the highest overall shelter/NFI 

need across Borno State (84%), 88% of households reported not owning at least half of the basic NFI kit items, three in four 

households reportedly sharing shelter with another family (72%), and one-fifth of households having partially damaged or 

completely destroyed shelter (21%). This pattern was similarly observed in Dikwa and Bama LGA, with most households 

lacking more than half of the basic NFI kit items (85% in Dikwa and 91% in Bama), and three in four households sharing shelter 

with another family (77% in Dikwa and 75% in Bama).  

 

Two-third of households in Northern Borno reported shelter/NFI needs, in large part due to nearly three in four households 

lacking at least half of the items of the basic NFI kit (71%), and similarly three in four sharing shelter with another family (75%). 

The risk of eviction was among the highest in Borno State across the population groups, most commonly observed among IDP 

households (24%). While over half of the IDPs reported shelter/NFI needs (55%), the population groups most in need were the 

non-displaced (71%) and returnees (68%). In Northern Borno, 90% of non-displaced households reported lacking at least half 

of the basic NFI kit items. By LGA, the most households categorized with shelter/NFI needs were seen in Guzamala (88%) 

and Kukawa LGAs (74%), with high needs also being observed in Mobbar (61%) and Nganzai LGA (60%). Shelter/NFI needs 

in Guzamala were the highest in Borno State, mostly due to close to all households lacking at least half of the basic 

NFI kit items (96%), close to two in three households sharing shelter with another family (64%), and over half of 

households living without adequate shelter (55%). In Kukawa, similar trends were observed, with close to all households 

lacking at least half of the basic NFI kit items (93%) and close to two in three households sharing shelter with another family 

(63%). 

 

                                                           
34 The list of basic NFI consisted in this study of: blankets, sleeping mat, mosquito net, jerry cans, laundry detergent / bars, bath soap, reusable sanitary pad, 
solar lamp, foldable mattress, kettle, 10L Basin, rope, cooking pots, stainless trays, stainless cups, serving spoons, kitchen knife, 10L Bucket, aquatabs, 
school bags, school notebooks, school textbooks. 
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Figure 6: Shelter and NFI Needs + Vulnerabilities, Borno State 

 
 

Table 8: Shelter and NFI Needs and Contributing Indicators, Borno State 

Strata 

Shelter/NFI 

% HH w/o 
adequate 

shelter 

% HH reporting 
a partially 

damaged or 
completely 
destroyed 

shelter 

% HH 
report 

being at 
risk of 

eviction 

% HH owns less 
than half of 
items in NFI 

Basic kit 

% HH sharing 
their shelter with 

another family 
% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

Borno State 48% 4.6 13% 12% 11% 61% 51% 
IDPs 68% 5.1 44% 9% 13% 77% 60% 

Non-Displaced 41% 4.4 4% 12% 10% 55% 47% 
Returnees 60% 4.8 15% 13% 15% 64% 69% 

Central Borno 70% 5.3 49% 11% 15% 73% 66% 
IDPs 80% 5.6 72% 5% 12% 84% 70% 

Non-Displaced 55% 4.9 14% 18% 17% 59% 60% 
Returnees 68% 5.6 42% 24% 27% 62% 69% 

East Borno 69% 4.9 18% 16% 16% 85% 61% 
IDPs 72% 5 22% 15% 18% 89% 59% 

Non-Displaced 52% 4.6 0% 25% 7% 48% 71% 
Returnees 61% 4.8 3% 20% 12% 75% 64% 

MMC and Jere 41% 4.5 4% 12% 11% 49% 49% 
IDPs 51% 4.5 24% 13% 7% 58% 42% 

Non-Displaced 40% 4.5 2% 11% 12% 48% 50% 
Returnees 38% 4.6 1% 11% 26% 36% 53% 

Northern Borno 66% 4.9 15% 12% 16% 71% 75% 
IDPs 55% 5.4 32% 4% 24% 56% 76% 

Non-Displaced 71% 5.1 9% 27% 16% 90% 63% 
Returnees 68% 4.5 9% 6% 12% 66% 83% 

Southern Borno 35% 4.3 4% 10% 4% 67% 34% 
IDPs 43% 4.4 8% 7% 11% 73% 39% 

Non-Displaced 35% 4.2 4% 10% 3% 67% 33% 
Returnees 32% 4.5 2% 12% 3% 55% 42% 
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Food Security and Agriculture Needs 

Across Borno state, food security needs were substantial, with 61% of all households demonstrating a food security need. 

Among groups in Borno, IDP households demonstrated the highest prevalence of food security needs (82%) followed 

by returnees (72%).  Needs were determined by a broad range of contributing indicators including two indicators that are 

frequently used in accessing food (in)security: the reduced Coping Strategies Index (rCSI) and the Food Consumption Score 

(FCS). The food consumption score was calculated according to World Food Programme Food Consumption Score Guidelines 

by adding weights to various categories of food (i.e. tubers, cereals, vegetables, etc.) and asking respondents to quantify the 

number of times they consumed a given type of food in the past seven days.35 The reduced coping strategies index was 

determined as defined by the Food Security Cluster guidelines36 by again quantifying the number of times in the past seven 

days that a household needed to rely on any of five coping strategies to overcome a lack of food. Although a broader range of 

indicators contributed to the quantification of needs in the food security sector, across Borno state most households cited a 

barrier to accessing food (80.4%) and the use of animal dung, firewood or agricultural waste as their most commonly used fuel 

type for cooking (71.1%) which underscored their needs for assistance from the food security sector.  

 

The high level of food security and agriculture needs among IDP households was largely underscored by a poor or borderline 

food consumption score (76%), a high usage of unsafe, unsustainable sources of fuel for cooking (85.3%) and a notable 

prevalence of households scoring greater than 10 points when measuring the reduced coping strategies index (53.6%). 

 

While the prevalence of households in need of food assistance varied between population groups and domains, the severity 

of needs was uniform state-wide with all population groups in all domains averaging a severity score around 5. Within each 

domain, there was a notable similarity in the proportions of households in need of food aid, across population groups. By 

contrast, between geographic domains, there was a notable differentiation with Central Borno demonstrating a high 

proportion of households in need of food assistance, with 93% of IDP households, 92% of returnee households, and 82% 

of non-displaced households in need of food aid. Southern Borno, however, had the lowest proportions in the state of 

households in need of aid, with 51.2% of IDP households, 56% of non-displaced households, and 48.2% of returnee 

households in need of food assistance. This may indicate that food needs are more influenced by geography than displacement 

status, thereby potentially indicating that barriers to delivering food aid are generating from security constraints, 

planting/harvesting conditions and may pre-date the presence of humanitarian aid. 

                                                           
35 World Food Programme (WFP). Food Consumption Analysis. Full document here. 
36 WFP Vulnerability Analysis and Mapping (VAM) (2014), VAM Guidance Paper – Consolidated Approach for Reporting on Indicators of Food Security 

(CARI). Retrieved from: https://resources.vam.wfp.org/sites/default/files/CARI_Final_0.pdf 

https://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/manual_guide_proced/wfp197216.pdf?_ga=2.42910636.848875997.1543498323-2145050901.1543498323
https://resources.vam.wfp.org/sites/default/files/CARI_Final_0.pdf
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Figure 7: Food Security Needs + Vulnerabilities, Borno State 
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Table 9: Food Security Needs and Contributing Indicators, Borno State 

Strata 

Food Security 

% of HHs 
with poor or 
borderline 

Food 
Consumption 

Score 

% of HHs 
with a 
>=10 

Reduced 
Coping 
Strategy 

Index 
(rCSI) 

Safe Access to Fuel and Energy Composite indicator 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

% of HHs 
reporting animal 

dung, firewood or 
agricultural waste 

as the most 
commonly used 

fuel type for 
cooking 

% of HHs 
reporting 

firewood as 
the most 

commonly 
used fuel type 

for lighting 

% of HHs 
reporting a 
three stone 
fire as the 

most 
commonly 

used method 
for cooking 

% of HHs 
reporting an 

unsafe 
primary 

means of 
obtaining 

firewood or 
main fuel 

% of HHs 
reporting use 
of an unsafe 

coping 
strategies 

when 
experiencing 
a lack of fuel 

Borno State 61% 5.2 57% 44% 71% 10% 65% 14% 35% 

IDPs 82% 5.6 76% 54% 85% 8% 68% 18% 43% 

Non-Displaced 54% 5.1 51% 40% 65% 11% 63% 13% 33% 

Returnees 72% 5.1 51% 54% 93% 5% 83% 17% 34% 

Central Borno 89% 5.4 78% 62% 94% 9% 77% 12% 48% 

IDPs 93% 5.7 80% 68% 95% 8% 66% 12% 52% 

Non-Displaced 82% 5.1 73% 53% 92% 10% 91% 15% 46% 

Returnees 92% 5.1 84% 65% 95% 14% 98% 5% 32% 

East Borno 72% 5.8 67% 39% 97% 12% 83% 30% 41% 

IDPs 71% 5.8 71% 32% 98% 14% 85% 34% 42% 

Non-Displaced 93% 6.3 28% 89% 92% 2% 66% 4% 30% 

Returnees 69% 5.5 61% 51% 94% 3% 75% 18% 42% 

MMC and Jere 59% 5.2 61% 44% 46% 12% 46% 1% 29% 

IDPs 83% 5.6 89% 50% 50% 6% 48% 5% 30% 

Non-Displaced 56% 5.1 58% 43% 46% 12% 45% 1% 29% 

Returnees 55% 4.5 36% 65% 36% 9% 36% 3% 36% 

Northern Borno 68% 5.1 38% 61% 94% 4% 69% 25% 32% 

IDPs 67% 5.2 42% 61% 91% 3% 78% 34% 37% 

Non-Displaced 69% 4.8 42% 66% 95% 7% 53% 27% 31% 

Returnees 68% 5.2 33% 58% 94% 1% 75% 19% 31% 

Southern Borno 41% 4.9 33% 28% 94% 8% 92% 36% 46% 

IDPs 49% 4.8 45% 35% 97% 15% 96% 33% 55% 

Non-Displaced 39% 4.9 32% 27% 94% 8% 92% 36% 46% 

Returnees 55% 4.8 43% 32% 95% 6% 94% 33% 57% 
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Table 10: Food Security Needs and Contributing Indicators, cont‘d, Borno State: 

Strata 

% of HH with no access 
to market and/or 

experiencing barriers to 
accessing food on 

markets 

Livelihoods/Agriculture Composite Indicator 

% of HH not able 
to plant/harvest 
last dry season 

% of HH not 
planning to 

cultivate this rainy 
season 

% of HH not 
able to access 
land needed 

% of HH not able 
to access water 

needed 

Borno State 89% 57% 21% 52% 53% 

IDPs 87% 69% 37% 52% 48% 

Non-Displaced 89% 53% 16% 53% 55% 

Returnees 92% 55% 20% 41% 43% 

Central Borno 89% 47% 23% 60% 63% 

IDPs 91% 52% 32% 55% 63% 

Non-Displaced 87% 36% 4% 68% 65% 

Returnees 87% 61% 39% 66% 56% 

East Borno 81% 84% 36% 51% 43% 

IDPs 77% 87% 38% 53% 46% 

Non-Displaced 100% 61% 21% 39% 12% 

Returnees 93% 79% 36% 47% 45% 

MMC and Jere 88% 49% 29% 65% 62% 

IDPs 90% 88% 60% 53% 26% 

Non-Displaced 88% 44% 25% 69% 66% 

Returnees 76% 52% 30% 60% 57% 

Northern Borno 90% 42% 6% 32% 36% 

IDPs 93% 49% 6% 34% 40% 

Non-Displaced 83% 48% 1% 39% 43% 

Returnees 94% 34% 9% 27% 30% 

Southern Borno 92% 77% 2% 23% 32% 

IDPs 87% 82% 7% 49% 44% 

Non-Displaced 93% 76% 1% 22% 31% 

Returnees 96% 80% 3% 28% 50% 

 
 

Early Recovery and Livelihoods Needs 

Across Borno state, 43% of households displayed livelihoods needs, with important differences between the population groups 

and geographic domains. While the highest need was among non-displaced households, with half of households in need 

(52%), the severity of the need was overall highest among returnee households (4.5). Half of households reported having debt 

(54%), and nearly two-in-three reported that their income had decreased in the previous three months (61%), with IDP 

households being the most affected (70% reported decreased income, and 60% reported debt). While overall 4% of households 

reported not having access to cash at all, among IDPs and returnees one in ten households were affected. Households reported 

using crisis and emergency livelihood coping strategies.37 Of those who reported using these strategies, returnees did so at 

the greatest rate with one-tenth of households resorting to these solutions (10%).  

 

Livelihoods needs were highest in Central Borno, with nearly two-thirds of households in need (63%). IDPs and non-

displaced reported higher needs than returnees, mostly due to a higher likelihood of decreased income and indebtedness. 

Additionally, one in ten non-displaced and returnee households reported using crisis or emergency level coping strategies 

                                                           
37 Livelihoods-based coping strategies can be divided following three categories: 

- Stress coping strategies such as: sell HH assets/goods, spend savings, sell (non-productive) animals, send HH members to eat elsewhere, purchase food 

on credit, or borrow money; 

- Crisis coping strategies such as: sell productive assets, withdraw children from school, reduce expenses on basic services (education, health), harvest 

immature crops, consume seed stocks to be saved for next year, decrease expenditure on agricultural/animal-based activities and care; 

- Emergency coping strategies such as: sell house or land, beg for money, engage in illegal/dangerous income activities, sell last reproductive animals, or 

have the entire HH migrate/displace. 
More information on data collection and analysis of livelihoods-based coping strategies retrieved from: 
https://resources.vam.wfp.org/sites/default/files/CARI_Final_0.pdf 
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(11%), while not having access to cash affected returnee households the most (15%). On the LGA level, the highest needs 

were reported in Damboa (72%), Monguno (68%) and Konduga LGA (56%). Damboa LGA displayed the highest need 

across Borno State, due to notable income change (86% of households reported decrease) and indebtedness (68%). The 

highest proportions of households in debt across Borno State were found in Monguno with 89% of households facing a lack of 

income. Livelihood needs in Konduga LGA were mostly driven by 15% of households reportedly resorting to crisis or 

emergency coping strategies.  

 

The second highest livelihood need was reported in East Borno, with half of households needing livelihood assistance (49%). 

While the proportion of households in need was lower, the severity of household needs in East Borno was higher (4.7 in 

comparison to 4.3). Non-displaced households had the highest livelihood needs and severity (67% of households in need, with 

5.2 severity score). Half of the non-displaced households were also vulnerable (53%), among which one-in-three included a 

PLW (32%). Non-displaced households were also two times more likely to have debt than IDPs (68% vs. 34%). Over three in 

four households reported a decrease in their level of income in the past three months (78%), more particularly non-displaced 

households (93%) and households in general in Kala Balge LGA (89%). The most households categorized with livelihood 

needs were seen in Gwoza (71%), Dikwa (57%) and Ngala LGAs (52%). Needs in these LGAs were driven by lack of access 

to cash, considerable reports of decrease in income, and high reports of indebtedness.  

 

Livelihood needs in MMC and Jere (41%) were slightly lower than in Borno State overall. Returnee households displayed the 

highest need with over half in need (54%), among which one in three were also vulnerable (30%). Among the households with 

livelihood needs, a high number were female-headed, especially among IDPs and returnees. Income decrease was most 

commonly reported among returnee and IDP households (71% and 64%). Returnee households also reported high use of 

crisis/emergency coping mechanisms, with over one in ten households resorting to these options (12%). 

 

While overall 39% of households in Northern Borno had livelihoods needs, non-displaced were considerably more affected 

with over half of households in need (57%). The higher need of these households was mostly due to high levels of decreased 

income (81%). Additionally, among those households who had livelihood needs, 40% was also vulnerable, among which one 

in four households was with PLWs (26%), and one in ten (10%) had high age-dependency ratio. In Borno, among the highest 

levels of crisis or emergency coping was observed in Northern Borno, with non-displaced (13%) and IDP households being 

the most affected (12%). By LGA, Guzamala (15%), Kukawa (13%), and Nganzai (13%) had the highest reports. These LGAs 

were also the ones that showed the highest overall livelihood needs in Northern Borno, with 61% of households in need in 

Kukawa LGA, followed by Guzamala (55%), and Nganzai (45%). Guzamala and Kukawa LGAs also had the highest reports 

of income decrease as well, with 88% and 84% of households reporting it, respectively.  

 

One in three households had livelihoods needs in Southern Borno (35%). Across the population groups, returnees had the 

highest needs, due to nearly three-fourth of households reportedly experiencing decreased income (71%), around half 

reporting debt (49%), one in ten lacking access to cash (9%), and 15% resorting to crisis/emergency livelihood coping 

mechanisms. Three-fourths of IDP households experienced decreased income over the last three months prior to data 

collection. By LGA, Chibok (46%), Kwayakusar (40%) and Biu LGA (39%) had the overall highest livelihood needs. 

Crisis/emergency coping mechanisms were most commonly reported in Chibok (18%) and Hawul (16%) across Borno State, 

while other factors driving the high needs were decreased income and indebtedness. 
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Figure 8: Livelihoods Needs + Vulnerabilities, Borno State 

 

 

 
Table 11: Livelihoods Needs and Contributing Indicators, Borno State: 

Strata 

Livelihoods % HH w/ reported 
their income has 

decreased in 
previous 3 

months 

% HH reported 
having debt 

% HH without 
any access to 

cash 

% HH reported using 
“crisis” or 

“emergency” level 
livelihood coping 

strategies 

% in need 
Avg. 

Severity 
Score 

Borno State 43% 4.3 61% 54% 4% 6% 
IDPs 41% 4.4 70% 60% 10% 6% 

Non-Displaced 52% 4.2 59% 52% 2% 5% 
Returnees 40% 4.5 52% 48% 9% 10% 

Central Borno 63% 4.3 72% 76% 5% 7% 
IDPs 62% 4.3 73% 81% 7% 4% 

Non-Displaced 67% 4.2 75% 74% 1% 11% 
Returnees 49% 4.6 57% 51% 15% 11% 

East Borno 49% 4.7 78% 38% 31% 6% 
IDPs 47% 4.6 78% 34% 31% 7% 

Non-Displaced 67% 5.2 93% 68% 46% 2% 
Returnees 53% 4.6 69% 42% 27% 7% 

MMC and Jere 41% 4.1 59% 54% 0% 2% 
IDPs 46% 4.3 64% 55% 1% 7% 

Non-Displaced 40% 4.1 58% 54% 0% 2% 
Returnees 54% 4.4 71% 67% 0% 12% 

Northern Borno 39% 4.4 51% 48% 4% 11% 
IDPs 35% 4.6 41% 53% 1% 12% 

Non-Displaced 57% 4.1 81% 47% 10% 13% 
Returnees 27% 4.5 35% 46% 0% 9% 

Southern Borno 35% 4.4 55% 41% 4% 11% 
IDPs 36% 4.3 75% 32% 5% 11% 

Non-Displaced 34% 4.4 53% 41% 4% 11% 
Returnees 46% 4.6 71% 49% 9% 15% 
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Education Needs 

Across Borno State, education needs were high, with close to three in four households overall (70%) in need, with 

similar trends across population groups and geographic areas. Most households reported no access to school supplies, 

such as school bags, notebooks and textbooks (86%), and half of households had at least one barrier in accessing schools. 

Sixty percent of households had at least one child not attending formal or informal school, and close to half of households had 

at least one child who never attended formal school (45%). Of all households in Borno State with education needs, roughly 

one in three had at least one type of vulnerability (37%), with nearly one in five having PLW (18%), or a female head of 

household (17%). In Borno State, households facing the highest education needs were observed in Southern and Central 

Borno (74% and 73%). 

 

The highest education needs were observed in Southern Borno, with three-fourth of households expressing this need (74%). 

Almost half of households reported at least one barrier to education (47%), and two-thirds had at least one child not attending 

school (64%). The proportion of households with children who never attended formal education was slightly lower than in other 

parts of Borno (38%). Non-displaced households were twice as likely to have at least one of their children without formal 

schooling, than returnees (40% vs. 21%). By LGA, Bayo showed one of the highest education needs both on the domain and 

the state level with 80% of households reporting this needs. This high need was mostly due to over half of households having 

at least one child who never attended formal schooling (54%), and two-third where at least one child had never attended school 

(62%). Shani LGA showed similarly high needs (80%), with three in four households having at least one child who was not 

attending school (75%), and over half of households having at least one child who never attended formal schooling (58%). 

While households in Askira/Uba LGA, had better formal school attendance with one-fifth of households reporting having at 

least a child without formal schooling (21%), nearly two-third reported at least one child who dropped out (62%).  

 

Roughly three in four households in Central Borno had education needs (73%), though the highest needs were observed 

among non-displaced (80%) and returnee households (76%). High education needs were mostly the result of households 

reportedly not having access to school supplies (93%). Over half of households reported having at least one child who never 

attended formal school (52%), the highest in Borno State. By LGA, two of the LGAs in Borno State with the highest education 

needs were recorded in Central Borno: Magumeri (85%) and Konduga (85%). Similar trends were observed in these LGAs 

concerning the main driving forces of the high education needs: very low access to school supplies (98% in Magumeri, 83% in 

Konduga), roughly three in four households with at least one child who never attended education (74% in Magumeri, 79% in 

Konduga), and majority of households with at least one child not attending school (70% in Magumeri, 69% in Konduga). 

Households in Gubio (78%), Kaga (74%), Damboa (74%) and Mafa LGAs (72%) also had high education needs. 

 

Households in East Borno had similarly high education needs across population groups, with overall two in three households 

having education needs (67%). Similar to Central Borno, high education needs were mostly the result of households not having 

access to school supplies (90%). One in four households reported at least one barrier to accessing education (25%), the lowest 

in Borno State. Roughly half of households had at least one child who never attended school (48%), with the exception being 

non-displaced populations in East Borno for whom non-attendance was less common (26%). The most prevalent education 

needs were reported in Bama (73%), Gwoza (72%) and Ngala LGAs (68%), mostly due to the lack of school supplies (98% in 

Bama, 90% in Gwoza, 77% in Ngala) and the high proportion of households having at least one child who did not attend school 

(66% in Bama, 61% in Gwoza, 66% in Ngala). 

 

Two in three households in MMC and Jere had education needs, in large part due to two third of households having at least 

one child who was not attending school (59%), and nearly half of households with at least a child who had never attended 

formal schooling (46%). Among the population groups, the highest education needs were observed among IDP households 

(81%), followed by non-displaced (67%) and returnee households (56%). Education needs among IDP households in MMC 

and Jere were the highest in state, with almost two in three households reporting barriers to accessing education services 

(61%), having at least one child without formal schooling (63%), and three in four households having at least one child that 

was notattending school at the time of data collection (73%). By LGA, similar levels of education needs were observed in both 

Maiduguri (69%) and Jere LGA (67%).  

 

Education needs overall were the lowest in the state in Northern Borno with 59% of households expressing this need, with 

no noted difference across the population groups. Access to school supplies proved to be challenging in Northern Borno, with 
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97% of households reporting lacking access to school bags, notebooks and textbooks. Yet by LGA, four-fifths of households 

in Guzamala LGA had education needs (80%), which was among the highest in the state. This was mainly due to households 

reportedly not having access to school supplies (99%), and two-thirds of households having a child who never attended formal 

schooling (60%), or was not attending school (64%) at the time of data collection. Similar needs were observed in Nganzai 

LGA, where three in four households had education needs (78%). Among the households in Nganzai, a lack of school supplies 

(97%), children currently not attending school (71%), and no formal schooling of children (65%) were among the main reasons 

behind the high education needs. 

 

Figure 9: Education Needs + Vulnerabilities, Borno State 

 

 
 

 

Table 12: Education Needs and Contributing Indicators, Borno State 

Strata 

Education % HH w/ a child 
either not currently 
attending school, or 

has dropped out 
(both formal or 

informal) 

% HH w/ a child 
who has never 
attended formal 

school 

% HH w/o access 
to school 

supplies (bags, 
notebooks, 
textbooks) 

% HH reporting at 
least 1 barrier to 
accessing school % in need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

Borno State 70% 6.1 60% 45% 86% 46% 
IDPs 71% 5.8 58% 49% 93% 43% 

Non-Displaced 70% 6.2 60% 44% 83% 47% 
Returnees 65% 6 55% 41% 92% 39% 

Central Borno 73% 6.2 59% 52% 93% 47% 
IDPs 69% 5.7 52% 45% 99% 46% 

Non-Displaced 80% 6.8 69% 61% 82% 48% 
Returnees 76% 7.3 69% 58% 96% 56% 

East Borno 67% 5.3 58% 48% 90% 25% 
IDPs 67% 5.4 60% 50% 91% 24% 

Non-Displaced 64% 4.3 44% 26% 80% 33% 
Returnees 64% 5.7 57% 48% 88% 25% 

MMC and Jere 68% 6.2 59% 46% 82% 49% 
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IDPs 81% 6.5 73% 63% 83% 61% 
Non-Displaced 67% 6.2 58% 44% 81% 48% 

Returnees 56% 4.8 38% 31% 65% 39% 

Northern Borno 59% 5.7 46% 41% 97% 33% 
IDPs 58% 5.4 40% 37% 99% 33% 

Non-Displaced 64% 6 53% 48% 97% 40% 
Returnees 56% 5.8 44% 37% 96% 28% 

Southern Borno 74% 6.2 64% 38% 86% 47% 
IDPs 66% 5.8 58% 26% 87% 40% 

Non-Displaced 75% 6.3 65% 40% 86% 48% 
Returnees 76% 5.2 66% 21% 81% 53% 

 

Protection Needs 

Overall protection needs were not among the highest reported needs in Borno State with nearly one in four households found 

to be in need (23%), and considerable differences were observed across geographic regions and population groups. While 

one in three households across the state were located in a ward where key informants reported experiencing explosive 

incidents in the three months prior to data collection (33%), returnees were twice as likely to be located in such a ward (68%). 

Returnee households overall also reported higher rates of movement restrictions, with half of households having experienced 

restrictions in the two months prior to data collection (50%), compared to one-fifth of non-displaced (18%) and one-fourth of 

IDP households (26%). Additionally, returnee and IDP households were seven times more likely to experience family 

separation across the state (7% vs. 1%), with notable geographic differences. Highest overall protection needs were recorded 

in Northern (80%) and East Borno (65%). 

 

Four in five households in Northern Borno had protection needs (80%), the highest across Borno State, with notable 

differences between population groups. While overall the proportion of IDP households in need was lower than that of returnee 

households (76% vs. 93%), their protection needs were more severe (4.8 vs. 4.3), probably due to returnees being smaller in 

number in the north. The indicator driving the severity of needs was a high proportion of households located in wards where 

explosive incidents were reported (91%). Over one-tenth of IDP households reported missing a family member (13%). LGAs 

displaying the highest protection needs were Mobbar, Guzamala and Kukawa LGAs with 96%, 69% and 67% of households 

showing protection needs respectively. The trends were similar across these LGAs, with about half of households having no 

adult member with identity documentation (56% in Guzamala, 48% in Mobbar, and 42% in Kukawa), and half of households 

having faced movement restrictions (54% in Mobbar, 50% in Guzamala, 52% in Kukawa). Of all households in Northern Borno 

with protection needs (80%), over half had at least one type of vulnerability (52%), and of those households, one-fourth was 

female-headed (25%), or was with a PLW (26%), and one-fifth displayed high age-dependency ratio (18%).  

 

The second highest protection needs were reported in East Borno (65%), with also the highest severity rank across the 

domains in Borno (4.7). IDP and returnee households were twice as likely to display protection needs (69% and 61%) as non-

displaced households (31%). While non-displaced households were unlikely to face explosive incidents, half of IDP and 

returnee households lived in a ward where key informants reported explosive incidents. The highest reports of missing family 

members in the state came from East Borno, with one in five IDP households affected. Three out of the five Borno LGAs with 

the highest protection needs were observed in East Borno: Kala Balge, Bama and Dikwa LGAs. In Kala Balge, 91% of 

households showed protection needs, stemming from the highest exposure the explosive incidents (99%) and highest 

proportion of households missing a family member (43%) in the state. Additionally, over half of the households had no adult 

family member with identity documents (56%). In Bama LGA, four-fifth of households reported protection needs (83%). Three 

in four households reported experiencing movement restrictions (73%), and 43% were missing a family member – both figures 

among the highest in Borno State. Three-fourths of households in Dikwa had protection needs (75%), with almost all 

households living in wards where explosives incidents were reported (99%), and nearly two-third of households having 

experienced movement restrictions (62%). Of all households in East Borno with protection needs (65%), roughly half had at 

least one type of vulnerability (45%), and of those households one in five with a PLW (21%).  

 

Over one quarter of households in Central Borno displayed protection needs (28%), with non-displaced households being the 

most affected among the population groups (43%). While the proportion of returnee households having protection needs was 

lower (30%), the severity of their needs was the highest across the state (5.2). Over one-third of households lived in a ward 
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where key informants reported explosives incidents (39%). Security incidents were the highest in this region across the state 

(13%), especially among returnee households (25%). The highest proportion of households with protection needs occurred in 

Damboa LGA with 92% reporting protection concerns. The second highest needs across the state were much less-frequently 

reported as compared to Damboa and occurred in Mafa LGA (47%) and Magumeri LGA (44%). In Damboa, nearly three in 

four households included an adult with no identity documentation (70%), the highest across the state. One-fifth of households 

also reported missing a family member (19%), the third highest across the state, and 44% of households reported experiencing 

a security incident the two months prior to data collection, also the highest across the state. In Mafa, one in five households 

included adults without identity documentation (21%), and one in four experienced movement restrictions (28%). Magumeri 

included one of the one of the highest rates of wards where key informants had reported previous explosive incidents (86%).  

 

Figure 10: Protection Needs + Vulnerabilities, Borno State 

 

 
 

Table 13: Protection Needs and Contributing Indicators, Borno State 

Strata 

Protection % HH located in 
ward where key 

informants 
reported an 
explosive 
incident 

% HH reported 
experiencing 

a security 
incident in 

last 3 months 

% HH w/o any 
adult having 

documentatio
n in the 

household 

% HH reported 
experiencing 

movement 
restrictions in 
last 2 months 

% HH 
reported 
having a 
missing 
family 

member 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

Borno State 23% 4.3 33% 4% 28% 22% 3% 
IDPs 32% 4.4 39% 9% 32% 26% 7% 

Non-Displaced 17% 4.3 29% 3% 27% 18% 1% 
Returnees 60% 4.5 68% 8% 28% 50% 7% 

Central Borno 28% 4.4 39% 13% 21% 23% 4% 
IDPs 17% 4.2 29% 12% 16% 16% 3% 

Non-Displaced 43% 4.4 53% 11% 30% 31% 6% 
Returnees 30% 5.2 45% 25% 20% 38% 8% 

East Borno 65% 4.7 47% 11% 52% 60% 18% 
IDPs 69% 4.7 50% 10% 56% 57% 20% 
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Non-Displaced 31% 4.6 7% 22% 47% 47% 8% 
Returnees 61% 4.7 51% 10% 32% 84% 10% 

MMC and Jere 16% 4.3 27% 1% 28% 21% 1% 
IDPs 16% 4.1 29% 0% 35% 17% 2% 

Non-Displaced 16% 4.3 27% 1% 27% 21% 1% 
Returnees 0% NA 0% 0% 7% 22% 0% 

Northern Borno 80% 4.5 91% 3% 44% 48% 8% 
IDPs 76% 4.8 92% 8% 59% 34% 13% 

Non-Displaced 67% 4.5 79% 4% 39% 47% 3% 
Returnees 93% 4.3 100% 0% 40% 57% 9% 

Southern Borno 8% 4.2 24% 3% 22% 4% 0% 
IDPs 18% 4.7 54% 7% 15% 4% 1% 

Non-Displaced 7% 4.2 21% 3% 23% 3% 2% 
Returnees 26% 4.2 44% 3% 9% 25% 0% 

 

H2R Phase 1 Results 

Demographics  

According to June 2018 VTS data there were approximately 62,583 persons living in hard-to-reach areas of Mobbar LGA. In 

all assessed settlements in Magumeri LGA, KIs reported that all/almost all of the population who lived in their settlement in 

2009 was still living there at the time of data collection. According to recent VTS data, there are approximately 103,616 persons 

living in hard-to-reach areas of Magumeri LGA - one of the largest populations believed to be in hard-to-reach areas of any 

LGA in Borno, Adamawa and Yobe.  

 

Similar to the general MSNA data, there was a notable proportion of women among IDPs, returnees and host community 

populations in hard-to-reach areas of the assessed LGAs. In all LGAs and across population groups, when asked to describe 

the gender balance, KIs reported that, at the time of data collection, there were more women than men in the hard-to-reach 

areas. When queried about the ages of the populations in hard-to-reach settlements, KIs in Bama and Biu reported that there 

were more adults than children for all population groups, but KIs in Dikwa and Magumeri reported more children than adults 

for all population groups. In Mobbar, KIs reported that there were more children than adults among IDP and host community 

members but equal proportions of children and adults among returnees. Across the five LGAs in the H2R analysis, KIs in 88-

100% of assessed settlements reported that no humanitarian assistance was received in the past 6 months. 

 

Sectoral Findings 

Across all settlements assessed in the five H2R Phase 1 LGAs, the most severe response options were frequently chosen for   

questions concerning food security and WASH. . Of the five H2R LGAs, Magumeri had the highest proportion of assessed 

settlements reporting a food need (96% of assessed settlements). When asked “How bad is the hunger for most people 

because they are not able to access enough food?” KIs in the majority of assessed settlements in Bama and Dikwa 

reported that “Hunger is the worst it can be, all over the settlement, and causing many deaths”. 

 

In all assessed LGAs, KIs reported that most households did not have sufficient water to meet their daily needs. In Bama and 

Dikwa, KIs reported that the main source of drinking water in the hard-to-reach settlement was surface water. KIs in 70% of 

assessed settlements in Mobbar indicated that no households were using latrines at the time of data collection and 

KIs in 67% of settlements reported that people used ash with water as their main cleansing agent to wash their hands. Apart 

from Mobbar, KIs in all other LGAs reported that in the majority of assessed settlements, fewer than  one-third of households 

used latrines and the majority of households used water, without soap, to wash their hands. 

 

In all five LGAs, KIs in over 90% of assessed settlements reported that there was no access to health care facilities 

providing services at the time of data collection. Magumeri, Mobbar and Biu reported health services as their second priority 

need. However, KIs in Magumeri (91% of assessed settlements), Mobbar (64%) and Biu (55%) reported having been visited 

by the Polio Eradication team in the last 6 months.  
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When discussing shelter needs, KIs in 64% of assessed settlements in Mobbar reported that all shelters weredestroyed, 

at the time of data collection. In Magumeri, KIs in 51% of assessed settlements stated that IDPs were living in makeshift 

shelters. In Dikwa, Biu and Bama, KIs in the majority of assessed settlements reported that the shelters of more than two-

thirdof households have been destroyed.  

 

When queried about protection concerns in hard-to-reach areas, KIs in 34% of assessed settlements in Biu reported 

complete restrictions on movement. KIs in Bama reported that movement was restricted to within 5-10 km outside of the 

community. In comparison, Kis in Mobbar and Magumeri reported fewer restrictions with KIs in 87% of assessed settlements 

in Mobbar reporting only movement restrictions at night and KIs in 49% of assessed settlements in Magumeri reporting no 

movement restrictions. This could be due to the absence of an authority designating restrictions of any kind in hard-to-reach 

areas. 

 

Data regarding education services in hard-to-reach areas aligns with broader MSNA data in that education needs are broadly 

unmet. With the exception of Biu, KIs in the majority of assessed settlements in all LGAs reported no access to formal education 

services, with KIs in 100% of assessed settlements in Dikwa and 94% of assessed settlements in Bama reporting no 

access to formal education services. With the exception of Magumeri, where KIs in 86% of assessed settlements reported 

that informal education services are accessible from the hard-to-reach areas, all other LGAs reported no access to informal 

education services in addition to the lack of formal services.  

 

H2R Phase 1 Sectoral Severity Scale Outcomes 

Sufficient coverage, defined as 3% or greater of all wards in a given LGA, was achieved for five of 19 LGAs. Bama, Biu, Dikwa, 

Magumeri and Mobbar LGAs were assessed as part of H2R Phase 1 data collection. All LGAs showed similar trends in that 

the most severe needs existed first in the food security sector, followed by WASH. Despite minimal coverage, 55% of all hard-

to-reach KI interviews occurred with someone who had fled the hard-to-reach area of interest in the past week. Thirty-four 

percent of all KIIs occurred with someone who had fled a hard-to-reach area between one week and one month ago, thereby 

minimizing recall bias and supporting the validity of the data.   

 

While differentiation exists within and between LGAs as to the severity of needs in the remaining sectors, health, shelter and 

early recovery co-house the three-to-five most severe needs and protection and education showed the least amount of severity 

of the seven sectors included in H2R Phase 1 severity scales. This is likely not due to an absence of protection and educational 

needs but instead due to the likelihood that the need for fundamental assistance with food and water is so high that the 

protection and education needs are deprioritized. There were not sufficient nutrition-related indicators collected during the H2R 

Phase 1 data collection so as to include nutrition needs in the H2R severity scales. 

 

Of the five LGAs assessed as part of H2R Phase 1, Mobbar LGA had the highest overall multi-sector severity with 29.77 

severity on a scale of 0-70. 151 settlements in Mobbar (12% LGA coverage) were assessed via 299 key informant interviews. 

Severity of needs in the hard-to-reach areas of Mobbar was driven by very high needs in food security (7.69) and water, 

sanitation and hygiene (6.81). Every ward assessed in Mobbar had high (33% of wards assessed) or very high needs in food 

security (66% of wards assessed). Health and shelter were the third and fourth most high-need sectors respectively, with health 

demonstrating 5.0 severity and shelter a 4.0 severity on the 10 point weighted scale.   
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Table 14: Hard-to-Reach Areas, Phase 1, Multi-Sector Severity Scale 
 

 

LGA/Ward WASH 
Food 
Security 

Protection Education Health Shelter/NFI 
Early 

Recovery 

Multi 
Number of 

settlements 
assessed 
per ward 

Number of 
KIs per 
ward 

sector 
Severity 
Scale, 

out of 70 

Bama 5.33 6.95 1.63 2.75 4.73 4.73 1.7 27.82    

Abbaram 2.5 7.75 4 3 6 6 1.38 30.63 2 4 

Amchaka 4.33 7 1.33 3 4 4 1.65 25.32 3 10 

Andara 7 5.75 3 3 4 4 2.48 29.23 2 2 

Banki 7.33 10.33 1.33 3 5.67 5.67 0.55 33.88 3 3 

Bogomari 7 8.5 0 3 6 6 0 30.5 1 1 

Darajamal 7 8.38 2 1.5 5 5 5.78 34.65 2 3 

Goniri 4 5 1.33 3 4.67 4.67 3.12 25.78 3 4 

Gulumba 5.83 6.92 1.58 3 5.42 5.42 1.56 29.73 12 39 

Kasugula 6 6 0 3 4 4 0 23 1 1 

Kumshe 2.5 6.13 2.5 3 4 4 1.93 24.05 2 10 

Soye 7 6 0 3 2 2 0.55 20.55 1 1 

Zageri 3.5 5.63 2.5 1.5 6 6 1.38 26.5 2 3 

Biu 5.18 3.69 0.88 1.1 2.75 2.75 2.49 18.85     

Buratai 5.47 6.33 2.84 1.89 4.95 4.95 5.76 32.19 19 45 

Garubula 4.93 5.98 1.21 1.5 4.64 4.64 5.34 28.25 14 27 

Gunda 5.13 8 1.38 4.13 5 5 2.54 31.17 8 10 

Gur 5.5 9.22 0.88 0.38 4.5 4.5 3.78 28.75 8 24 

Mandaragirau 3.75 5.69 0 0.75 3.5 3.5 1.79 18.98 4 4 

Miringa 4.48 6.12 2.24 1.57 4.43 4.43 4.61 27.87 21 71 

Zarawuyaku 7 3 2 3 6 6 6.05 33.05 1 1 

Dikwa 5.31 4.64 1.37 2.25 3.94 3.94 2.55 24.01    

Afuye 7 5.55 1.6 3 5.2 5.2 6.49 34.04 5 24 

Boboshe 5.36 6.32 2 3 4.55 4.55 2.75 28.52 11 34 

Gajibo 5.33 7.33 2 3 5 5 0.92 28.58 3 8 

M__Kaza 4 6.83 0.67 3 5.67 5.67 2.84 28.68 6 18 

M__Maja 4.14 8.71 2.14 3 5.43 5.43 1.73 30.59 7 16 

Margata 6.22 5.69 2 3 5.33 5.33 2.87 30.46 9 24 

Muliye 5.93 6.33 0.67 3 5.13 5.13 2.97 29.17 15 33 

Ngudoram 3.33 4.92 3.33 3 6 6 5.13 31.72 3 12 

Ufaye 6.5 4 2 3 5 5 4.95 30.45 2 8 

Magumeri 8.43 5.13 1.21 2.13 3.57 3.57 1.72 25.78    

Ardoram 10 8 2 3 4 4 1.65 32.65 1 1 

Borno_Yesu 7 5 0 0 7 7 1.65 27.65 1 1 

Gajigana 9 4 1 3 4 4 1.65 26.65 1 1 

Hoyo 
8 7.4 1.6 1.8 3.8 3.8 2.42 28.82 5 9 

Chingowa 

Kalizoram 7 5.36 1 3 4.43 4.43 2.51 27.73 7 8 

Kararam 8 8.5 3 3 4 4 2.75 33.25 1 1 

Kupti 7.67 6.58 2 3 3.33 3.33 2.02 27.93 3 3 

Magumeri 4.69 5.55 0.38 2.81 4.19 4.19 2.99 24.79 16 24 

Ngamma 7.5 4.63 2 3 4 4 1.38 26.5 2 2 

Titiwa 7 6.57 1.57 3 4.14 4.14 1.65 28.08 7 7 

Mobbar 6.81 7.69 2.11 1.79 4.63 4.63 3.17 30.82    

Asaga 8 10 2 3 5 5 4.95 37.95 1 3 

Chamba 6.81 8.73 2.12 2.08 4.81 4.81 2.83 32.18 26 43 

Damasak 5 6.17 2 1 3.33 3.33 1.74 22.58 6 12 

Duji 5.18 6.27 2 2.18 5.09 5.09 2.1 27.92 11 26 

Gashigar 8 10 2 2.4 4.2 4.2 4.51 35.31 5 11 

Kareto 5.19 6.61 2.32 1.55 5.03 5.03 2.5 28.24 31 61 

Layi 6.11 7.78 2.11 1.5 4.89 4.89 2.72 30 18 30 

Zari 5.24 7.09 2.06 1.15 4.76 4.76 3.77 28.83 34 73 

Zulum 
4.95 6.53 2.37 1.26 4.53 4.53 3.44 27.6 19 40 

Umarti 
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Of the nine assessed wards in Mobbar LGA (12% LGA coverage)38, Asaga ward demonstrated high multi-sectoral needs and 

demonstrated the highest multi-sector severity of all wards assessed, irrespective of LGA. This is largely driven by high severity 

of needs in food security. Respondents reporting on Asaga designated the highest possible need for all indicators within the 

food security index. Although the sample size reporting on Asaga was small (three key informants), all affirmed the statement 

that “hunger is the worst it can be, all over the settlement, and causing many deaths” and stated that food security was the first 

priority need. Asaga also demonstrated very high needs in WASH (8) and high needs in the shelter (5) and early recovery 

(4.95).  

 

Gashigar ward demonstrated the second highest cross-sectoral severity among all wards assessed (35.91) and was the 

second most-contributing ward to the overall very high needs found in Mobbar LGA. In Gashigar, 11 respondents were queried 

about five Gashigar settlements. Like Asaga, Gashigar demonstrated the highest possible severity (10) for food security needs 

and also had very high severity in WASH (8). Also similar to Asaga, severe needs exist for both shelter (4.80) and early 

recovery (4.51) services.  

 

Bama LGA demonstrated the second most severe needs among the five hard-to-reach LGAs analysed. Thirty-five wards 

in Bama were analysed through 81 key informant interviews (3% LGA coverage). According to a June 2018 population profile, 

there are 57,086 persons living in hard-to-reach areas of Bama LGA. Across all sectors and on a 70 point weighted scale, 

Bama showed moderate cross-sectoral needs with 27.82 severity. Similar to Mobbar, the severity of needs was driven by high 

or very high needs in food security across all wards assessed. While wards in Bama uniformly reported food security as the 

most hosting the most severe needs of any sector, the second-most severe needs varied by ward. 

 

Darajamal ward demonstrated the most severe cross-sectoral needs (32.65) in Bama driven by high needs in food security 

(8.38), WASH (7.0) and early recovery (5.78).  Banki ward was the second highest-need ward in Bama. Needs in Banki were 

driven by very high needs in food security (10.33), WASH (7.33) and high needs in health (5.67). Andara ward reported the 

third most-high cross sectoral needs (28.23) in Bama, driven by WASH (7.0), food security (5.75) and health (4.0) needs. 

Abbaram ward also demonstrated high needs within Bama LGA (27.63) as a result of high needs in food security (7.75). 

However, following food security, health needs in Abbaram were highlighted as second-most priority. 

 

Magumeri LGA demonstrated similar severity to Bama, with an overall 25.69 cross-sectoral severity ranking, as assessed 

by 45 settlements (3% coverage) and 57 key informant interviews. At the LGA level needs were particularly driven by high 

needs in the wash sector (8.43). While food security needs were “high” in Magumeri, (5.13) the difference between the severity 

of needs in food security and WASH (8.43) is a more substantial differentiation than the difference in numeric severity between 

the first and second most-severe sectors for the other five LGAs. 

 

Within Magumeri, Kararam ward demonstrated the most severe cross-sectoral needs, again due to very high needs in food 

security (8.50) and WASH (8.00). Ardoram ward was the second most-severe needs in Magumeri wards and Borno Yesu ward 

notably demonstrated the most severe health needs of any ward, across all analysed LGAs. 

 

Accountability to Affected Populations 

Assistance Received 

As part of a survey section on accountability, respondents were asked the following questions: “Has your household received 

any assistance in the past 6 months, from any sources?” “What was the source of that assistance?” and “What was the type 

of assistance was received?”   

 

From these questions, many households with a high burden of needs reported not having received humanitarian 

assistance as the proportion of the high-need households reportedly receiving aid is lower than those with fewer needs. The 

proportion of households receiving assistance was evenly distributed regardless of the level of multi-sectoral needs, ranging 

                                                           
38 Population estimates based on Vaccination Tracking System’s datasets, retrievable from: http://vts.eocng.org/ 

http://vts.eocng.org/
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from 13-31%. Notably, only about a quarter of households with “high” needs and nearly a third of households with “very high” 

needs received any assistance. 

 

The majority of non-displaced households with high needs reported not receiving humanitarian assistance. For Borno 

State, just over one-fifth of households reported receiving any humanitarian assistance in the last 6 months prior to data 

collection (22%), with the highest rate of assistance received by returnees (54%) and IDPs (53%), compared to non-displaced 

households (9%). Of those non-displaced households with “high” or “very high” needs, only 19% reported receiving any 

assistance as compared to IDPs (59%), suggesting aid organizations may be missing them in targeting schemes.  

 

Coverage of assistance to populations with the highest multi-sectoral needs was overall highest in East Borno with 

nearly two-thirds of “high” need households and nearly all of “very high” need households receiving assistance. This is in sharp 

contrast with Central Borno, where less than half of “high” and “very high” need households received any assistance.  

 

Of households in need of food security support in Borno (61%), only 15% reported receiving food assistance. IDPs 

were most likely to receive food assistance, particularly in Central Borno, MMC and Jere, and Southern Borno LGAs.  

 
Table 15: % of HHs Having Received Assistance, by Multi-Sectoral Needs Ranking Category, Borno State 

 No Needs  Low Needs Moderate Needs High Needs Very High Needs 

 
% HH in 

Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received aid 

Borno State 9% 27% 29% 13% 45% 25% 16% 26% 0% 31% 
IDPs 7% 62% 21% 46% 49% 63% 23% 34% 1% 59% 

Non-Displaced 9% 17% 33% 5% 43% 8% 14% 16% 0% 19% 
Returnees 5% 55% 20% 34% 51% 58% 23% 65% 0% 1% 

Central Borno 9% 70% 17% 38% 46% 70% 27% 39% 1% 34% 
IDPs 6% 95% 20% 34% 46% 80% 28% 34% 0% 91% 

Non-Displaced 16% 58% 14% 48% 43% 49% 25% 38% 2% 19% 
Returnees 3% 10% 14% 35% 59% 84% 24% 76% 0% 0% 

East Borno 6% 61% 17% 74% 54% 69% 23% 63% 1% 97% 
IDPs 6% 60% 16% 78% 55% 69% 22% 57% 1% 100% 

Non-Displaced 3% 89% 14% 84% 51% 92% 31% 94% 1% 75% 
Returnees 8% 59% 22% 52% 47% 61% 23% 73% 0% 100% 

MMC and Jere 9% 12% 33% 5% 44% 6% 14% 13% 0% 0% 
IDPs 7% 35% 22% 46% 55% 36% 16% 9% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 9% 10% 35% 1% 42% 2% 14% 13% 0% 0% 
Returnees 8% 0% 40% 21% 45% 2% 7% 0% 0% 0% 

Northern Borno 10% 64% 22% 58% 45% 62% 21% 57% 2% 20% 
IDPs 9% 59% 23% 71% 46% 74% 20% 33% 3% 20% 

Non-Displaced 16% 55% 23% 70% 41% 49% 17% 46% 3% 24% 
Returnees 5% 91% 22% 40% 48% 64% 25% 74% 0% 0% 

Southern Borno 7% 4% 36% 5% 46% 6% 11% 2% 0% 0% 
IDPs 13% 8% 38% 19% 34% 12% 14% 14% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 7% 2% 36% 4% 46% 6% 10% 1% 0% 0% 
Returnees 6% 20% 23% 7% 51% 8% 18% 3% 2% 0% 

 
 

Table 16: % of HHs Having Received Sectoral Assistance, by Sectoral Needs, Borno State 

 

WASH Needs 
Shelter/NFI 

Needs 
Health Needs 

Food Security 
Needs 

Livelihoods 
Needs 

Education 
Needs 

Protection 
Needs 

% HH 
in 

Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH 
in 

Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH 
in 

Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH 
in 

Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

Borno State 14% 1% 48% 1% 57% 2% 61% 15% 43% 43% 1% 70% 1% 23% 
IDPs 11% 2% 68% 2% 35% 3% 82% 38% 41% 41% 2% 71% 2% 32% 
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Non-Displaced 15% 0% 41% 0% 64% 1% 54% 6% 52% 52% 1% 70% 0% 17% 
Returnees 12% 1% 60% 2% 46% 5% 72% 41% 40% 40% 1% 65% 0% 60% 

Central Borno 13% 1% 70% 2% 38% 3% 89% 47% 63% 63% 2% 73% 1% 28% 
IDPs 9% 0% 80% 1% 26% 1% 93% 51% 62% 62% 1% 69% 1% 17% 

Non-Displaced 20% 3% 55% 2% 55% 6% 82% 34% 67% 67% 4% 80% 2% 43% 
Returnees 9% 0% 68% 4% 43% 2% 92% 70% 49% 49% 0% 76% 0% 30% 

East Borno 10% 4% 69% 4% 30% 6% 72% 41% 49% 49% 5% 67% 2% 65% 
IDPs 11% 4% 72% 4% 29% 5% 71% 37% 47% 47% 6% 67% 2% 69% 

Non-Displaced 7% 2% 52% 3% 27% 8% 93% 85% 67% 67% 1% 64% 1% 31% 
Returnees 11% 4% 61% 7% 36% 11% 69% 44% 53% 53% 2% 64% 2% 61% 

MMC and Jere 9% 0% 41% 0% 61% 1% 59% 5% 41% 41% 1% 68% 1% 16% 
IDPs 12% 0% 51% 3% 53% 7% 83% 22% 46% 46% 2% 81% 7% 16% 

Non-Displaced 8% 0% 40% 0% 62% 0% 56% 2% 40% 40% 0% 67% 0% 16% 
Returnees 8% 0% 38% 0% 48% 2% 55% 2% 54% 54% 2% 56% 0% 0% 

Northern Borno 13% 3% 66% 1% 39% 5% 68% 36% 39% 39% 0% 59% 0% 80% 
IDPs 27% 12% 55% 3% 41% 2% 67% 30% 35% 35% 1% 58% 0% 76% 

Non-Displaced 14% 0% 71% 1% 37% 6% 69% 33% 57% 57% 0% 64% 1% 67% 
Returnees 4% 0% 68% 0% 40% 6% 68% 41% 27% 27% 0% 56% 0% 93% 

Southern Borno 26% 0% 35% 0% 73% 0% 41% 1% 35% 35% 1% 74% 0% 8% 
IDPs 9% 0% 43% 1% 48% 2% 49% 6% 36% 36% 1% 66% 0% 18% 

Non-Displaced 26% 0% 35% 0% 74% 0% 39% 0% 34% 34% 1% 75% 0% 7% 
Returnees 35% 0% 32% 1% 73% 1% 55% 1% 46% 46% 3% 76% 0% 26% 

 

Satisfaction with Humanitarian Assistance 

As part of a larger survey section on accountability, respondents were asked the following questions: “Was the aid you received 

appropriate to your needs or the needs of the community?” and “If not satisfied, why were you not satisfied with the aid 

received?” Most aid recipients reported being satisfied with the appropriateness of assistance (76%), however nearly 

one-fifth of households reported dissatisfaction (17%).  Some of the highest rates of dissatisfaction were reported in East 

Borno LGAs, specifically Gwoza (37%), Dikwa (24%) and Bama (23%). Of dissatisfied households, the most common 

complaint was not enough quantity of given goods (92%, 88% and 54% respectively). To a lesser degree, complaints were 

also noted on poor quality of assistance received. 

 

Most households expressed that the aid received was appropriate to their needs (76%), however the highest rates of 

dissatisfaction were reported in Maiduguri (53%), Gwoza (63%), Biu (69%) and Dikwa LGAs (75%). The main cause of 

dissatisfaction was due to insufficient quantity of assistance in each of these LGAs, though households in Gwoza additionally 

reported poor quality (18%) and untimeliness of assistance (15%), while households in Dikwa also complained about the 

appropriateness (21%) and quality (18%) of assistance.  

  

In a yes/no binary question, the vast majority of aid recipients reported they were treated with respect by aid workers 

(98%). The small exception was that returnees in the southern Borno LGAs of Askira/Uba and Chibok reported dissatisfaction 

(22%), due to rude or unprofessional behaviour by aid workers.  

 

Again as part of a section on accountability, respondents were asked the following question: “In the last 6 months, have you 

or leaders in your community been asked about what aid you would like to receive?” Overall, a low proportion of aid 

recipients reported that they or their community leader had been asked by aid organizations on what assistance they 

would like to receive (17%). Households in Askira/Uba and Dikwa were the least likely to report having been asked their 

preferences (12% and 12% respectively). The exceptions to this trend were found in Damboa, Monguno, and Bama LGAs 

(55%, 52%, and 50% respectively), though still nearly half of recipients reported that either they or their community leaders 

was not asked about their preferences. IDP households in Kala/Balge had the most beneficial outcome, with nearly all reporting 

having been asked about their preferences (88%).  

 

In interpreting the responses, it should be considered that respondents were randomly chosen households, with an equal 

chance of being in a position of power as to not being in a position of power. As such, community representatives could have 

been asked about aid preferences in their community and the respondent who participated in MSNA data collection could have 

been uninvolved in those conversations, thereby reporting that they had not been asked.  
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Table 17: Satisfaction with Humanitarian Assistance Received, Borno State 

 
% HH satisfied with 

appropriateness of aid 
% HH feel treated with 
respect by aid workers 

% HH asked by 
humanitarian actors on 

aid needed 

% HH felt safe while 
receiving aid 

% HH reporting 
someone excluded 
from receiving aid 

Borno State 76% 98% 17% 99% 38% 
IDPs 86% 96% 36% 95% 35% 

Non-Displaced 72% 98% 10% 100% 39% 
Returnees 77% 95% 28% 96% 35% 

Central Borno 90% 96% 40% 94% 50% 
IDPs 89% 95% 48% 90% 51% 

Non-Displaced 90% 95% 29% 99% 50% 
Returnees 90% 100% 39% 100% 48% 

East Borno 78% 97% 40% 97% 21% 
IDPs 78% 97% 44% 98% 23% 

Non-Displaced 65% 98% 18% 98% 5% 
Returnees 81% 95% 31% 88% 17% 

MMC and Jere 64% 100% 10% 100% 42% 
IDPs 84% 97% 19% 100% 22% 

Non-Displaced 61% 100% 9% 100% 44% 
Returnees 82% 100% 17% 100% 55% 

Northern Borno 82% 97% 31% 100% 42% 
IDPs 95% 100% 23% 100% 36% 

Non-Displaced 87% 93% 36% 99% 61% 
Returnees 71% 99% 32% 100% 31% 

Southern Borno 91% 95% 4% 99% 20% 
IDPs 87% 97% 5% 97% 7% 

Non-Displaced 92% 96% 3% 100% 20% 
Returnees 65% 78% 3% 89% 36% 

 

Nearly all households reported that they felt safe while receiving assistance, regardless of location or population 

group (99%), though room for improvement exists in specific LGAs. Those who did not feel safe were in Monguno and 

Damboa LGA where households reported feeling unsafe at points of service/distribution due to the presence of armed groups 

and risk of physical assault. A lack of safety was also described by returnees in East Borno (88%), where respondents in 

Bama, Ngala and Kala/Balge reported lack of safety at points of service/distribution due to the threat of physical assault and 

verbal harassment. 

 

At the state level, more than one third of households reported that someone was excluded from aid in their community 

(38%). Among aid recipient households, the most frequently mentioned excluded group were men (60%), followed by elderly 

men (43%) and elderly women (23%). In MMC/Jere, nearly all responses indicated that the elderly were not receiving 

assistance.  Damboa and Guzamala, the two LGAs with the highest multi-sectoral needs in Borno, also had the highest 

rate of households who reported that someone was excluded from receiving aid in their community (69% and 66% 

respectively). Most of the complaints reported in Guzamala focused on men not receiving assistance (91%), while in Damboa 

both men (66%) and women (49%) were mentioned as being excluded. Although enumerators were trained to pose this 

question to ask whether those for whom assistance is intended and accessible were excluded by aid workers, when read ver 

batim, the question asks only whether anyone was excluded from aid. As such, it is possible that respondents considered aid 

services such as supplementary feeding programs, targeted at infants, or safe spaces, targeted at children or women’s centres 

when reporting that men are excluded from aid. It is simultaneously possible that respondents reported men being excluded, 

not as a function of aid organizations excluding men but as a result of men having less access due to involvement in conflict. 

Communication  

At the tiem of data collection, over half of households in Borno State reported not receiving any information from aid 

providers (53%), suggesting that not all populations are being reached with information. For those households receiving 

information, how to register for assistance and news on the situation in their current location were the most commonly reported 

types of information received.  

 



 63 

REACH Nigeria Multi-Sector Needs Assessment – March 2019 

 

There is a desire for more information on accessing health and nutrition services that is not being met for some 

populations in Borno State. Over a third of returnee households (36%) and a quarter of IDP households (26%) reported 

wanting to receive more information on accessing health and nutrition services. LGAs where this information was most 

requested included Askira/Uba (51%), Monguno (40%) and Konduga (34%). Information on accessing health services was 

also in demand in the Northern Borno LGAs of Mobbar (40%), Guzamala (40%) and Kukawa (25%).  

 

Households in Borno often reported wanting to receive more information on security in their current location (26%). 

Demand for this information was particularly high among non-displaced (38%) and returnee households (36%) in Central 

Borno, as well as households in East Borno LGAs (33%).  

 

Non-displaced populations in Ngala registered a high demand for information on how to find missing people (48%). 

This information is being provided as many households reported receiving it (39%), however the demand for this information 

still exceeds what is currently being received. While not among the top three most frequently requested pieces of information 

by other groups, a high proportion of households in Gwoza (25%) and Bama (22%) LGAs also requested wanting to know how 

to find missing people.  

 

Community leaders were reported as those most frequently providing information to respondents (66%), and were 

also the most trusted to give reliable information (71%), across Borno State. This was followed by religious leaders, and 

then friends/family members. Fourteen percent of IDP households reported receiving information from aid workers (14%), and 

22% stated that aid workers were a reliable source of information. 

 

In East Borno, non-displaced households in Ngala reported receiving information from and trusting government 

sources of information. More than a third of these households reported the local Civilian Joint Task Force (CJTF) was a 

primary source (39%). More than a quarter of households reported trusting information provided by their local government 

officials (26%), or state/federal level officials (19%). 

 
Most respondents in Borno State shared a preference for information to be given in person (62%), followed by phone 

call (43%) and radio (31%). During the 2018 MSNA joint analysis workshops, it was stated that most respondents would likely 

prefer in-person information sharing because this circumvents literacy barriers and poses fewer protection obstacles when 

sharing sensitive information. While this pattern prevailed in most places, other relevant methods were mentioned by groups 

below the state level. Information desks were cited as trusted sources in Bama (28%) and Monguno (23%) whereas community 

events were reported as a trusted means of information by returnees in East Borno LGAs of Bama (25%), Dikwa (24%) and 

Mafa (22%).  

 

A variety of barriers impede the population’s ability to get information in Borno State, with a lack of electricity (29%), and an 

inability to buy phone credit (14%) stated as the most common obstacles.  For IDP households, illiteracy was shown to be 

another challenge as information is often provided in written format but respondents are frequently illiterate (25%), particularly 

in Monguno (45%), Mafa (34%) and Nganzai (33%) LGAs. About one-fifth of households were satisfied with how they got 

information, stating there were no barriers to receiving information (21%). Written information presented in the wrong language 

was reported as an issue among returnee populations in Central Borno, specifically in Gubio (23%) and Mafa (20%) LGAs. 

This issue was also cited in several other LGAs, including Askira/Uba (32%), Dikwa (26%), Hawul (25%).  

 

Lack of mobile networks was cited as a major barrier to receiving information in East Borno LGAs (36%), Northern 

Borno LGAs (33%), and Central Borno LGAs (18%). Mobile networks are not active in the majority of Borno State, with a 

few exceptions such as Mobbar LGA (which gets service from Niger), Bama LGA, Biu and other Southern Borno LGAs. 

Returnees in Southern Borno also cited lack of networks as an issue, particularly in Chibok (25%) which has not re-established 

mobile coverage to date. For more Communication specific detail, please see Annex 7: Accountability to Affected Populations: 

Communication. 

Perceived Needs 

All respondents were asked to rank their top three priority needs. Across Borno State, food was the most frequently 

reported perceived need by all populations (72%), with the second most important needs reported as water (24%) or 
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livelihoods support (24%). Other important needs mentioned included, health (22%) and NFIs (12%). Non-displaced 

households more frequently stated education (13%) needs as compared to other groups.  

 

While trends of needs were similar, some differences were noted for specific groups and regions, notably in Central, East and 

Northern Borno. Within Central Borno, IDPs were more likely to request support for reunification with family members (5%), 

primarily in Monguno LGA (6%) and in Damboa (2%). In East Borno, education was much more frequently stated as a need, 

with more than one-third of non-displaced households and greater than one in ten IDP households mentioning education as a 

top three need. For returnees, shelter (15%) and NFIs (17%) support was also more commonly mentioned among the top three 

needs as compared to other groups. Lastly, Northern Borno tended to report latrines as a priority need, particularly among 

IDP (16%) and returnee households (12%). Most reports of latrine needs came from Mobbar (16%) and Guzamala (8%) LGAs. 

For more detail, please see summary table of Perceived Needs in Accountability to Affected Populations: Perceived Needs in 

Annex 6. 

Access of Affected Populations to Assistance 

Security considerations are understood in Borno state to have a major impact on how conflict-affected populations 

are able to access agricultural livelihoods. Nearly a third of households in Borno reported insecurity as a barrier to accessing 

land for agriculture (30%), with the highest rates being reported in East Borno LGAs (54%), especially in Ngala (79%). 

Returnees in East Borno are especially disadvantaged with nearly four-fifths of households reporting insecurity as a barrier to 

land access (79%).  

 

Explosives such as landmines and unexploded ordnance (UXOs) not only cause a serious protection risk for affected 

populations, but present an additional barrier for households to accessing agricultural land. Nearly one-third of households in 

Borno were found to be living in wards where key informants reported the presence of an explosive event (landmine, UXO, 

PBIEDs, etc.) occurring in the last three months (33%). This was reported to be the highest for households in LGAs such as 

Dikwa (99%), Kala/Balge (99%), Guzamala (86%) and Magumeri (86%). Especially in Central Borno, more than a quarter of 

households also reported thst these explosives prevented them from accessing agricultural land, as was the case in Monguno 

(34%), Konduga (34%), Mafa (23%) and to a lesser extent in Damboa (17%). The presence of armed groups at health facilities, 

and to a lesser degree en route to health facilities, was a barrier for some populations to accessing health services.  

 
Table 18: % of HHs by Barriers to Accessing Humanitarian Assistance or Services, Borno State 

 

Security Constraints  Distance Constraints 

% HH living 
in wards 

affected by 
explosives in 

last 3 
months 

% HH report 
feeling safe 

when 
accessing 
assistance 

% HH report 
explosives / 

UXOs 
preventing 
access to 

land 

% HH report 
insecurity 
preventing 
access to 
land for 

agriculture 

% HH report 
cannot 
access 
health 

facilities due 
to armed 
groups 

% HH report 
not safe 

travel to HF 
due to armed 

groups 

% HH report 
school is 

too far away 

% HH report 
market is 

too far away 

% HH 
report 

nearest HF 
>2km away 

Borno State 33% 99% 14% 30% 1% 0% 11% 22% 45% 

IDPs 39% 95% 16% 26% 2% 0% 2% 14% 17% 

Non-Displaced 29% 100% 13% 31% 1% 0% 13% 24% 55% 

Returnees 68% 96% 13% 34% 1% 0% 10% 18% 28% 

Central Borno 39% 94% 27% 24% 2% 0% 3% 16% 22% 

IDPs 29% 90% 30% 23% 1% 0% 1% 12% 8% 

Non-Displaced 53% 99% 20% 18% 5% 1% 4% 23% 43% 

Returnees 45% 100% 36% 49% 0% 0% 8% 10% 36% 

East Borno 47% 97% 8% 54% 7% 1% 2% 6% 14% 

IDPs 50% 98% 9% 51% 6% 1% 2% 5% 13% 

Non-Displaced 7% 98% 6% 40% 19% 0% 10% 2% 7% 

Returnees 51% 88% 4% 79% 4% 2% 3% 9% 21% 

MMC and Jere 27% 100% 12% 42% 0% 0% 14% 20% 52% 

IDPs 29% 100% 5% 12% 0% 0% 3% 22% 32% 

Non-Displaced 27% 100% 13% 45% 0% 0% 16% 20% 55% 

Returnees 0% 100% 20% 13% 0% 0% 3% 9% 31% 

Northern Borno 91% 100% 5% 25% 1% 1% 10% 17% 21% 

IDPs 92% 100% 4% 21% 0% 0% 5% 19% 23% 
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Non-Displaced 79% 99% 11% 32% 1% 2% 8% 10% 26% 

Returnees 100% 100% 0% 23% 0% 0% 15% 22% 16% 

Southern Borno 24% 99% 13% 3% 0% 0% 11% 34% 62% 

IDPs 54% 97% 0% 3% 0% 0% 5% 26% 41% 

Non-Displaced 21% 100% 13% 3% 0% 0% 11% 35% 64% 

Returnees 44% 89% 19% 3% 1% 0% 8% 30% 51% 
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SECTION 2 : ADAMAWA STATE FINDINGS 

Demographics 

Average household size in the state of Adamawa did not significantly vary across locations, with an overall average of 5.7 

members per households, going from 5.4 in Southern Adamawa to 6.2 in Northern Adamawa. In Northern Adamawa, the 

average household size was higher among displaced population groups – 6.6 for both IDP and returnee households – 

compared to non-displaced with an average of 5.6. Similarly, the mean age of the head of household was consistent overall 

from 44 to 47 years old across all population groups. The highest average household size across LGAs was found in Mubi 

South with 9 members. 

 

In Adamawa the proportion of female-headed households was 5% but this is partially attributable to over-representation of 

non-displaced households in the sampling frame. Female-headed households were more frequent among IDP (21%) and 

returnee households (9%). This trend was driven especially by 29% of IDP households in Southern Adamawa being female-

headed. The highest proportion of female-headed households across LGAs in Adamawa was in Madagali with 30% and the 

greatest differentiation in the vulnerability between population groups was in Northern Adamawa, with 59% of IDP households 

reporting any vulnerability compared to 45% of non-displaced households and 53% of returnee households.    

  

Among all population groups in Adamawa, 32% of households reported having at least one pregnant or lactating woman. 

Across the state, no major difference was found between population groups, ranging from 29% of returnee households to 31% 

of IDP households and 32% of non-displaced households hosting PLWs. The highest proportion was found among IDP 

households in Northern Adamawa with 38% of households reporting the presence of PLWs. 

 

Across the state, the age-dependency ratio was low with 8% of households reporting a high-age dependency ratio (defined as 

having greater than 75% of the household members being either less than 15 years old or greater than 65 years old). Among 

the different population groups, displaced population groups displayed a slightly higher proportion with respectively 10.6% for 

returnee households and 13% for IDP households. Slightly higher proportions were noted among displaced population groups 

in Northern Adamawa. This could possibly be relative to the higher proportion among those households hosting separated 

and/or unaccompanied children – respectively 7% and 9% of returnee and IDP households. The highest proportion of 

households with a high age-dependency ratio was in Mubi North with 24%.  

 

Statewide, the proportion of households with at least one member suffering from chronic illness or being disabled was low 

(3%). However, when looking at population groups, displaced households reported a higher than average proportion with 5% 

of IDPs and 7% of returnee households affected. Returnee households from Northern Adamawa registered the highest 

prevalence of households with a chronically ill or disabled family member (8%). 

 
Table 19: Demographics, Adamawa State 

Strata 
Household 

size 

Sex of 
HoH 

(female) 

Age of 
HoH 

(mean) 

% HH with 
any 

vulnerability 

% HH 
with PLW 

% HH with 
high age-

dependency 
ratio  

% HH 
with 

chronic ill 
/ disabled 
member 

% HH with 
separated or 

unaccompanied 
child 

Adamawa State 5.7 5% 44.3 45% 32% 8% 3% 2% 
IDPs 6.6 21% 44.3 56% 31% 13% 5% 6% 

Non-Displaced 5.6 5% 44.2 45% 32% 8% 3% 2% 
Returnees 6.6 9% 47.2 50% 29% 11% 7% 6% 

Northern Adamawa 6.2 7% 45.1 46% 29% 11% 5% 3% 
IDPs 6.9 14% 42.9 59% 38% 13% 5% 9% 

Non-Displaced 6.2 6% 44.9 45% 28% 11% 5% 3% 
Returnees 7 11% 48.3 53% 30% 12% 8% 7% 

Southern Adamawa 5.4 5% 44 45% 34% 7% 2% 2% 
IDPs 6.1 29% 46.1 53% 21% 13% 6% 2% 

Non-Displaced 5.4 5% 44 44% 34% 7% 2% 2% 
Returnees 5.4 5% 43.5 40% 26% 5% 5% 4% 
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Cross-Sectoral Results 

Multi-Sectoral Needs in Adamawa 

Multi-sectoral needs in Adamawa were driven primarily by needs in education (88%), health (87%) and WASH (62%). This 

could be explained by the fact that rural settlements, which accounted for a large part of the sample, had considerably less 

access to services such as health facilities, schools and water points. Substantial food insecurity (66%) and livelihoods (48%) 

needs were also observed, which were partially attributable to data collection occurring during the lean season, prior to the 

harvest. Overall, the most severe needs observed at the state level were in education (7.3), food security (6.1), health 

(5.6) and WASH (5.2), while severity scores in protection and WASH were more acute depending on the specific group or 

geographic area. In most of the LGAs in Adamawa insecurity due to conflict presents a major barrier for accessing services 

and livelihoods. Furthermore, the herdsmen / farmer conflict, which has been affecting LGAs in the west and south of Adamawa 

and neighbouring states, has led to increased displacement and needs particularly in Numan and Lamurde. 

 

High humanitarian needs persisted at the time of data collection in the state of Adamawa as stated above, with an overall 42% 

of households reporting high or very high needs. These high needs were driven primarily by widespread unmet needs in 

education (88%) and health (87%) followed to a lesser extent by unmet needs in food security (66%) and WASH (62%). 

 

When looking at population groups, displaced households were more affected, with 53% of returnee households and 46% of 

IDP households having high or very high needs. The multi-sectoral severity scale remained consistent across population 

groups at the state level with an average severity score fluctuating between 26.1 and 28.6 for those households having high 

needs, and from 39.5 and 40.4 for those households having very high needs.  

 

As seen in the Figure 11 below, household vulnerabilities exacerbated the already high level of multi-sectoral needs of 

households in the state of Adamawa. Close to 75% of households categorized as having very high multi-sectoral needs also 

included at least one member with a vulnerability. This proportion reached 45% of households with low needs; 45% of 

households with moderate needs, and 26% of households with high needs. 

 

When looking at moderate to very high multi-sectoral needs at the domain level, Southern Adamawa households displayed 

higher levels of unmet needs compared to households in Northern Adamawa (respectively 89% vs. 82%). A higher 

proportion of non-displaced households having moderate needs influenced this difference (48% in Southern Adamawa vs. 

40% in Northern Adamawa) but noticeably higher WASH needs also drove this difference, as 66% of households overall had 

WASH needs in Southern Adamawa vs. 51% in Northern Adamawa. Furthermore, as WASH needs were higher in Southern 

Adamawa, they also represented the second most common sectoral combination of co-occurring needs in WASH and 

education in Southern Adamawa (60% of households presenting at the same time unmet needs in WASH and education 

sectors).  

 

Reports of households experiencing very high or high needs were overall very high – domains in Admawa demonstrated the 

highest needs of any domains assessed in this study (42%), driven by Mubi North and Michika, the two LGAs where 

households reported the highest needs (respectively 72% and 69% of households in very high or high needs). This high level 

of needs was mostly driven by high needs in education and health (overall in the domain respectively 84% and 82% 

HHs in need), followed by food security needs. Major needs in those sectors could be due in part to challenging access to 

basic services. 

Most Common Co-Occurring Sectoral Needs  

Households in Adamawa had the following most common sectoral needs combinations: unmet needs in health and education 

(76%), in food security and education (60%), and food security and health (58%). Fifty-three percent of households in the state 

also had unmet needs in those three sectors at the same time. 

 

Health and education represent the most common sectoral needs co-occurrence in Southern Adamawa with 79% of 

households affected. Needs in WASH and education were the second most commonly reported sectoral needs pairing. The 

first most common combination of three sectors in Southern Adamawa was represented by needs in WASH, health and 

education, for 54% of households – this same proportion demonstrated needs in food security, health and education. 
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In Southern Adamawa, according to the International Crisis Group report of July 2018, “violence between Nigerian herders 

and farmers has escalated, killing more than 1,300 people since January 2018. The conflict has evolved from spontaneous 

reactions to provocations and now to deadlier planned attacks, particularly in Benue, Plateau, Adamawa, Nasarawa and Taraba 

states.”39 LGAs most affected at the time of data collection included Demsa, Mayo-Belwa, Lamurde, Shelleng, Guyuk, Yola 

South and Girei in Southern Adamawa. Out of those, two LGAs reported a high proportion of households in very high or high 

needs: 67% with high or very high needs in Lamurde and 52% with high or very high needs in Numan. In addition to high 

reports of households in need of education and health services, LGAs affected by the farmer / herder conflict also recorded 

high needs in food security, and in Numan where the conflict has been the highest, more than 23% of households had 

high protection needs. Of households reporting security incidents in Numan, 94% reported killings/violence, 57% reported 

destruction of property and 41% reported armed attacks. 

 

Table 20: High + Very High Multi-Sectoral Needs and Sectoral Drivers, Adamawa State 

Strata 

% in “Very 
High” or 
“High” 
need 

% HH 
any 

Vulner
ability 

% HH 
Education 

need 

% HH 
Shelte
r/NFI 
need 

% HH 
WASH 
need 

% HH 
Health 
need 

% HH 
Nutriti

on 
need 

% HH 
Food 

Security 
need 

% HH 
Livelihood 

need 

% HH 
Protectio
n need 

Adamawa State 42% 45% 88% 48% 62% 87% 3% 66% 48% 7% 
IDPs 46% 56% 79% 70% 16% 84% 3% 81% 64% 11% 

Non-Displaced 41% 45% 88% 47% 63% 87% 3% 66% 48% 6% 
Returnees 53% 50% 90% 67% 40% 82% 2% 81% 66% 21% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

42% 46% 84% 51% 51% 82% 5% 68% 49% 10% 

IDPs 47% 59% 78% 75% 9% 83% 0% 82% 69% 16% 
Non-Displaced 41% 45% 84% 49% 54% 82% 5% 67% 47% 9% 

Returnees 51% 53% 88% 69% 31% 80% 1% 78% 69% 18% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

41% 45% 89% 46% 66% 88% 2% 66% 48% 6% 

IDPs 45% 53% 80% 64% 26% 86% 6% 81% 57% 6% 
Non-Displaced 41% 44% 89% 46% 66% 88% 2% 65% 48% 5% 

Returnees 62% 40% 96% 58% 71% 89% 4% 92% 55% 29% 

 

 

 
 
 
 

  

                                                           
39 For more details on this, cf. internal OCHA document “Humanitarian Impacts of The Farmer/Herder Crisis In Adamawa State, 31 August 2018” (internal 

use only). 
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Figure 11: High + Very High Multi-Sectoral Needs + Vulnerabilities, Adamawa State 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 12: Common Combinations of Sectors in which HH were Found to be in Need, Adamawa State 
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Reading the Multi-Sectoral Needs and Vulnerabilities Figure: 
The bright red bars demonstrate the proportion of households by domain, both by population group and as an overall proportion of households sampled in that 
domain, who reported needs in at least five, and at most eight, of the humanitarian sectors. As part of each bright red bar, the pink/grey proportion demonstrates the 
proportion of households in that domain, by population group or overall, who had needs in at least five and at most eight humanitarian sectors and who reported at 
least one vulnerability. Percentages that are left aligned represent the proportion of households with high/very high needs that are vulnerable. Percentages that are 
right aligned represent the total proportion of households with high/very high needs in the population, irrespective of vulnerable status. 

 
+ 

Reading the Most Commonly Co-Occurring Sectoral Needs Figure: 
This figure demonstrates the most commonly occurring sectoral needs pairings, irrespective of severity, across all population groups and 
geographic areas in the given state. The black bars deescalate from left to right, showing the percentage of HHs with needs in the sector 
combinations represented by the black dots. For example, the highest co-occurrence of needs in Adamawa existed dually in the health and 
education sectors with 76% of Adamawa households reporting overlapping needs in these two sectors. The 6th bar from the left shows that 53% 
of households reported co-occurring needs in health, food security and education.  
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Sectoral Results 

WASH Needs 

Overall in the state of Adamawa, close to 62% of households were found to be in need of WASH services and 27% of 

households were also found to include vulnerable members, meaning that more than 4 households out of 10 in need of WASH 

were also deemed vulnerable. With an average sectoral severity of 5.2 out of 10, WASH needs were the fourth most severe 

overall after education, food security and health needs. These WASH needs were primarily driven by high reports of households 

not able to access improved water sources (65%) and households without access to functioning latrines (58%), which were 

two critical components of the WASH composite indicator, and indicative of serious WASH needs in general. Following those 

two indicators, close to 40% of households reported needing more than 30 minutes to collect water, the higher the time needed 

indicates potentially a further distance to the water point and potentially higher security concern for the household members 

collecting water, especially if those were more vulnerable household members such as women or children.  

 

Within the state of Adamawa, non-displaced (63%) and returnee (40%) populations had higher WASH needs compared to 

IDPs (19%). Non-displaced and returnee households additionally faced more severe WASH need – 5.2 and 5.1 – compared 

to IDP households with 4.7 severity. More non-displaced and returnees were in surveyed rural areas and more IDPs were 

surveyed in LGA capitals, so data should be interpreted by triangulating numbers given on sub-state domains. For non-

displaced households, the three indicators that primarily fed into higher WASH needs were the same as those that drove the 

WASH needs state-wide – with 66% of households reporting no access to improved water sources, 60% without access to 

functioning latrines and 40% needing more than 30 minutes to collect water. For returnees, the main issue reported was high 

water collection times for 46% of households, highlighting that potential locations of return may be in remote areas, with or 

without access to basic services. More than 56% of IDP households were in need of WASH while also presenting a vulnerability. 

 

In Northern Adamawa, a lower proportion of households were found to be in need of WASH as compared to the state overall 

(51% vs. 62%), suggesting that households in Northern Adamawa were less negatively affected by WASH needs than their 

Southern counterparts. However, the severity of needs observed was the same with 5.2. In Northern Adamawa, the three main 

drivers of WASH needs were a challenged access to improved water sources for 49% of households, no access to functioning 

latrines for 47% of households, and high water collection times reported by 39% of households. Overall in Northern Adamawa, 

while 51% of households were found to be in need of WASH, 45% of those were also deemed vulnerable households. In this 

domain, returnee households were found to be most affected by the combination of WASH needs and households 

vulnerabilitties, with 55% of households in need including vulnerable members. The presence of vulnerable households should 

be a focus for return strategies in areas that continue to be affected by the crisis and that might experience persistent lack of 

basic services. 

 

IDP households were less affected by WASH needs in Northern Adamawa compared to other population groups with 9% in 

need of WASH, while non-displaced and returnee households were driving the overall proportion with respectively 54% and 

31% of households with unmet WASH needs. This sharp difference could be explained by differences in geographical 

distribution: non-displaced and returnee households were dispersed across the state and in rural areas, while IDP households 

were more confined to urban areas where access to services and assistance was improved. As such, only 15% of IDP 

households reported not accessing improved water sources (vs. 52% and 30% for non-displaced and returnee households) 

and 8% of households reported not accessing functioning latrines (vs. 50% and 26% for non-displaced and returnee 

households). 

 

In Southern Adamawa, a higher proportion of households were found to be in need of WASH as compared to Northern 

Adamawa, with 66% of households affected vs. 51% in the Northern part of the state. While the proportion of households in 

need was higher, the severity of those needs remained consistent across the domain (5.2). The two main drivers of needs 

included households in Southern Adamawa reporting no access to improved water sources (70%) and households reporting 

no access to functioning latrines (62%). The proportion of households reporting high water collection times was relatively 

similar to those found in Northern Adamawa with 40% of households needing more than 30 minutes to fetch water. Overall in 

Southern Adamawa, while 62% of households were found to be in need of WASH, 44% of those were also deemed vulnerable 
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households. In this domain, IDP households were found to be most affected by the combination of WASH needs and household 

vulnerabilitties, with 54% of households in need also including vulnerable members.  

 

When comparing population groups within Southern Adamawa, IDP households seemed to be less affected than other 

population groups, although the difference was not as sharp as in Northern Adamawa. Again, the geographical distribution 

favoured urban settings for IDP households. In this domain, the severity of WASH needs was also slightly lower for IDP 

households (4.7) compared to non-displaced and returnee households (5.2). Both non-displaced and returnee households 

displayed alarming rates of not accessing improved water sources (respectively 71% and 67%) and not accessing functioning 

latrines (respectively 63% and 70%). In Southern Adamawa, IDP households reported not having access to soap more 

frequently than other groups (12%). 

 

Mubi North was the LGA most of concern in the state of Adamawa with 93% of households considered in need of WASH 

support. Similarly, the severity of WASH needs was also the highest in this LGA with an average WASH severity score of 5.7. 

These high needs were driven by more than 90% of households requiring more than 30 minutes to collect water, and 71% of 

households reporting not having access to soap. This was also in observance that households in Mubi North LGA had very 

high needs overall in other sectors as well. 

 

In Southern Adamawa, Lamurde and Shelleng LGAs were of concern where respectively 78% and 76% of households were 

found to be in need of WASH support. The severity of WASH needs in Lamurde was among the highest noted with an average 

score of 5.5. Main driving indicators for those high needs include that a majority of households reported that the water source 

they were using for daily needs was surface water, for 71% of households in Shelleng and 65% of households in Lamurde. 

Similarly, both LGAs had among the highest reports of households needing more than 30 minuntes to collect water.  

 

Figure 13: WASH Needs + Vulnerabilities, Adamawa State 

 

 
 

Table 21: WASH Needs and Contributing Indicators, Adamawa State 

Strata 

WASH % HH not 
accessing 
improved 

water source 

% HH with 
water 

consumption 
below 15 lpd 

% HH without 
access to 

functioning 
latrine 

% HH with 
water 

collection 
time > 30min 

% HH with no 
soap % in 

need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

Adamawa State 62% 5.2 65% 13% 58% 40% 6% 

IDPs 16% 4.7 19% 15% 17% 31% 6% 

Non-Displaced 63% 5.2 66% 13% 60% 40% 6% 

Returnees 40% 5.1 38% 14% 36% 46% 5% 
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Northern 
Adamawa 51% 5.2 49% 14% 47% 39% 12% 

IDPs 9% 4.7 15% 22% 8% 28% 2% 

Non-Displaced 54% 5.3 52% 14% 50% 39% 12% 

Returnees 31% 5.1 30% 13% 26% 47% 6% 

Southern 
Adamawa 66% 5.2 70% 13% 62% 40% 4% 

IDPs 26% 4.7 24% 5% 30% 34% 12% 

Non-Displaced 66% 5.2 71% 13% 63% 40% 4% 

Returnees 71% 5.2 67% 17% 70% 41% 0% 

Health Needs 

Health was the second most concerning sector in Adamawa state, next to education. With alarmingly high rates of households 

with unmet needs and  high severity, health should remain a focus of humanitarian intervention across the state, domains and 

population groups. Overall in Adamawa state, 87% of households were found to have unmet health needs, with an 

average severity of 5.6. Two indicators fed into the sector needs analysis: 77% of households reported that the nearest health 

facility was more than 2 kilometres away; and 76% of households reported at least 1 quality-related barrier to accessing health 

services. This continued to highlight geographical specificities in the state of Adamawa, where populations were sampled in 

areas that are rural and difficult to access, thereby preventing affected populations from meeting their basic health needs. 

Moreover, when looking at the health information of household members, 47% of households reported that at least one member 

had been sick in the 2 weeks prior to data collection, while 45% of households reported at least one child without any 

immunization.  

 

There was little difference in the state of Adamawa across population groups for health needs. The proportion of households 

with unmet health needs was 82% for returnee households, 84% for IDP households and 87% for non-displaced households. 

The severity of health needs was higher for non-displaced and returnee households compared to IDP households (respectively 

5.6 and 5.8 vs. 5.2). While the two main indicators feeding into the health needs analysis were similar for non-displaced 

households as for overall in the state, IDP and returnee households were most affected by barriers to accessing health services 

(respectively 77% and 68%), and by members being sick in the 2 weeks prior to data collection (respectively 63% and 64%). 

When looking at household member health information, non-displaced and returnee households were more likely to report 

children without any immunization (respectively 45% and 43% vs. 36% for IDP households) and returnee households were 

most likely to report childbirth not attended by skilled practitioners (12% vs. 8% and 6% for non-displaced and IDP households 

respectively). 

 

Overall in the state, 87% of households were found to be in need of health assistance and 27% of households were also 

found to include vulnerable members, meaning that almost one third of households in need of health assistance were 

also deemed vulnerable. IDP households reported the highest in need / vulnerable ratio, with more than 58% of households 

in need of health assistance also being vulnerable. This is likely to be linked to the higher tendency of displaced households 

to include vulnerable members. 

 

Overall in Northern Adamawa, 82% of households were found to have unmet health needs, with a severity of needs 

echoing the state average at 5.6. This proportion of households with unmet needs was slightly lower than the state average, 

underlining that higher needs in this sector exist in Southern Adamawa. The driving indicators also echoed those of the state 

overall: primarily, 70% of households reported at least 1 quality-related barrier to accessing health services, while 67% of 

households reported a long distance to the nearest health facility. Again, difficulties in access to health services seemed to be 

the main concerns in this domain.  Following this, more than 1 out of 2 households (52%) mentioned at least one member that 

had been sick in the 2 weeks prior to data collection, a higher proportion than the state average and the Southern domain. The 

proportion of households reporting childbirth without skilled attendants was also slightly higher than in Southern Adamawa with 

10%. 

 

When comparing population groups within Northern Adamawa, little difference could be found in the proportion of 

households with unmet health needs (respectively 83%, 82% and 80% for IDP, non-displaced and returnee households). 
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However, returnee and non-displaced households were found to experience more severe needs compared to IDP households 

(respectively 5.8 and 5.6 vs. 5.0). While high reports of barriers to accessing health services were reported across population 

groups, IDP households reported less distance to the nearest health facility compared to non-displaced and returnee 

households, likely due to their geographical distribution generally in more urban areas where service provision and 

infrastructure might be more dense. Similarly, 27% of IDP households reported at least one child without any immunization 

compared to 44% and 40% for non-displaced and returnee households, suggesting that those IDP households were more 

likely to be targeted by immunization campaigns. 

 

When looking at health needs and vulnerabilities in Northern Adamawa, 82% of households were found in need of health 

assistance, 36% of households were also found to include vulnerable members, meaning that close to 44% of households in 

need of health assistance were also deemed vulnerable. IDPs and returnees were found to have a higher proportion of 

households in need of health assistance also including vulnerabilities, as compared to those non-displaced households.  

 

Overall in Southern Adamawa, 88% of households were found to have unmet needs in health, which was slightly higher 

than the proportion found in the Northern domain. The severity of health needs was consistent with a score of 5.6 comparable 

to the state average. Similar to the above, the indicators mainly driving health needs in Southern Adamawa revolved around 

access to basic health services, but were noticeably more concerning than in the Northern domain. Eighty percent of 

households reported that the nearest health facility accessed was more than 2 kilometres away, while 79% of 

households reported at least 1 quality-related barriers to accessing health services.. 

 

As was the case for the other domain or for the state overall, there was little difference in health needs across population 

groups in Southern Adamawa. The proportion of IDP households found to have unmet needs was 86%, compared to 88% 

of non-displaced households and 89% of returnee households. As in Northern Adamawa, non-displaced and especially 

returnee households in Southern Adamawa had more severe health needs than IDP households (respectively 5.6 and 5.8 vs. 

5.3). Across population groups, the main indicator contributing to unmet health needs was the proportion of households 

reporting at least 1 quality-related barrier to accessing health services ( 77% of returnee households,  79% of non-displaced 

households and 80% of IDP households). However, the second indicator contributing to unmet health needs (a long distance 

to nearest health facility), differed greatly across population groups. While only 48% of IDP households reported that the 

nearest health facility was more than 2 kilometres away, this proportion was 73% for non-displaced households and up to 81% 

for returnee households. Similar to previous observations, the geographical distribution of IDP households in the state of 

Adamawa in more urban settings could offer an explanation to this difference, while non-displaced and returnee households, 

especially in Southern Adamawa, were found to live across rural areas. 

 

Overall in Southern Adamawa, while 88% of households were found in need of health assistance, 36% of households were 

also found to include vulnerable members, meaning that more than 44% of households in need of health assistance were also 

deemed vulnerable. As discussed in the paragraph above, there was not much difference in health needs in Southern 

Adamawa. However, IDPs were found to have the highest in need / vulnerable households ratio in the domain with more than 

1 out of 2 households in need also deemed vulnerable.  

 

In Northern Adamawa, 97% of households in the LGA of Mubi North were in need of health assistance – higher than 

any other LGA across the state. Those needs were also severe as households on average scored 6 out of 10 on the sector 

severity scale, again the highest score across the state. High needs were driven by 75% of households reporting that at least 

1 member of the household had been sick within the two weeks prior to data collection and 95% of households reported at 

least 1 barrier to accessing health services in their area, with the main barrier faced being the cost of medical services.  

 

Toungo and Gombi were the second and third most in-need LGAs both located in Southern Adamawa-94% of 

households in Toungo and 92% of households in Gombi were in need of health support. Gombi had the highest severity 

of its health needs with a score of 5.9, the highest in Southern Adamawa. Conversely, Toungo LGA while hosting the highest 

proportion of households in need of health support in Southern Adamawa had an average severity score similar to most other 

LGAs with 5.5. The main driver of those high needs in both LGAs was a high proportion of households reporting that childbirth 

was not attendend by a skilled birth attendant or other health worker. In fact, 89% of households in Toungo and 74% of 

households in Gombi reported that the childbirth was attended by either a traditional birth attendant, other women in the 
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community, or no one. Additionally, in both those LGAs a majority of households (57% in Toungo and 52% in Gombi) reported 

that the nearest health facility was more than 2 kilometres away.  

 

Figure 14: Health Needs + Vulnerabilities, Adamawa State 

 

Table 20: Health Needs and Contributing Indicators, Adamawa State 

Strata 

Health 
% HH report 

at least 1 
quality-
related 
barrier 

% HH with 
at least 1 

child 
without any 
immunizatio

n 

% HH report 
a member 
was sick in 

last 2 weeks 

% HH report 
nearest 
health 

facility is > 
2km 

% HH report 
delivery 
without 

skilled birth 
attendant 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Adamawa State 87% 5.6 76% 45% 47% 77% 8% 
IDPs 84% 5.2 77% 36% 63% 46% 6% 

Non-Displaced 87% 5.6 77% 45% 47% 78% 8% 
Returnees 82% 5.8 68% 43% 64% 63% 12% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

82% 5.6 70% 43% 52% 67% 10% 

IDPs 83% 5 74% 27% 64% 45% 7% 
Non-Displaced 82% 5.6 70% 44% 51% 69% 10% 

Returnees 80% 5.8 66% 40% 69% 61% 11% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

88% 5.6 79% 46% 45% 80% 8% 

IDPs 86% 5.3 80% 47% 61% 48% 4% 
Non-Displaced 88% 5.6 79% 46% 45% 81% 8% 

Returnees 89% 5.8 77% 55% 50% 73% 14% 

Nutrition Needs 

Linked to a great extent to the health situation in Northeast Nigeria and the food security which will be analysed in a section 

below, nutrition indicators within this MSNA offer a introductory, although not complete, overview of the situation across the 

states and population groups assessed. The one indicator chosen to constitute the sectoral index was the proportion of 

households with at least one child that was either “severely” or “moderately” malnourished, using the MUAC measurement and 

observing the presence or absence of nutritional oedema. 

Overall in Adamawa, 3% of households were found to have unmet needs in nutrition. This proportion differed slightly 

across population groups with only 12% of returnee households affected, while 3% of IDP and non-displaced households 

reporting needs. The lower proportion of IDP households with severely or moderately malnourished children could be explained 

by higher service provision and higher access in urban settings, although the difference is not of sufficient amplitude to be able 

to draw this conclusion with certainty. The majority of households with unmet needs in nutrition were also vulnerable 

(see Figure 15 below) – two thirds of households with nutrition needs in the state of Adamawa also exhibited a household 

vulnerability. When looking at the sectoral need / vulnerable household ratio, non-displaced and returnee households were 
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more affected than IDP households – however the low percentage overall and margins of error could not allow for a clear trend 

on this observation.  

 

In Northern Adamawa, 5% of households included at least one child affected by severe or moderate malnutrition. However, 

these were almost exclusively non-displaced households (5%) compared to displaced population groups which displayed 

between 0% and 1%. This was a quite different observation from the other domain and the state of Adamawa in general and 

should call for further investigation. While IDPs and returnees displayed a low proportion of households with unmet nutrition 

needs, it appeared that all of those households were also vulnerable. Non-displaced households were more affected by unmet 

nutrition needs and 2 out of 5 households were also deemed vulnerable.  

 

In Southern Adamawa, a lower proportion of households had unmet nutrition needs. However, compared to Northern 

Adamawa, the proportions were more equally distributed across population groups. IDP and returnee households were more 

affected with 6% and 4% had unmet nutrition needs, whereas 2% of non-displaced households had unmet nutrition needs. 

This followed the general trend of displaced population groups presenting more sectoral needs in Southern Adamawa but non-

displaced households presenting a higher prevalence of vulnerabilities. 

 

Figure 15: Nutrition Needs + Vulnerabilities, Adamawa State 

 
 

Table 23: Nutrition Needs and Contributing Indicators, Adamawa State 

Strata 

Nutrition % HH with either 
“severe” or 
“moderate” 

malnourished child 
(by MUAC/oedema) 

 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Adamawa State 3%   3% 
IDPs 3%   3% 

Non-Displaced 3%   3% 
Returnees 2%   2% 

Northern Adamawa 5%   5% 
IDPs 0%   0% 

Non-Displaced 5%   5% 
Returnees 1%   1% 

Southern Adamawa 2%   2% 
IDPs 6%   6% 

Non-Displaced 2%   2% 
Returnees 4%   4% 
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Shelter and NFI Needs 

Overall in Adamawa, 48% of households were found to be in need of shelter and NFIs. The average severity of shelter 

and NFI needs was 4.5 across the state, one of the lowest in Adamawa. Two indicators especially struck out when looking at 

households’ shelter and NFI needs in the state: more than 60% of households reported not owning at least half of the basic 

NFI kit items40 and more than 54% of households in the state were sharing their shelter with at least one other family. The third 

indicator feeding into shelter and NFI needs did so in a lower proportion – 25% of households reported that their shelter was 

partially damaged or completely destroyed.  

 

Displaced population groups were much more affected that non-displaced households when it came to shelter and NFI 

in Adamawa state. While 47% of non-displaced were considered in need of shelter and NFIs, this proportion went up to 67% 

for returnee households and 70% of IDP households. Those two population groups were also found to have a slightly higher 

severity of needs compared to non-displaced households – respectively 4.6 and 4.7 for returnee and IDP households vs. 4.4 

for non-displaced households. The main drivers of this difference for IDP households resided in the much higher proportion of 

households reporting being at risk of eviction – 15% compared to 1% of non-displaced and 4% of returnee households. This 

could pose serious concerns for IDP households in terms of sustainability of shelter and housing, land and property (HLP) 

issues and could affect the shelter conditions of many households in the future. IDP households reported in a higher proportion 

sharing their shelter with at least another family – 63% vs. 54% for non-displaced households and 45% of returnee households. 

High needs in shelter and NFI for returnees were driven by a higher proportion of households reporting that their shelters were 

partially damaged or completely destroyed – 63% vs. 38% for IDP households and 23% for non-displaced households.  

 

While 48% of households in Adamawa were found to be in need of shelter and NFI, almost 1 in 2 of those were also 

considered vulnerable. IDPs and non-displaced reported more households both in need and vulnerable. Fifty percent of 

returnee households in need of shelter and NFI were also considered vulnerable, and up to 57% of IDP households in need of 

shelter/NFI were vulnerable. IDP and returnee households were more likely to be in need of shelter and NFI, those needs were 

in general more severe than those of the non-displaced households, and they had a higher prevalence of vulnerable 

households. The ratio of households in need and those in need and vulnerable was similar across the state and in both 

domains, across population groups. 

 

In Northern Adamawa, 51% of households were found to be in need of shelter and NFI, a higher proportion than in Southern 

Adamawa. Driving indicators did not vary much compared to the state overall. Also seen state-wide , IDP and returnee 

households were more affected by shelter and NFI needs than non-displaced households. Indeed in the domain, 75% 

of IDP and 69% of returnee households were found to be in need of shelter and NFI support – compared to 49% of non-

displaced households. Looking at indicators driving sectoral needs in Northern Adamawa, IDP households had higher shelter-

related needs compared to IDP households in Southern Adamawa or in the state overall. More than 80% of households 

reported not owning at least half of the basic NFI items while 1 out of 2 IDP households reported that their shelter was partially 

damaged or completely destroyed – compared to 22% of IDP households in Southern Adamawa. Finally, a concerning 

proportion of IDP households reported being at risk of eviction (19%), highlighting important risks of households losing their 

shelters in this domain in the coming months. 

 

The four northermost LGAs of Adamawa – Madagali, Michika, Mubi North and Mubi South were the LGAs most affected 

by shelter and NFI needs. Eighty percent of households in Mubi South, 78% in Michika, and 74% in both Madagali and Mubi 

North were found to be in need of shelter and NFI support. They were also the LGAs where needs in this sector were found to 

be most severe with an average severity of 5.3 in Mubi North, 5.2 in both Madagali and Mubi South, and 4.9 in Michika. LGAs 

of Madagali, Michika and Mubi South showed 12% to 21% of households reporting that their shelter was completely destroyed. 

20% of households in Mubi North and 23% in Madagali reported that they were at risk of eviction, and the average number of 

families living in the same dwelling in those four most affected LGAs was consistently superior to 4 per household – an average 

higher than all other LGAs in Adamawa. 

 

                                                           
40 The list of basic NFI consisted in this study of: blankets, sleeping mat, mosquito net, jerry cans, laundry detergent / bars, bath soap, reusable sanitary pad, 
solar lamp, foldable mattress, kettle, 10L Basin, rope, cooking pots, stainless trays, stainless cups, serving spoons, kitchen knife, 10L Bucket, aquatabs, 
school bags, school notebooks, school textbooks. 
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Figure 16: Shelter and NFI Needs + Vulnerabilities, Adamawa State 

 

Table 21: Shelter and NFI Needs and Contributing Indicators, Adamawa State 

Strata 

SHELTER 

% HH w/o 
adequate 
shelter 

% HH 
reporting a 

partially 
damaged or 
completely 
destroyed 

shelter 
 

% HH report 
being at risk 
of eviction 

% HH owns 
at least half 
of items in 

NFI Basic kit 

% HH 
sharing 

their 
household 

with another 
family 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Adamawa State 48% 4.5 5% 25% 1% 63% 54% 
IDPs 70% 4.7 3% 38% 15% 73% 63% 

Non-Displaced 47% 4.4 5% 23% 1% 63% 54% 
Returnees 67% 4.6 1% 63% 4% 67% 45% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

51% 4.4 5% 28% 3% 66% 54% 

IDPs 75% 4.7 1% 50% 19% 81% 52% 
Non-Displaced 49% 4.4 5% 24% 2% 66% 55% 

Returnees 69% 4.7 1% 66% 5% 63% 49% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

46% 4.5 5% 23% 1% 62% 54% 

IDPs 64% 4.7 7% 22% 9% 63% 78% 
Non-Displaced 46% 4.4 5% 23% 0% 62% 54% 

Returnees 58% 4.5 2% 53% 1% 82% 31% 

 

Food Security and Agriculture Needs 

Adamawa was characterised by very high food security needs across the state with extremely high challenges in accessing 

markets and food items on markets, as well as concerning proportions of households found to have poor or borderline food 

consumption scores (FCS). 

 

Overall in Adamawa, 66% of households were found to be in need of food and agriculture assistance.  The average 

severity of needs in the state was 6.1 out of 10, which made this sector the second most severe for households in Adamawa 

after education. This high need in food security and agriculture was driven primarily by all households reporting having no 

physical access to a market in their area or experiencing barriers to accessing food items on markets. As observed for 

other sectors in Adamawa, the fact that many households were located in rural, remote areas could lead to an explanation on 

this overwhelming rate. The proportion of households having poor or borderline FCS was also concerning – 58% of persons 

surveyed in Adamawa did not meet an adequate nutritional intake in the week prior to data collection. In addition to this poor 

access to food items, within the agriculture sub-composite indicators, the main driving indicator showed that a majority of 
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households in the state could not plant or cultivate in the dry season prior to data collection (62%) – raising concerns on the 

capacities of households to sustainably meet their food needs.  

 

When looking at population groups in the state, IDP and returnee households were found to be in greater need of food 

and agriculture assistance compared to non-displaced households – respectively 82% and 81% vs. 66%. Based on previous 

observations, the most likely reason for this higher proportion could include the displacement status of those households, who 

might have limited access to agriculture opportunities and fewer resources to access food items. One of the main drivers of 

high needs for IDPs was a higher proportion of households having poor or borderline FCS (83%) compared to non-displaced 

and returnee households (58% and 57% respectively). Additionally, a much higher proportion of IDP households (88%) 

reported they were not able to access the land they needed for agricultural/livelihoods purposes, compared to returnee and 

non-displaced households (48% and 36% respectively). This goes in line with displacement status usually impeding access to 

livelihoods, but raises serious concerns about the capacity of IDP households in Adamawa to meet their food needs in the 

coming months. While 66% of households in Adamawa were found to be in need of food and agriculture assistance, 44% - 

almost one in two – of those households were also considered vulnerable. In line with the analysis above, IDP households, 

already facing higher needs in food security and agriculture in the state, were also found to be the most vulnerable 

with 59% of IDP households both in need and vulnerable.  

 

Compared to the overall state analysis, needs reported did not vary much from one domain to another. The average severity 

of needs in the sector was found to be slightly higher in Northern Adamawa with 6.2 compared to Southern Adamawa with 6.0. 

Households in Northern Adamawa reported a higher proportion of households not able to access the land or water for 

agricultural livelihoods: 38% households in the North were reported not being able to access the land necessary for cultivation, 

compared to 23% of households in Southern Adamawa; 60% of households in Northern Adamawa reported not being able to 

access the amount of water needed for cultivation as compared to 46% of households in Southern Adamawa. Additionally, 

similar to the state level, in both domains, IDP and returnee households were found to be in need of food and agriculture 

assistance to a greater proportion than non-displaced households, especially when looking at the proportion of households 

with poor and borderline food consumption scores, and a  high number of food-related copinng strategies as reported in the 

reduced Coping Strategy Index. Therefore, it is possible that displaced population groups experienced greater needs in food 

security and agriculture and may be at a limited capacity to meet their basic food needs in the future months. 

 

A slightly higher proportion of households were found to be in need of food and agriculture support and considered vulnerable 

in Northern Adamawa – where 46% of households in need were also vulnerable – compared to Southern Adamawa – where 

42% of households in need were also vulnerable. This could be explained by a higher vulnerability ratio of households in need 

within the IDP population in Northern Adamawa, which displayed the highest ratio of needs and vulnerability in this sector 

across the state: 62% of IDP households in Norther Adamawa who were in need of food and agriculture support were also 

vulnerable. 

 

High needs in Southern Adamawa were driven by 92% of returnee households in Southern Adamawa in need of food and 

agriculture support. While the proportion of returnee households having poor or borderline FCS was lower than for IDP 

households, there was a much higher proportion of returnees resorting to food-related coping strategies (73% vs. respectively 

55% and 43% for IDP and non-displaced households). IDPs were more likely to not have been able to plant or cultivate during 

the dry season prior to data collection (81%)  than non-displaced (65%) or returnee households (55%).  

 

In Southern Adamawa, Lamurde LGA was of highest concern, with 89% of households found to be in need of food and 

agriculture support. While Lamurde did not demonstrate that highest (the highest severity being in Mubi North and Maiha with 

a respective severity score of 7.1 and 6.9), Lamurde demonstrated the second highest proportion of households with a poor 

FCS – 36%, and the second worst average FCS score with 36.2. These were only surpassed by Demsa LGA, with 47% of 

households scoring a poor FCS, and an average score of 33.5. 
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Figure 17: Food Security Needs + Vulnerabilities, Adamawa State 

 
 

Table 25: Food Security Needs and Contributing Indicators, Adamawa State 

Strata 

FOOD SECURITY 

Food 
Consumption 

Score 

Reduced 
Coping 
Strategy 

Index 
(rCSI) 

Safe Access to Fuel and Energy Composite indicator 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

% of HHs 
reporting 

animal dung, 
firewood or 
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most 
commonly 

used fuel type 
for cooking 
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reporting 

firewood as 
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type for 
lighting 
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for cooking 
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primary 

means of 
obtaining 

firewood or 
main fuel 

% of HHs 
reporting 
use of an 

unsafe 
coping 
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when 

experienc
ing a lack 

of fuel 

Adamawa State 66% 6.1 58% 44% 97% 9% 92% 31% 67% 
IDPs 82% 6.5 83% 58% 97% 4% 96% 17% 51% 

Non-Displaced 66% 6.1 58% 43% 97% 10% 92% 31% 67% 
Returnees 81% 6.5 57% 68% 97% 5% 93% 33% 58% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

69% 6.2 59% 46% 95% 7% 89% 29% 63% 

IDPs 82% 6.5 82% 60% 100% 4% 98% 23% 58% 
Non-Displaced 67% 6.1 58% 44% 95% 7% 88% 29% 64% 

Returnees 78% 6.4 52% 66% 96% 4% 92% 31% 54% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

66% 6 58% 43% 98% 10% 94% 31% 68% 

IDPs 81% 6.4 84% 55% 94% 4% 93% 10% 43% 

Non-Displaced 65% 6 58% 43% 98% 11% 94% 32% 69% 

Returnees 92% 6.7 73% 73% 100% 5% 97% 40% 71% 
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Returnees 99% 80% 0% 45% 59% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

100% 56% 0% 38% 60% 

IDPs 99% 51% 0% 88% 64% 

Non-Displaced 100% 54% 0% 36% 59% 

Returnees 98% 79% 0% 48% 62% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

100% 65% 1% 23% 46% 

IDPs 99% 55% 13% 58% 51% 

Non-Displaced 100% 65% 1% 23% 46% 

Returnees 100% 81% 1% 33% 57% 

 

Early Recovery and Livelihoods Needs 

Although the severity of needs in the early recovery and livelihoods sector was not the highest across the state, it was observed 

that some indicators were of serious concern for households to be able to meet their needs in the future months. Namely, an 

overwhelming majority of households reported that their income had decreased in the three months prior to data collection, 

and about a fifth of households in the state were resorting to “crisis” or “emergency” livelihoods-related coping strategies, 

jeopardising their ability to secure a good and sustainable livelihood to meet future challenges.  

Overall in the state of Adamawa, 48% of households were found to be in need of recovery and livelihoods support.  

The average severity of those needs was of 4.4 out of 10, which was one of the lowest of all sectors assessed. A very low 

proportion of households not having access to physical cash in Adamawa drove household needs as well as severity. The 

main driving indicator in the state overall was that 70% of households reported that their level of income had decreased in the 

three months prior to data collection. In addition to seeing their level of income decrease, one out of two households reported 

that they were in debt (49%), meaning that the decrease in financial resources is further exacerbated by an incapacity to 

produce savings. Finally, close to a fifth of all Adamawa households reported using “crisis” or “emergency” livelihood-related 

coping strategies.41 Linking those results, the deteriorated situation of many households could be further challenged in future 

months, should they not be able to create sustainable livelihoods. 

 

Across the state, 66% and 64% of returnee and IDP households were found to have recovery and livelihood needs as 

compared to 48% of non-displaced households. Compared to the overall state level, displaced populations were likelier to 

report being in debt, with more than 60% of households affected vs. 49% of non-displaced households. A slightly higher 

proportion of displaced population groups reported that their level of income in the three months prior to data collection had 

decreased – 80% of returnee households and 73% of IDP households affected vs. 70% of non-displaced households affected. 

While 48% of households overall were found to be in need of recovery and livelihoods support, 46% of those were also found 

to be vulnerable. In line with the analysis above, displaced population groups were also found to have a higher ratio of 

households in need and vulnerable at the same time, with IDP households presenting the highest need and vulnerability ratio: 

59% of those IDP households found to be in need of recovery and livelihoods support were also vulnerable.  

 

In Northern Adamawa, 49% of households were found to be in need. Looking at population groups, 69% of IDP households  

and 66% of returnee households were found to be in need of recovery and livelihoods support in Northern Adamawa. In 

addition, Northern Adamawa was the domain where the needs of displaced population groups were signficantly higher than 

those of non-displaced households. Incidentally, more than three quarters of displaced households in Northern Adamawa 

reported that their level of income had decreased in the three months prior to data collection. In addition, 65% of those displaced 

                                                           
41 Livelihoods-based coping strategies can be divided following three categories: 

- Stress coping strategies such as: sell HH assets/goods, spend savings, sell (non-productive) animals, send HH members to eat elsewhere, purchase food 

on credit, or borrow money; 

- Crisis coping strategies such as: sell productive assets, withdraw children from school, reduce expenses on basic services (education, health), harvest 

immature crops, consume seed stocks to be saved for next year, decrease expenditure on agricultural/animal-based activities and care; 

- Emergency coping strategies such as: sell house or land, beg for money, engage in illegal/dangerous income activities, sell last reproductive animals, or 

have the entire HH migrate/displace. 
More information on data collection and analysis of livelihoods-based coping strategies retrieved from: 
https://resources.vam.wfp.org/sites/default/files/CARI_Final_0.pdf 



 81 

REACH Nigeria Multi-Sector Needs Assessment – March 2019 

 

households also reported that they were in debt, and between one quarter and one third reported that they were resorting to 

“crisis” or “emergency” livelihoods-related coping strategies. Thus, the analysis done above at state level was all the more 

relevant looking in particular at those households in Norther Adamawa. 

 

From the above observation that unmet needs in livelihoods and recovery were first and foremost driven by Northern Adamawa, 

it was not surprising to observe that the three LGAs overall the most affected in this sector were all located in the Northern 

domain: Madagali, Michika, and Mubi North. 

 

In Madagali, Michika and Mubi North LGAs, 78%, 75% and 73% of households were found to be in need of recovery 

and livelihoods support - the highest proportions across the three states assessed in this MSNA. In addition, Mubi 

North presented the highest severity score across the state in this sector with 5.9 out of 10. Similar to the state and domain 

overall results, high needs in those LGAs were mainly driven by change in income level and household debt. Respectively 

88%, 86% and 75% of households in Madagali, Michika and Mubi North reported that their level of income had decreased in 

the three months prior to data collection. In addition, in those three LGAs at least three quarters of households reported being 

in debt. The results for those two indicators create serious concerns on the capacity of households to sustain financial shocks 

in the future months, which would be triggered by a deterioration in their livelihoods but also in other sectors for which they 

could be found to be in need. To reinforce this concern, in the three LGAs (although in different order of priority) the most 

commonly reported livelihoods-based coping strategies were to spend household savings, to borrow money, and to purchase 

food on credit.  

Figure 18: Livelihoods Needs + Vulnerabilities, Adamawa State 

 

Table 26: Livelihoods Needs and Contributing Indicators, Adamawa State 

Strata 

LIVELIHOOD 
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reported their 
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level 
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% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

damawa State 48% 4.4 70% 49% 19% 0% 
IDPs 64% 4.5 73% 62% 23% 6% 

Non-Displaced 48% 4.4 70% 49% 19% 0% 
Returnees 66% 4.5 80% 63% 29% 0% 

Northern Adamawa 49% 4.5 68% 50% 18% 0% 
IDPs 69% 4.3 77% 65% 26% 0% 

Non-Displaced 47% 4.5 67% 48% 17% 0% 
Returnees 69% 4.5 82% 66% 30% 1% 

Southern Adamawa 48% 4.4 71% 49% 19% 1% 
IDPs 57% 4.7 68% 58% 20% 13% 

Non-Displaced 48% 4.4 71% 49% 19% 0% 
Returnees 55% 4.4 72% 54% 27% 0% 
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Education Needs 

As was found in Borno and Yobe, education needs were very high in the state of Adamawa across all domains and population 

groups. It was by far the first sector in which households were found to be in need of assistance, as well as the sector for which 

needs severity was the worst. Overall in Adamawa, 88% of households were found to be in need of education support. 

The average severity score was the highest of all sectors in the state of Adamawa with 7.3 out of 10. Across the state, the 

main driving indicator was related to ownership of education-related supplies. Indeed, 86% of households reported not owning 

school supplies such as school bags, notebooks and textbooks. The other two main indicators feeding into high needs were 

related to access to services: 77% of households reported at least one barrier to accessing educations services, and 73% 

reported that at least one child in the household was not currently attending formal education or had dropped out. Households 

do not have access to basic school supplies and in addition can scarcely access education services, raising alarming concerns 

related to the state of education in Adamawa.  

 

When looking at population groups in Adamawa, 90% of returnees and 88% of non-displaced households were found to 

be in need of education assistance, and reported an average severity higher than that of IDP households with 7.3 for non-

displaced households and 6.5 for returnee households. Although the proportion of households reporting not owning basic 

school supplies was comparable across population groups, the driving indicators for higher needs of returnee and non-

displaced households focused on access to services. Indeed, 82% of returnees and 77% of non-displaced households reported 

facing at least one barrier to accessing education services vs. 68% among IDPs. Similarly, close to three quarters of non-

displaced and returnee households had at least one child not attending formal education at the time of data collection, 

compared to 64% of IDP households. Finally, only 29% of IDP households reported that at least one child never attended 

formal education whereas 51% of non-displaced households reported a child not attending school. IDP households surveyed 

in Adamawa were largely found in urban centres, which might partly explain their improved access to education services and/or 

assistance. 

 

While 88% of households in the state were found to be in need of education support, 46% of those households were also 

found to be vulnerable. Although they were found to be less likely to be in need of education support in Adamawa overall, 

IDPs showed the highest ratio of households being in need and vulnerable, with 58% of those households in need also being 

vulnerable.  

 

Education needs in Adamawa were primarily driven by high needs in the Southern Adamawa domain. Indeed, 89% of 

households were found to be in need of education support in the Southern domain, compared to 84% of households in Northern 

Adamawa. The needs in the domain were driven by the same indicators and to the same extent when compared to the state 

overall. When looking at population groups within the domain, returnee and non-displaced households were once again more 

affected that IDP households, this time to a greater extent: 96% of returnee households were found to be in need, as were 

89% of non-displaced households. Higher needs for returnees in this domain were driven by higher proportions of 

households reporting not owning basic school supplies (88% of households), and experiencing barriers to accessing education 

services – 86% of returnee households in Southern Adamawa vs. 73% of returnee households in Northern Adamawa. While 

89% of households were found to be in need of education support in Southern Adamawa, 45% of those were also considered 

vulnerable. The ratio of households in need and vulnerable especially for IDP and returnee households was lower in Southern 

Adamawa compared to the Northern domain and the state overall.  

 

Fufore LGA was particularly affected by unmet needs in education. 95% of households were found to be in need of education 

support in the LGA, which was also the case for several other LGAs such as Demsa, Hong and Lamurde. However, what 

characterised Fufore LGA was the severity of education needs – the average severity score reached 8.2 out of 10, which was 

the second highest in the state (only Mubi North showed more severe needs with a severity score of 9.6, but 76% of households 

were found to be in need). Fufore had the highest proportion of households in the state reporting not owning basic school 

supplies (95%) and the third highest proportion of households having at least one child who never attending formal education, 

65%, behind Shelleng LGA with 66% and Mubi North LGA with 70%. 
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Figure 19: Education Needs + Vulnerabilities, Adamawa State 

 

Table 27: Education Needs and Contributing Indicators, Adamawa State 

Strata 

Education % HH w/ a 
child either 

not currently 
attending 

school, or has 
dropped out 

(both formal or 
informal) 

 

% HH w/ a 
child who has 
never attended 
formal school 
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school 
supplies 
(bags, 

notebooks, 
textbooks) 

 

% HH 
reporting at 

least 1 barrier 
to accessing 

school 
 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Adamawa State 88% 7.3 73% 50% 86% 77% 
IDPs 79% 6 64% 29% 81% 68% 

Non-Displaced 88% 7.3 73% 51% 86% 77% 
Returnees 90% 6.5 74% 30% 81% 82% 

Northern Adamawa 84% 7.1 74% 48% 85% 73% 
IDPs 78% 6.4 64% 36% 85% 60% 

Non-Displaced 84% 7.2 74% 50% 85% 81% 

Returnees 88% 6.4 75% 30% 78% 73% 

Southern Adamawa 89% 7.3 73% 51% 86% 79% 
IDPs 80% 5.5 64% 18% 75% 78% 

Non-Displaced 89% 7.3 73% 51% 86% 79% 
Returnees 96% 6.9 70% 32% 88% 86% 

 

Protection Needs 

Protection needs were generally low and not as severe compared to other sectors in the state of Adamawa. However, some 

indicators remained of concern and some population groups such as returnees seemed to be more affected than others. 

Overall in Adamawa, 7% of households were found to be in need of protection assistance. The average severity score 

was 4.3, which was one of the lowest of all sectors assessed. Across the state, two indicators drove up protection needs: 15% 

of households reported that they did not have any adult legal documentation in the household; and 12% of households reported 

experiencing movement restrictions in the two months prior to data collection. Regarding the first indicator, the lack of legal 

documentation, especially when affecting IDP or returnee households, could pose concerns related to housing and access to 

land and property. Although in a lower proportion, almost 1 out of 10 households were reported to live in a ward where key 

informants mentioned incidents due to UXOs in the three months preceding data collection. 

 

When looking at population groups, displaced populations were much more affected than non-displaced households, with 11% 

of IDP households found to be in need of protection assistance, and up to 21% of returnee households affected. Driving 

indicators for those higher needs were the same for both population groups – 39% of returnee households and 25% of IDP 
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households reported experiencing movement restrictions in their area; and a higher proportion of displaced households were 

said to live in a ward where key informants reported incidents related to UXOs – 22% of returnee households and 15% of IDP 

households. In addition, a higher proportion of returnee households reported having experienced a security incident in their 

area in the three  months prior to data collection – raising concerns on the safety of areas of return, and on potential renewed 

displacement, should those incidents persist in the future. 

 

While 7% of households were found to be in need of protection assistance in the state of Adamawa, half of those households 

were also found to be vulnerable. At the state level, IDP households were found to have the highest ratio of need and 

vulnerability combined – indeed, 55% of those households in need of protection support were also vulnerable. As 

mentioned in the education sector, it is not unusual to observe that IDP households are more vulnerable in general; this is 

nonetheless a worrying observation when it comes to protection concerns: IDP households, which generally tend to include 

more vulnerable members will de facto be more subjected to protection concerns. 

 

In Northern Adamawa, 10% of households were found to be in need of protection support. In addition, the severity of their need 

was slightly higher than the state average, with a score of 4.5. Higher needs were mainly driven in the domain by higher reports 

of households not having any legal documentation for adults with 20% affected, and 17% of households reporting having 

experienced movement restrictions in the two months prior to data collection.  

 

When looking at population groups in Northern Adamawa, displaced populations were more affected, with 21% of returnee 

households and 11% of IDP households found to be in need of protection support, compared to only 6% of non-displaced 

households. The main drivers for this remain that displaced populations were much likelier to report movement restrictions – 

39% of returnee households and 25% of IDP households vs. 11% of non-displaced households; and that those displaced 

households were also likelier to be located in wards where key informants reported incidents related to UXOs. In addition, a 

higher proportion of IDP households in this domain – 6% - reported that they had at least one missing family member.  

 

In Southern Adamawa, the overall proportion of households found to be in need was generally lower than Northern Adamawa 

and the state overall with 6%. However, in looking at specific population groups in Southern Adamawa, 29% returnee 

households were found to be in need of protection support – the population group and geographical area most affected 

in the state. Three frequently-reported indicators drove up those needs: 38% of returnee households reported living in wards 

where incidents related to UXOs happened. In addition, 29% of those households reported experiencing movement restrictions 

in the two months prior to data collection, and 20% reported a security incident in their area in the three months prior to data 

collection. This demonstrates that, at the time of data collection, returnee households in Southern Adamawa were living in a 

very challenging and dangerous environment, thereby posing concerns about the capacity of households in this location to 

safely return to areas where basic services and safety and security would be ensured. There is little secondary data available 

to demonstrate that these needs have changed since data collection in July 2018.  

 

High protection concerns persisted at the time of data collection in four northern LGAs in Adamawa: Madagali, Maiha, Michika 

and Mubi North. Mubi North, Madagali and Michika had the highest proportion of households found to be in need of 

protection support with respectively 47%, 33% and 32% of households affected, way above state or domain average. 

In addition, while the severity of the needs in those three LGAs was not especially high, the LGA of Maiha scored by far the 

higher severity of needs in the state with an average score of 5.9. 

 

Main drivers for the needs in those LGAs most affected included a much higher proportion of households reporting security 

incidents in Mubi North in the three months prior to data collection – with 45% of households affected – with the main type of 

security incident reported being killings / physical violence. Another driver was households reporting movement restrictions in 

their area in the two months prior to data collection, with 86%, 77% and 73% of households affected respectively in Madagali, 

Michika and Mubi North. Finally, the LGAs of Michika (10%) and Madagali (8%) reported missing people in their households. 

This paints a worrying portrait of LGAs in Northern Adamawa, demonstrating serious protection concerns at the time of data 

collection.  
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Figure 20: Protection Needs + Vulnerabilities, Adamawa State 

 

Table 28: Protection Needs and Contributing Indicators, Adamawa State 

Strata 

PROTECTION % HH 
located in a 
ward where 

key 
informants 
reported an 
explosive 
incident 

 

% HH 
reported 

experiencin
g a security 
incident in 

last 3 
months 

 

% HH w/o 
any adult 

having 
documentati

on in the 
household 

 

% HH 
reported 

experiencin
g movement 
restrictions 

in last 2 
months 

% HH 
reported 
having a 
missing 
family 

member 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Adamawa State 7% 4.3 9% 5% 15% 12% 0% 
IDPs 11% 4.7 15% 8% 8% 25% 6% 

Non-Displaced 6% 4.3 9% 5% 15% 11% 0% 
Returnees 21% 4.8 22% 13% 16% 39% 2% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

10% 4.5 7% 7% 20% 17% 1% 

IDPs 16% 4.3 7% 4% 11% 39% 6% 
Non-Displaced 9% 4.4 7% 7% 21% 15% 0% 

Returnees 18% 4.9 17% 11% 15% 42% 2% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

6% 4.2 10% 4% 12% 10% 0% 

IDPs 6% 5 26% 13% 4% 9% 5% 
Non-Displaced 5% 4.2 9% 4% 12% 10% 0% 

Returnees 29% 4.5 38% 20% 21% 29% 3% 

 

Accountability to Affected Populations 

Assistance Received 

As part of a larger survey section on accountability, respondents were asked the following questions: “Has your household 

received any assistance in the past 6 months, from any sources?” “What was the source of that assistance?” and “What was 

the type of assistance was received?”   

 

From these questions, most households reported not having received humanitarian assistance in the state of 

Adamawa, and this across all categories of multi-sectoral needs ranking, as seen in the table below. Notably, among those 

households with very high needs, only non-displaced households in Northern Adamawa were 50% to report having received 

assistance. The proportion of households in need and having received assistance overall in the state of Adamawa raises 

concern about prioritisation of assistance to populations that remain greatly affected. 
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The highest proportions of households who reported a need and reported having received assistance were IDPs and 

returnee in need of food assistance. Overall in the state of Adamawa, as well as both in domains, IDP and returnee 

households were far likelier to have received assistance compared to non-displaced households (respectively 6% and 5% 

overall compared to 1% of non-displaced households). It seems therefore that assistance in the state of Adamawa 

predominantly focused on food provision, be it in-kind of through voucher and/or cash transfers; while other sectors seemed 

to have been deprioritised.  

 
Table 29: % of HHs that Received Assistance by Multi-Sector Needs Ranking Category, Adamawa State 

 No Needs  Low Needs Moderate Needs High Needs Very High Needs 

 
% HH 

in 
Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received 
aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received 
aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received 
aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received 
aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received 
aid 

Adamawa 
State 

1% 0% 13% 1% 45% 1% 40% 1% 2% 0% 

IDPs 1% 0% 17% 1% 36% 3% 45% 3% 1% 0% 
Non-Displaced 1% 0% 13% 1% 46% 1% 39% 1% 2% 1% 

Returnees 1% 0% 8% 1% 39% 4% 50% 2% 3% 0% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

2% 0% 16% 0% 40% 1% 38% 1% 4% 1% 

IDPs 1% 0% 16% 1% 36% 4% 47% 3% 1% 0% 
Non-Displaced 2% 0% 17% 0% 40% 1% 37% 1% 4% 2% 

Returnees 1% 0% 9% 0% 40% 4% 49% 3% 1% 0% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

0% 0% 11% 1% 47% 1% 40% 1% 1% 0% 

IDPs 1% 1% 17% 2% 37% 2% 43% 3% 2% 0% 
Non-Displaced 0% 0% 11% 1% 48% 1% 40% 1% 1% 0% 

Returnees 0% 0% 3% 1% 35% 4% 52% 2% 10% 0% 

 
 

Table 30: % of HHs that Received Sectoral Assistance, by Sectoral Needs, Adamawa State 

 WASH Needs  
Shelter/NFI 

Needs 
Health Needs 

Food Security 
Needs 

Livelihoods 
Needs 

Education Needs Protection Needs 

 

% 
HH 
in 

Need 

% HH w/ 
Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH 
in 

Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH 
in 

Need 

% HH w/ 
Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH 
in 

Need 

% HH w/ 
Sector 
Need & 
Receive 

Food 
Aid 

% HH 
in 

Need 

% HH w/ 
Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% 
HH 
in 

Need 

% HH w/ 
Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% 
HH 
in 

Need 

% HH w/ 
Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

Adamawa 
State 

62% 0% 48% 1% 87% 1% 66% 1% 48% 1% 88% 0% 7% 0% 

IDPs 16% 0% 70% 3% 84% 1% 81% 6% 64% 2% 79% 1% 11% 0% 
Non-

Displaced 
63% 0% 47% 1% 87% 1% 66% 1% 48% 1% 88% 0% 6% 0% 

Returnees 40% 0% 67% 2% 82% 1% 81% 5% 66% 1% 90% 0% 21% 0% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

51% 0% 51% 1% 82% 0% 68% 1% 49% 2% 84% 0% 10% 0% 

IDPs 9% 0% 75% 3% 83% 2% 82% 7% 69% 1% 78% 1% 16% 0% 
Non-

Displaced 
54% 0% 49% 1% 82% 0% 67% 1% 47% 3% 84% 0% 9% 0% 

Returnees 31% 0% 69% 3% 80% 0% 78% 4% 69% 1% 88% 0% 18% 0% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

66% 0% 46% 0% 88% 1% 66% 1% 48% 0% 89% 0% 6% 0% 

IDPs 26% 0% 64% 4% 86% 0% 81% 5% 57% 2% 80% 0% 6% 0% 
Non-

Displaced 
66% 0% 46% 0% 88% 1% 65% 1% 48% 0% 89% 0% 5% 0% 

Returnees 71% 0% 58% 1% 89% 1% 92% 6% 55% 0% 96% 0% 29% 1% 
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Satisfaction with Humanitarian Assistance 

As part of a larger survey section on accountability, respondents were asked the following questions: “Was the aid you received 

appropriate to your needs or the needs of the community?” and “If not satisfied, why were you not satisfied with the aid 

received?” Aid recipients generally reported being satisfied with the assistance received (87%), however that still 

meant that more than one out of ten households were not.  Some of the highest rates of dissatisfaction were reported in 

the domain of Northern Adamawa, specifically in the LGAs of Mubi South, Michika, and Madagali, reported respectively by 

50%, 35% and 33% of households.  

 

Virtually all aid recipients reported that they were treated with respect by aid workers (100%). The small exception was 

IDP households in Northern Adamawa– 95% households reporting being treated with respect. Looking at LGAs in details, it 

seems that the dissatisfaction mostly arose from Michika with 88% of households feeling treated with respect. 

 

Respondents were asked the following question: “In the last 6 months, have you or leaders in your community been asked 

about what aid you would like to received?” Overall, a low proportion of aid recipients reported that they or their 

community leader had been asked by aid organizations on what assistance they would like to receive (5%). IDP 

households were the likeliest to report having been consulted on assistance they would to receive, although again this 

proportion, reached 12%, highlighting a clear opportunity for deeper involvement of the communities in the design of assistance 

to be provided by aid actors. The noted exceptions were the LGAs of Mubi North, Madagali where respectively 24% and 19% 

of households reported that they or their communities had been consulted.  

 

In interpreting the responses, it should be considered that respondents were randomly chosen households, with an equal 

chance of being in a position of power as to not being in a position of power. In addition, the observed very low proportion of 

households consulted by aid workers on preferred and/or appropriate assistance could be explained by their remote location, 

in areas where sometimes aid workers had never reached them before the MSNA data collection. 

 
Table 22: % of HHs by Satisfaction with Humanitarian Assistance Received, Adamawa State 

 
% HH satisfied with 
appropriateness of 

aid 

% HH feel treated with 
respect by aid workers 

% HH asked by 
humanitarian actors on 

aid needed 

% HH felt safe while 
receiving aid 

% HH reporting 
someone excluded 
from receiving aid 

Adamawa State 87% 100% 5% 100% 12% 

IDPs 86% 99% 12% 97% 26% 

Non-Displaced 87% 100% 5% 100% 11% 

Returnees 70% 99% 7% 99% 17% 

Northern Adamawa 90% 100% 6% 100% 24% 

IDPs 78% 97% 8% 96% 25% 

Non-Displaced 92% 100% 6% 100% 25% 

Returnees 67% 99% 7% 99% 11% 

Southern Adamawa 86% N/A 5% 100% 6% 

IDPs 97% 97% 17% 97% 29% 

Non-Displaced 86% 98% 5% 100% 6% 

Returnees 83% 95% 4% 100% 40% 

 

 

Virtually all households reported that they felt safe while receiving assistance, regardless of place or population group 

(100%), though room for improvement exists in specific LGAs. The exceptions were in Michika LGA, where 6% of 

households reported not feeling safe on the way from their area of residence to the point of distribution and 5% of households 

reported not feeling safe at the point of distribution. Similarly, 10% of households in Yola North reported not feeling safe on the 

way from their shelter to the point of distribution. 

 

At the state level, 12% households reported that someone was excluded from aid in their community. It can be observed 

that the overall proportion in the state varied greatly among populations groups: while only 11% of non-displaced households 

reported someone in their household or community to be excluded, this proportion reached 17% of returnee (especially driven 

by Southern Adamawa domain) and up to 26% of IDP households (across both domains). It should be noted that the question 
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was posed to ask who was excluded from assistance but did not specify whether the exclusion was at the hands of NGOs or 

by virtue of barriers to accessing aid. While enumerators were trained to query aid exclusion as being the result of NGOs 

intentionally/unintentionally excluding aid recipients, it is possible that respondents noted men being excluded from aid due to 

access barriers caused by the men’s engagement in the conflict or from interventions such as safe spaces, intended for 

children, or feeding programs, intended for primary caregivers and children that do not target males. 

Communication  

Close to half of households in Adamawa State reported not currently receiving any information from aid providers 

(47%), suggesting that not all populations are being reached with information. For those households receiving information, 

news on the general situation in current location and news on the security in current location were the most commonly reported 

information received.  

 
In the state of Adamawa, a majority of households – 64% overall and up to 77% of returnee households, reported 

wanting to receive information on how to register for assistance. Additionally, 43% of households overall reported wanting 

information on how to access health and nutrition services. There was generally a good match between information provided 

and information wanted by households. 

 

In Southern Adamawa, a majority of households, especially of non-displaced and returnee households, reported not 

receiving any information (51% overall). Meanwhile, all populations groups across the domain reported wanting to receive 

information on how to register for assistance. This is a critical information linked to the very low proportion of households in 

Adamawa who reported having received assistance in the 6 months prior to data collection, and especially in Southern 

Adamawa, where some vulnerable households could be located in rural, remote areas with little to no access to services or 

assistance.  

 

Community leaders were reported as those most frequently providing information to respondents (79%), and were 

also the most trusted to give reliable information (79%), across Adamawa. Then, the second most common source of 

information reported by households overall were friends and family; while the second most trusted source of information 

seemed to be religious leaders.  

 

Overall in Adamawa and across both domains, returnee households were the only population group to cite INGO aid worker 

as the third most trusted source of information – for 36% of returnee households overall. However, it was also observed that 

those INGO aid workers were not among the three most commonly reported information providers in Adamawa.  

 
An overwhelming majority of respondents in Adamawa mentioned a preference for information to be given in person 

(83%), followed by phone call (51%) and radio (38%). To echo an observation made in the previous State section, from 

conversations during the 2018 MSNA joint analysis workshops, it was stated that most respondents would be likely to prefer 

in-person information sharing because this omits literacy barriers and offers fewer protection obstacles when sharing sensitive 

information.  

 

Two barriers were most commonly cited that impeded the populations’ ability to get information in Adamawa, with 

the lack of electricity (58%) being the most reported reason by households overall, followed by the lack of mobile network 

affecting 29% of households. For IDP households overall and especially in the Southern Adamawa domain, the lack of 

resources to buy phone credit was also commonly reported (23%), shedding light on a potentially poor financial situation for 

this population group compared to others. About one-third of households overall were satisfied with how they got information, 

stating there were no barriers to receiving information (32%). For more Communication specific detail, please see Annex 7: 

Accountability to Affected Populations: Communication. 

Perceived Needs 

The most common self-reported need of the populations in Adamawa state was accessing water – for 41% of 

households overall, followed by perceived food needs for 27% of households overall. This varied when looking across 

population groups in the state overall, since displaced population groups – IDP and returnee households – reported food as 

the first need for respectively 56% and 31% of households. This high proportion of households reporting food as their first 
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perceived need was primarily driven by the LGAs of Machina where 66% of households reported so, and Yola North with 52%. 

For more detail, please see summary table of Perceived Needs in Accountability to Affected Populations: Perceived Needs in 

Annex 9. 

Access of Affected Populations to Assistance 

In the state of Adamawa, distance constraints seemed to have a major impact of how affected populations were able 

or not to access basic services to meet their needs. Distance to health facilities and markets were the two major reported 

access constraints in Adamawa. Seventy-seven percent of households overall reported that the nearest health facility was 

more than 2 kilometres away, and when looking at population groups, non-displaced were much more affected with 69% in 

Northern Adamawa and up to 81% in Southern Adamawa, being more prone to residing in rural, remote locations. Similarly, 

68% of households reported that distance to the nearest market was too high; and again this proportion was driven by non-

displaced and returnee households reporting such across the state. As was observed in the education sector section, barriers 

to access education services and facilities was also reportedly worse for non-displaced and returnee households compared to 

IDP households (respectively 31% and 13% vs. 8% in the state overall). 

 

Conversely, security constraints prohibiting access to basic services and agricultural lands seemed to be less of a constraint 

in Adamawa than in Borno state. Virtually no household reported that they could not access health facilities because they were 

occupied by armed actors – with the notable exception of 1% of non-displaced households in Southern Adamawa; and only 

1% of households overall in the state reported that access to such health facilities was prevented by the presence of armed 

actors on the way to the facilities. Security concerns were reported in a higher proportion when it came to access to agricultural 

land: 7% of households overall mentioned that insecurity prevented them from accessing agricultural land. This could be linked 

to the ongoing herder / farmer conflict in Southern LGAs mentioned in the cross-sectoral section above.  

 

The exception with security constraints was the reported perception of presence of UXOs. Overall 9% of households lived in 

wards where key informants reported incidents linked to UXOs in the three months preceding data collection, and this 

proportion rose for the Southern Adamawa domain, where 26% of IDP households and up to 38% of returnee households 

reported a presence. This raises the issue of displaced populations residing in unsafe areas, and households returning to areas 

of origin that could not be appropriate for safe and dignified returns. This should be of main concern for humanitarian 

stakeholders especially in light of securing access to basic services and humanitarian assistance to affected populations. 

 

 
Table 32: % of HHs by Barriers to Accessing Humanitarian Assistance or Services, Adamawa State 

 

Security Constraints  Distance Constraints 

% HH living 
in wards 

affected by 
explosives in 

last 3 
months 

% HH report 
feeling safe 

when 
accessing 
assistance 

% HH report 
explosives / 

UXOs 
preventing 
access to 

land 

% HH report 
insecurity 
preventing 
access to 
land for 

agriculture 

% HH report 
cannot 
access 
health 

facilities due 
to armed 
groups 

% HH report 
not safe 

travel to HF 
due to armed 

groups 

% HH report 
school is 

too far away 

% HH report 
market is 

too far away 

% HH 
report 

nearest HF 
>2km away 

Adamawa State 9% 100% 11% 7% 0% 1% 30% 68% 77% 
IDPs 15% 97% 8% 11% 0% 0% 8% 34% 46% 

Non-Displaced 9% 100% 11% 7% 0% 1% 31% 68% 78% 
Returnees 22% 99% 2% 15% 0% 0% 13% 65% 63% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

7% 100% 13% 13% 0% 2% 22% 70% 67% 

IDPs 7% 96% 3% 11% 0% 0% 4% 40% 45% 
Non-Displaced 7% 100% 14% 13% 0% 2% 24% 71% 69% 

Returnees 17% 99% 0% 14% 0% 0% 12% 65% 61% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

10% 100% 10% 5% 0% 0% 33% 67% 80% 

IDPs 26% 97% 14% 12% 0% 0% 13% 26% 48% 

Non-Displaced 9% 100% 10% 5% 1% 0% 33% 67% 81% 
Returnees 38% 100% 6% 20% 0% 1% 18% 62% 73% 

  



 90 

REACH Nigeria Multi-Sector Needs Assessment – March 2019 

 

 

SECTION  3: YOBE STATE FINDINGS 

Demographics 

 
Average household size in Yobe state (8.2 persons, overall), was higher than that of Borno or Adamawa, irrespective 

of population group. The proportion of female-headed households in Yobe state (9.6%) was lower than in Borno state (25%) 

and, when viewing the proportion of female-headed households within Yobe, IDPs had higher rates than other population 

groups, irrespective of location. Taken together, these factors may indicate that conflict has had less effect on family 

fragmentation in Yobe, allowing for a higher family size, and more male-headed households. A recent REACH assessment of 

new arrivals in Bama LGA, found that of the 29% of female-headed households surveyed in that assessment, 26% of the 

female heads were women widowed from the conflict and many cited their status as heads of households as a result of their 

husbands being separated during displacement or military screening.42  

 

The proportion of households that included a member who was vulnerable was uniform across the three states. Yet, returnees 

in Yobe warrant particular attention as they have a higher-than-average rate of vulnerability, driven by a high proportion 

of households that host a pregnant or lactating woman and a high proportion of households with a high age-dependency ratio, 

across all geographic domains. Coupling these observations against the comparatively low proportion of returnee households 

that host a chronically ill or disabled member, it is likely that returnee households in Yobe host a high number of under-18 

members, who would contribute to the high proportion of pregnant and lactating women, a high age-dependency ratio and a 

lesser presence of chronically ill or disabled members. Finally, the presence of separated or unaccompanied children varied 

between populations groups and across the geographic domains of Yobe state, with more non-displaced households hosting 

separated or unaccompanied children as compared to IDP or returnee households.  

 

As such, Yobe had a notable proportion of households hosting separated and/or unaccompanied children (6.2%) driven 

by a higher-than-average proportion of non-displaced households (6.9%).  

 
Table 23: Demographics, Yobe State 

 Household 
size 

Sex of HoH 
(female) 

Age of HoH 
(mean 
years) 

% HH with 
any 

Vulnerabilit
y 

% HH with 
PLW 

% HH with 
high age-

dependenc
y ratio  

% HH with 
chronic ill / 

disabled 
member 

% HH with 
separated 

or 
unaccompa
nied child 

Yobe State 8.2 10% 46.8 57% 36% 13% 9% 6% 

IDPs 7.3 19% 45 53% 31% 8% 4% 1% 

Non-Displaced 8.3 9% 47 57% 36% 13% 10% 7% 

Returnees 8.3 7% 46.1 71% 52% 22% 5% 1% 

Central Yobe 8.7 10% 46.4 59% 39% 12% 11% 5% 

IDPs 7.6 20% 46.6 57% 34% 18% 11% 4% 

Non-Displaced 8.8 10% 46.4 59% 39% 12% 11% 5% 

Returnees 6.7 12% 49.1 55% 32% 11% 4% 3% 

Northern Yobe 7.7 13% 47.5 51% 26% 12% 8% 2% 

IDPs 7.2 23% 44.9 54% 28% 6% 3% 0% 

Non-Displaced 7.9 8% 48.8 49% 25% 15% 11% 2% 

Returnees 9.3 19% 52.4 64% 29% 26% 12% 2% 

Southern Yobe 8.1 8% 46.8 57% 36% 13% 8% 8% 

IDPs 7.4 11% 44.8 50% 37% 9% 2% 1% 

Non-Displaced 8.1 8% 47 57% 36% 13% 9% 9% 

Returnees 8.4 4% 44.9 74% 57% 23% 4% 1% 

 

                                                           
42 REACH (October 2018), Assessment of New Arrivals in Bama and Gwoza LGAs. Retrieved from: http://bit.ly/2QF45g8 and http://bit.ly/2SVIwEW  

http://bit.ly/2QF45g8
http://bit.ly/2SVIwEW
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Cross-Sectoral Results 

Coordinated efforts are needed to assist the population of Yobe state, where one-fourth of households displayed “high” 

or “very high” multi-sectoral needs, varying between 22% and 26% across domains.  

 

The key sectoral drivers of needs in Yobe were education, with over three in four households displaying this need (77%, 

7.0 severity), health (71%, 5.1 severity) and food security with two-third of households being affected (66%, 6.2 severity). 

Shelter/NFI (55%) and livelihood needs (47%) were high as well.  Several common profiles of co-occurring sectoral needs 

were observed. Education and health were the main drivers of multi-sectoral needs in Yobe state, with over half of households 

facing both issues simultaneously (57%). Other common profiles included households with education and food security needs 

(54%), and health and food security needs (49%). More detailed sectoral pairings are presented in Figure 22. 

 
While needs within geographic areas were similar, notable differences were observed among population groups. The 

population groups most in need were IDP households in Central Yobe, non-displaced households in Northern Yobe, 

and returnee households in Southern Yobe with nearly one in three households displaying “high” or “very high” needs. 

 

In the case of IDP households in Central Yobe, 31% of households had “high” or “very high” multi-sectoral needs. The drivers 

of the high needs were due to eight out of ten households having food security (83%) and education needs (80%), and three-

fourths of households having shelter/NFI needs (74%). Livelihoods needs among IDP households in Central Yobe was also 

one of the highest in state (60%). Protection needs were also high for both IDP and returnee households in Central Yobe, with 

13% and 28% of households in need, respectively. 

 

Similar to IDP households, 30% of non-displaced households in Northern Yobe, had “high” or “very high” multi-sectoral 

needs. The key sectors behind these high needs were slightly different with education (81%), shelter/NFI (67%) and WASH 

needs (34%) affecting this population group more than others. However, food security (73%) and health needs (69%) were 

also very high.  

 

For the returnee households in Southern Yobe “high” or “very high” multi-sectoral needs were observed in 30% of the 

households. Returnee households in Southern Yobe showed the highest vulnerability, with three in four households 

having at least one household member of a vulnerable group (74%). The high needs were largely due to high health 

(78%), nutrition (15%) and livelihood needs (70%) – all the highest in the state. 

 

The highest multi-sectoral needs were observed in Jakusko (40%), Yusufari (32%) and Karasuwa (30%) LGAs, all 

displaying similar trends to state-level trends in that education and food security were the main drivers of high needs. In 

all three LGAs, education needs underscored the multi-sectoral needs as three-fourths of households reported children lacking 

formal education, or currently not attending school. Additionally, almost all households in these LGAs had difficulties accessing 

markets, while in Karasuwa and Yusufari safe access to fuel and energy was also a challenge. In Jakusko LGA, high multi-

sectoral needs were mostly stemming for three-fourth of households displaying education (79%), food security (76%) and 

shelter/NFI (76%) needs, while over two-thirds had health needs (69%). In the case of Yusufari and Karasuwa, the sectoral 

needs were similar, with over 80% of households having education needs, and over 70% with food security needs. As an 

additional strain on the households, over half of the households in Jakusko (59%) were considered vulnerable, as were nearly 

half of households in Yusufari and Karasuwa (49%, 48%).  
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Figure 21: High + Very High Multi-Sectoral Needs + Vulnerabilities, Yobe State 

 
 

Table 34: Multi-Sectoral Needs Ranking and Severity Scale, Yobe State 

Strata 

% in 
“Very 

High” or 
“High” 
need 

% HH any 
Vulnerability 

% HH 
Education 

need 

% HH 
Shelter/NFI 

need 

% HH 
WASH 
need 

% HH 
Health 
need 

% HH 
Nutrition 

need 

% HH 
Food 

Security 
need 

% HH 
Livelihood 

need 

% HH 
Protection 

need 

Yobe 
State 

24% 57% 77% 55% 20% 71% 6% 66% 47% 3% 

IDPs 23% 53% 83% 56% 14% 69% 3% 82% 56% 10% 

Non-
Displaced 

24% 57% 77% 55% 21% 72% 6% 64% 46% 2% 

Returnees 27% 71% 63% 50% 14% 74% 14% 72% 66% 3% 

Central 
Yobe 

26% 59% 74% 68% 22% 67% 9% 64% 49% 3% 

IDPs 31% 57% 80% 74% 9% 64% 7% 83% 60% 13% 

Non-
Displaced 

26% 59% 74% 68% 22% 67% 9% 64% 48% 3% 

Returnees 15% 55% 63% 47% 21% 59% 7% 58% 50% 28% 

Northern 
Yobe 

26% 51% 81% 62% 27% 69% 6% 76% 50% 3% 

IDPs 19% 54% 81% 54% 15% 69% 2% 82% 56% 7% 

Non-
Displaced 

30% 49% 81% 67% 34% 69% 7% 73% 47% 1% 

Returnees 12% 64% 76% 48% 14% 62% 7% 69% 50% 2% 

Southern 
Yobe 

22% 57% 77% 46% 18% 75% 4% 64% 46% 2% 

IDPs 27% 50% 88% 52% 13% 69% 2% 83% 53% 15% 

Non-
Displaced 

21% 56% 77% 45% 18% 75% 4% 63% 45% 2% 

Returnees 30% 74% 61% 51% 13% 78% 15% 74% 70% 0% 
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Reading the Multi-Sectoral Needs and Vulnerabilities Figure: 
The bright red bars demonstrate the proportion of households by domain, both by population group and as an overall proportion of households sampled in that 
domain, who reported needs in at least five, and at most eight, of the humanitarian sectors. As part of each bright red bar, the pink/grey proportion demonstrates the 
proportion of households in that domain, by population group or overall, who had needs in at least five and at most eight humanitarian sectors and who reported at 
least one vulnerability. Percentages that are left aligned represent the proportion of households with high/very high needs that are vulnerable. Percentages that are 
right aligned represent the total proportion of households high/very high needs in the population, irrespective of vulnerable status. 

 
+ 
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Figure 22: Common Combinations of Sectors in which HH were Found to be in Need, Yobe State 

 

 
 

Sectoral Results 

WASH Needs 

Overall in Yobe, 20% of households were found to be in need of WASH support. The average sectoral severity score was 4.8 
overall, and did not vary much across population groups. Although needs in WASH did not prove to be high overall, the main 
indicators feeding into those needs overall were the proportion of households needing more than 30 minutes to collect water 
(28%) and that of households not accessing any improved water sources (23%). To a lower extent, 12% of households reported 
both having a consumption of less than 15 liters of water per person/per day for all daily household use; and not owning soap. 
Needs in the state varied by population group and indicator.  
 
Non-displaced households demonstrated the highest state-level WASH need – nearly 50% higher than IDPs or returnees. 
This was driven by a high proportion of households reporting no access to an improved water source (25%) and water collection 
time greater than 30 minutes (28%). Non-displaced persons reported higher incidence on these two indicators in each Yobe 
domain. Over 60% of non-displaced households in Northern Yobe reported that they do not have access to a functioning 
latrine, a drastically higher proportion than for other population groups that should call for further investigation. Meanwhile, 
49% of non-displaced households in Northern Yobe reported vulnerability. There are inherent risks that arise when a family 
does not have access to a latrine – having to go out alone at night to use the restroom, the risks to privacy, and sexual and 
gender based violence (SGBV) risks that are easily compounded when the person at risk is already vulnerable.  
 

Reading the Most Commonly Co-Occurring Sectoral Needs Figure: 
This figure demonstrates the most commonly occurring sectoral needs pairings, irrespective of severity, across all population groups and 
geographic areas in the given state. The black bars deescalate from left to right, showing the percentage of HHs with needs in the sector 
combinations represented by the black dots. For example, the highest co-occurrence of needs in Yobe existed dually in the health and education 
sectors with 57% of Yobe households reporting overlapping needs in these two sectors. The 5th bar from the left shows that 41% of households 
reported co-occurring needs in health, food security and education.  
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State-wide, IDPs and returnees had the same overall proportion of households in need (14%), but had different driving 
indicators. For IDPs, 28% of households at the state level reported needing more than 30 minutes to collect water. This indicator 
was most frequently reported by IDPs in Northern Yobe, with 42% reporting needing more than 30 minutes to collect water - 
the greatest proportion of any population group in the state to report this obstacle. 
 
At the state level, returnees demonstrated moderate needs, again driven by households that require more than 30 minutes to 
collect water and not being able to access an improved water source. Returnees in Central Yobe had the highest needs, as a 
result of 47% of returnee households in Central Yobe not having access to a functioning latrine. This proportion was the second 
highest state-wide of any population group reporting on any given WASH indicator. A sa result of this, the highest needs among 
returnees were registered in Central Yobe whereas, for IDPs and non-displaced the highest  needs occurred in Northern Yobe 
(14% for IDPs and 34% for non-displaced). This should be taken as a call for more information to the living conditions of 
returnees in Central Yobe for whom poverty may be an underlying driving force of need, as opposed to IDPs and non-displaced 
for whom displacement and insecurity may be underlying WASH needs. 
 

Figure 23: WASH Needs + Vulnerabilities, Yobe State 

 
 

Table 24: WASH Needs and Contributing Indicators, Yobe State 

Strata 

WASH % HH not 
accessing 
improved 

water source 

% HH with 
water 

consumption 
below 15 lpd 

% HH without 
access to 

functioning 
latrine 

% HH with 
water 

collection 
time > 30min 

% HH with no 
soap % in 

need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

Yobe State 20% 4.8 23% 12% 18% 28% 12% 

IDPs 14% 4.7 5% 12% 17% 34% 12% 

Non-Displaced 21% 4.8 25% 13% 19% 28% 13% 

Returnees 14% 4.9 17% 9% 7% 18% 5% 

Central Yobe 22% 4.7 21% 11% 19% 35% 5% 

IDPs 9% 5 8% 18% 12% 22% 3% 

Non-Displaced 22% 4.7 21% 11% 19% 35% 5% 

Returnees 21% 4.3 47% 5% 2% 28% 6% 

Northern Yobe 27% 4.6 15% 6% 45% 32% 7% 

IDPs 15% 4.6 7% 7% 16% 42% 15% 

Non-Displaced 34% 4.6 19% 6% 61% 28% 3% 

Returnees 14% 4.2 17% 10% 36% 12% 7% 

Southern Yobe 18% 4.9 26% 15% 11% 23% 18% 

IDPs 13% 4.7 1% 21% 23% 22% 8% 

Non-Displaced 18% 4.9 28% 15% 11% 23% 19% 

Returnees 13% 5.3 14% 10% 4% 17% 5% 

 

20%

14%

21%

14%

22%

9%

22%

21%

27%

15%

34%

14%

18%

13%

18%

13%

11%

7%

12%

9%

13%

6%

13%

8%

12%

5%

16%

14%

10%

11%

10%

8%

Overall

IDP

Non-Displaced

Returnee

Overall

IDP

Non-Displaced

Returnee

Overall

IDP

Non-Displaced

Returnee

Overall

IDP

Non-Displaced

Returnee

Y
ob

e 
S

ta
te

C
en

tr
al

 Y
ob

e
N

or
th

er
n 

Y
ob

e
S

ou
th

er
n

Y
ob

e

WASH Need WASH Need and Vulnerable



 95 

REACH Nigeria Multi-Sector Needs Assessment – March 2019 

 

Health Needs 

In Yobe state health needs were similar across population groups and geographic areas, with nearly three in four households 

having health needs. Returnee households were most likely to report quality-related barriers to healthcare (65%), sick 

household members (69%), and delivery without skilled birth attendant (20%), while non-displaced households were the most 

affected by a lack of immunization (32% of households with at least one child without any immunization) and distance to health 

facilities (63% of households reported the nearest health facility to be farther than 2 km). The highest proportion of households 

with health needs was found in Southern Yobe. 

 

In Southern Yobe, three in four households displayed health needs, with returnees having the highest and most severe needs 

(78% of households in need with an average severity score of 5.5), mostly due to facing an illness in the two weeks prior to 

data collection (71%) and quality-related barriers to healthcare (72%). The proportion of households facing quality-related 

barriers was the highest in the state. Delivery without a skilled birth attendant was most commonly reported in Yobe among 

Southern Yobe IDPs and returnees, with one in four households affected (25% and 24% respectively). LGAs with the highest 

health needs were Fika (83%) Tarmua (82%), and Nangere (82%), closely followed by Potiskum (77%) and Fune (76%).  

 

Over two in three households had health needs in Northern Yobe (69%), in large part due to the number of households 

reporting sick household members in the two weeks preceding data collection (57%) and a far distance to health facilities 

(64%). The immunization rates were the lowest in Northern Yobe with over one-third of households reporting having at least 

one child without any immunization (37%), with non-displaced households being the most affected, possibly as the result of a 

far distance to health facilities (67%). By LGA, Machina was the most affected (42%). Three in four returnee households 

reported having a household member being sick the two weeks prior to data collection, the highest proportion in the state 

(74%). LGAs with notably high health needs in Northern Yobe included Yusufari LGA (72%), in part due to common reports 

of far distances to health facilities (70%). 

 

In Central Yobe, needs and trends were similar to Northern Yobe, with over two in three households having health needs 

(67%), with non-displaced households being the most affected. By LGA, Bursari had the most households displaying health 

needs both in the domain and in the state (74%). Health needs in Bursari were largely due to quality-related barriers (56%) 

and low vaccination rates (44%). Distance to health facilities was the most commonly reported barrier in Jakusko LGA, with 

over seven out of ten households reporting the facility being over 2 km away (71%).  

 

Figure 24: Health Needs + Vulnerabilities, Yobe State 
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Table 25: Health Needs and Contributing Indicators, Yobe State 

Strata 

Health 
% HH report at 
least 1 quality-
related barrier 

% HH with at 
least 1 child 
without any 

immunization 

% HH report a 
member was 
sick in last 2 

weeks 

% HH report 
nearest health 

facility is > 2km 

% HH report 
delivery without 

skilled birth 
attendant 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

Yobe State 71% 5.1 42% 31% 59% 62% 15% 

IDPs 69% 5.3 44% 27% 61% 60% 18% 

Non-Displaced 72% 5.2 41% 32% 58% 63% 14% 

Returnees 74% 5.4 65% 15% 69% 51% 20% 

Central Yobe 67% 5.3 35% 31% 55% 58% 15% 

IDPs 64% 4.8 47% 30% 59% 48% 14% 

Non-Displaced 67% 5.3 34% 31% 55% 59% 15% 

Returnees 59% 5.5 33% 34% 53% 42% 7% 

Northern Yobe 69% 5.2 37% 37% 57% 64% 13% 

IDPs 69% 5.5 51% 28% 65% 59% 16% 

Non-Displaced 69% 5 30% 41% 52% 67% 11% 

Returnees 62% 4.8 48% 33% 74% 26% 5% 

Southern Yobe 75% 5.3 48% 29% 62% 64% 16% 

IDPs 69% 4.8 26% 24% 51% 67% 25% 

Non-Displaced 75% 5.3 47% 31% 62% 64% 15% 

Returnees 78% 5.5 72% 10% 71% 55% 24% 

 

Nutrition Needs 

Six percent of households in Yobe state had a moderately or severely malnourished child, as assessed by mid-upper arm 

circumference and the presence or absence of nutritional oedema. Returnee households were over twice as likely to be 

affected as non-displaced households (14% vs. 6%), and nearly five times as likely as IDP households (3%).  

 

Overall, while 6% of households only were found to be in need of nutrition assistance, this proportion is made more concerning 

by the ratio of households simultaneously found to be vulnerable. Indeed, 5 households out of 6 who were in need of 

nutrition support were also vulnerable. This observation impacted all population groups, and was most notable among 

returnee households since the overall proportion of households in need of nutrition assistance reached 14% - while more than 

90% of returnees were also vulnerable. 

 

Across the domains, Central Yobe reported the greatest proportion of households with a malnourished child with nearly one 

in ten households affected (9%). The greatest prevalence of nutrition needs was within Central Yobe, with a particularly high 

prevalence of MAM seen in Bade LGA (13%).  

 

In Northern Yobe, non-displaced and returnee households were three times more likely to have a malnourished child than 

IDP households (7% vs. 2%). Households in Yusufari (9%) and Yunusari (7%) reported the highest nutrition needs within 

both the domain and the state. 

 

While the overall nutrition needs were the lowest in Southern Yobe, returnee households had the highest needs across 

population groups and domains within Yobe state (15%). By LGA, the most affected were Fika (8%) and Fune (6%) LGAs. It 

should also be noted that virtually all returnee households in Southern Yobe were found to be simultaneously in need of 

nutrition support and vulnerable. 
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Figure 25: Nutrition Needs + Vulnerabilities, Yobe State 

 
 
 

Table 26: Nutrition Needs and Contributing Indicators, Yobe State 

Strata 

Nutrition % HH with either “severe” 
or “moderate” 

malnourished child 
(by MUAC/oedema) 

 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Yobe State 6%   6% 

IDPs 3%   3% 

Non-Displaced 6%   6% 

Returnees 14%   14% 

Central Yobe 9%   9% 

IDPs 7%   7% 

Non-Displaced 9%   9% 

Returnees 7%   7% 

Northern Yobe 6%   6% 

IDPs 2%   2% 

Non-Displaced 7%   7% 

Returnees 7%   7% 

Southern Yobe 4%   4% 

IDPs 2%   2% 

Non-Displaced 4%   4% 

Returnees 15%   15% 
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Shelter/NFI Needs 

Across Yobe state, over half of the population displayed shelter/NFI needs (55%), with similar level of needs across population 
groups. However, the severity of the needs was the highest among IDPs (5.1), due to the highest levels of needs across almost 
all indicators: lack of adequate shelter (21%), risk of eviction within a month (20%), lacking more than half of the basic NFI kit 
items (62%),43 and sharing a household with another family (66%). The risk of eviction also greatly affected returnees, with 
one in five households reporting being at risk (19%). In addition, returnee households were also the mostly likely to report that 
their shelter was partially damaged or completely destroyed, with nearly half of households reporting this (46%). Across Yobe 
state, Central and Northern Yobe displayed the highest shelter/NFI needs (68% and 62% respectively).  

 
In Central Yobe, over two-thirds of households were in need of shelter/NFI support (68%), with IDP households recording 
higher than average needs (74%).  IDPs’ needs were mostly due to above-average rates for eviction risk (15% vs. 13%), the 
highest reports of lacking more than half of the NFI basic kit items across the state (86%), and the second highest reports in 
Yobe state for sharing a household with another family (71%). High rates of eviction risk were also reported among non-
displaced households (13%). The most affected LGAs in Central Yobe (and across the state) were Jakusko (76%), Bursari 
(66%) and Bade LGAs (65%). In Jakusko, high needs were driven by the highest prevalence of inadequate shelters (38%) in 
the state, and households lacking more than half of the basic NFI kit items (81%). Over one in ten households were also at 
risk of eviction (11%). In Bursari and Bade the shelters of nearly one-third of households were reported to be damaged or 
completely destroyed (31%, 30%). Bade LGA also hosted one of the highest proportions of households at risk of eviction 
(18%).  

 
Northern Yobe displayed the second highest shelter/NFI needs, with nearly two-thirds of households in need (62%). The lack 
of adequate shelter was the highest across the state (28%), with non-displaced households being the most likely to be affected 
(28%). While the risk of eviction in Northern Yobe was the lowest across the state, IDP households in Northern Yobe were the 
most likely to report facing eviction risk (23%) and sharing a shelter with another family (72%). The population group of highest 
concern overall were the non-displaced households, with two-thirds in need (67%). By LGA, Karasuwa displayed the highest 
needs (72%), due to the high proportions of households lacking most of the basic NFI kit items (81%) and having damaged or 
destroyed shelter (29%). Similarly, Machina and Yusufari LGAs also reported high rates of damaged or destroyed shelters 
(28%, 25%). Nguru LGA had the highest reports for risk of eviction across the state (23%).  
 
While shelter/NFI needs were lower in Southern Yobe, close to half of households were still in need (46%). The population 
group of highest concern were returnees (51% in need, 4.8 severity), due to half of households reporting a partially damaged 
or completely destroyed shelter (52%), and one-fifth facing risk of eviction (22%) – both the highest within the state. By LGA, 
Gujba and Gulani LGAs had the highest overall Shelter/NFI needs (59% and 58% respectively). Both LGAs reported high 
risks of eviction, with one-fifth of households being affected (19% and 20% respectively). Households in Tarmua LGA were 
among the most likely to report inadequate shelter (27%) in Yobe state, while households in Fika LGA were among the most 
likely to report damaged or destroyed shelters (31%). 
 

                                                           
43 The list of basic NFI consisted in this study of: blankets, sleeping mat, mosquito net, jerry cans, laundry detergent / bars, bath soap, reusable sanitary pad, 
solar lamp, foldable mattress, kettle, 10L Basin, rope, cooking pots, stainless trays, stainless cups, serving spoons, kitchen knife, 10L Bucket, aquatabs, 
school bags, school notebooks, school textbooks. 
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Figure 26: Shelter/NFI Needs + Vulnerabilities, Yobe State 

 
 

Table 27: Shelter and NFI Needs and Contributing Indicators, Yobe State 

Strata 

Shelter/NFI 

% HH w/o 
adequate 

shelter 

% HH 
reporting a 

partially 
damaged or 
completely 
destroyed 

shelter 
 

% HH report 
being at risk 
of eviction 

% HH owns at 
less than half 
of items in NFI 

Basic kit 

% HH sharing 
their 

household 
with another 

family 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

Yobe State 55% 4.8 13% 24% 9% 61% 54% 

IDPs 56% 5.1 21% 11% 20% 62% 66% 

Non-Displaced 55% 4.7 13% 25% 8% 61% 54% 

Returnees 50% 4.7 6% 46% 19% 40% 47% 

Central Yobe 68% 4.6 17% 28% 13% 70% 63% 

IDPs 74% 5 9% 30% 15% 86% 71% 

Non-Displaced 68% 4.9 17% 28% 13% 70% 63% 

Returnees 47% 4.4 1% 31% 7% 50% 50% 

Northern Yobe 62% 5.1 28% 20% 6% 70% 61% 

IDPs 54% 5.4 26% 6% 23% 61% 72% 

Non-Displaced 67% 5 28% 27% 2% 75% 56% 

Returnees 48% 4.8 21% 12% 7% 69% 38% 

Southern Yobe 46% 4.6 8% 23% 7% 53% 48% 

IDPs 52% 4.4 14% 16% 16% 54% 51% 

Non-Displaced 45% 4.6 8% 22% 6% 54% 48% 

Returnees 51% 4.8 4% 52% 22% 35% 47% 

 

Food Security and Agriculture Needs  

Food insecurity in Yobe state, like Borno and Adamawa, poses a significant burden to IDP, returnee and non-displaced 
populations. Although food security was a primary need in all three states, the proportion of households in Yobe that reported 
food insecurity, at 71.9%, were higher rates reported in both Borno (61%) and Adamawa (66%) states. Overall high rates of 
food insecurity were driven by two indicators, the percent of households reporting a barrier to accessing food (92.3%) 
and those reporting an insufficient fuel source as the most common fuel sources used for cooking (92.7%). 
 
The greatest severity and highest proportion of a given population group demonstrating food needs both occurred in Southern 
Yobe, with IDPs in southern Yobe having the highest proportion of households in need (83.1%) and returnees in Southern 
Yobe demonstrating the highest severity scores, with 7.2. The substantial proportion of IDP households in need in Southern 
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Yobe was the result of 99.7% of IDP households reporting that their primary method of cooking food is a three-stone fire. This 
method is insufficient in its conservation of precious fuel sources, such as woodfuel. Using woodfuel at a faster rate than is 
necessary may provoke groups to more frequently search for wood in surrounding areas which raises concerns on their safety 
in the face of insecurity and SGBV. Furthermore, cooking on a three-stove fire often produces substantial smoke inhalation, 
which can have knock-on effects for respiratory health. In the face of these intricacies, even such indicators that measure 
incidences beyond classic food security, are worthwhile to note in planning comprehensive aid. Furthermore, 80.2% of IDP 
households in Southern Yobe described the use of at least one non-sustainable coping strategy in the face of reduced access 
to food - the highest of any population group state-wide.  
 
Following the high proportions of households in need of aid that were found in Southern Yobe, both Central and Northern 
Yobe had similar proportions of households reporting needs. In both Central and Northern Yobe, IDPs had the most prevalent 
food security needs, followed by non-displaced and then returnees. As was the case in Southern Yobe and in Yobe state at 
large, needs were provoked by over 92% of all population groups, in both Central and Northern Yobe, reporting the use of an 
insufficient fuel type for cooking, all population groups reporting that 71% of their respective households using a three stone 
fire as the primary cooking method and between 64% (returnees in Northern Yobe) and 99% (IDPs in Central Yobe and Non-
displaced in Northern Yobe) reporting at least one barrier to accessing food. 
 
In every domain in Yobe state, IDPs reported the highest food security needs of any population group. Irrespective of 
domain, these reports stemmed from roughly the same four indicators: high reports of the use of coping strategies via the rCSI 
index, reports of using a three stone fire as the primary cooking method, reports of using either firewood, animal dung, 
agricultural waste, or no sources as the primary fuel source for cooking, and reports of experiencing at least one barrier 
impeding market access. While these needs are all related to food-security, they are diverse and demand that food security 
provision be a comprehensive suite beyond basic food aid, including access (protection), fuel (related to livelihoods and cash) 
and cooking methods (related to health) to provide multi-sectoral assistance.  
 
State-wide, returnees in Yobe demonstrated the second highest proportion of households in need of food security support. 
However, the driving force of this proportion is distinctly related to returnees in Southern Yobe of whom 100% reported at 
least one barrier to accessing food, 90.7% reported a barrier to accessing markets and 88.6% did not have sufficient 
water for cooking. While these needs are basic and dire, they are concentrated in a geographic area with a specific population 
and should therefore inform responses to returnee needs in the southern part of the state. 
 

Figure 27: Food Security Needs + Vulnerabilities, Yobe State 
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Table 28: Food Security Needs and Contributing Indicators, Yobe State 

Strata 

Food Security 

Food 
Consumption 

Score 

Reduced 
Coping 

Strategy Index 
(rCSI) 

Safe Access to Fuel and Energy Composite indicator 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

% of HHs 
reporting 

animal dung, 
firewood or 
agricultural 
waste as the 

most 
commonly 

used fuel type 
for cooking 

% of HHs 
reporting 

firewood as 
the most 

commonly 
used fuel type 

for lighting 

% of HHs 
reporting a 
three stone 
fire as the 

most 
commonly 

used method 
for cooking 

% of HHs 
reporting an 

unsafe 
primary 

means of 
obtaining 

firewood or 
main fuel 

% of HHs 
reporting use 
of an unsafe 

coping 
strategies 

when 
experiencing 
a lack of fuel 

Yobe State 66% 6.2 42% 59% 93% 8% 86% 22% 52% 

IDPs 82% 6.2 57% 71% 99% 11% 98% 22% 41% 

Non-Displaced 64% 6.1 40% 58% 93% 8% 86% 22% 52% 

Returnees 72% 6.9 51% 70% 81% 6% 68% 22% 58% 

Central Yobe 64% 6.1 41% 56% 92% 9% 71% 27% 59% 

IDPs 83% 6.4 57% 67% 93% 1% 83% 35% 59% 

Non-Displaced 64% 6.1 40% 56% 92% 10% 71% 27% 46% 

Returnees 58% 5.5 25% 51% 94% 7% 75% 7% 32% 

Northern Yobe 76% 6.1 47% 63% 99% 5% 94% 41% 58% 

IDPs 82% 6.1 60% 68% 100% 11% 100% 23% 32% 

Non-Displaced 73% 6 41% 61% 99% 1% 91% 51% 71% 

Returnees 69% 6.1 49% 57% 95% 5% 74% 26% 62% 

Southern Yobe 64% 6.3 41% 60% 91% 8% 92% 15% 46% 

IDPs 83% 6.4 50% 80% 99% 15% 100% 16% 55% 

Non-Displaced 63% 6.2 40% 58% 92% 8% 93% 14% 46% 

Returnees 74% 7.2 54% 74% 77% 6% 67% 23% 57% 

 

Strata 

 Livelihoods/Agriculture Composite Indicator 

% of HH with 
no access to 
market and/or 
experiencing 

barriers to 
accessing 

food on 
markets 

% of HH 
unable to 

plant/harvest 
last dry 
season 

% of HH not 
planning to 

cultivate this 
rainy season 

% of HH 
unable to 

access land 
needed 

% of HH unable 
to access water 

needed 

Yobe State 92% 28% 3% 42% 46% 

IDPs 100% 43% 8% 57% 41% 

Non-Displaced 91% 27% 3% 40% 46% 

Returnees 100% 19% 5% 49% 79% 

Central Yobe 82% 35% 4% 47% 50% 

IDPs 99% 32% 9% 61% 60% 

Non-Displaced 82% 35% 4% 47% 50% 

Returnees 70% 36% 3% 46% 48% 

Northern Yobe 97% 41% 4% 44% 42% 

IDPs 94% 51% 11% 69% 47% 

Non-Displaced 99% 36% 0% 31% 39% 

Returnees 64% 35% 9% 50% 36% 

Southern Yobe 97% 21% 3% 38% 46% 

IDPs 100% 29% 2% 28% 21% 

Non-Displaced 95% 21% 3% 38% 45% 

Returnees 100% 15% 5% 49% 89% 
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Early Recovery and Livelihoods Needs 

Across Yobe state, nearly half of households had livelihoods needs (47%), with returnee households being of highest concern 

(66%). The high need among returnee households stemmed from substantial reports of decreased income (84%) and lack of 

access to cash (15%). IDP households were the most likely to be indebted, with nearly three-in-four households reporting it 

(73%), and lacking cash (17%).  

 

While in Central Yobe half of households had livelihoods needs, this increased to 60% among the IDPs, who reported high 

rates of debt (74%), and the highest rates of crisis/emergency level coping strategies across the state (13%).44 Decreased 

income was common across all population groups with nearly three in four households affected (71%). The greatest proportion 

of households with livelihoods needs was seen in Bade LGA (53%), where over one in ten households reportedly used crisis 

or emergency coping mechanisms (11%), likely due to their decreased income (74%), and high levels of debt (65%).  

 

In Northern Yobe, needs were similar across population groups, with half of households displaying livelihoods needs (50%). 

However, the severity of the needs was the highest among returnee households in the state (4.6), mostly due to high numbers 

of households experiencing an income decrease (81%) and alarming proportions of households resorting to crisis/emergency 

coping mechanisms (12%). Usage of these crisis/emergency coping mechanisms was similarly high among non-displaced 

households (10%), who also had trouble due to the lack of access to cash (15%). The worst livelihoods needs were found in 

Nguru (55%) and Yunusari LGAs (52%), mostly due to over three-fourths of households reporting decreased income (76% 

and 81% respectively) – the highest in Yobe state. Households in Nguru LGA also had one of the highest levels of indebtedness 

(72%). Households in Yunusari and Yusufari LGAs were the most likely to turn to crisis/emergency livelihood coping 

mechanisms in Yobe state (11% of households in both cases).  

 

While households in Southern Yobe had the lowest livelihoods needs across the state (46%), 70% of returnee households 

had livelihoods needs, making them the most affected group in Yobe state. High needs of returnee households were the result 

of decreased income among 85% of households, and nearly one-in-ten households turning to crisis/emergency coping 

mechanisms (9%). Among the non-displaced, one-fourth of households had no access to cash (23%) - the lowest access rate 

across the state. Nangere LGA recorded the highest livelihoods needs overall (56%), mostly due to over three in four 

households reporting a decreased income (76%). Indebtedness was also common in Nangere LGA (72%), as well as in Fika 

(77%), where households were the most likely to report having debt. In Fika and Fune LGA nearly one in ten households 

reportedly turned to crisis/emergency coping mechanisms (9%), while one-third of households lacked access to cash in Gulani, 

Potiskum, Gujba and Fune.  

 

                                                           
44 Livelihoods-based coping strategies can be divided following three categories: 

- Stress coping strategies such as: sell HH assets/goods, spend savings, sell (non-productive) animals, send HH members to eat elsewhere, purchase food 

on credit, or borrow money; 

- Crisis coping strategies such as: sell productive assets, withdraw children from school, reduce expenses on basic services (education, health), harvest 

immature crops, consume seed stocks to be saved for next year, decrease expenditure on agricultural/animal-based activities and care; 

- Emergency coping strategies such as: sell house or land, beg for money, engage in illegal/dangerous income activities, sell last reproductive animals, or 

have the entire HH migrate/displace. 
More information on data collection and analysis of livelihoods-based coping strategies retrieved from: 
https://resources.vam.wfp.org/sites/default/files/CARI_Final_0.pdf 
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Figure 28: Livelihoods Needs + Vulnerabilities, Yobe State 

 

 
 

Table 29: Livelihoods Needs and Contributing Indicators, Yobe State 

Strata 

Livelihoods 
% HH w/ 

reported their 
income has 

decreased in 
previous 3 

months 

% HH reported 
having debt 

% HH reported 
using “crisis” or 

“emergency” level 
livelihood coping 

strategies 
 

% HH without any 
access to cash % in 

need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

Yobe State 47% 4.3 64% 64% 7% 16% 

IDPs 56% 4.2 72% 73% 6% 5% 

Non-Displaced 46% 4.3 63% 63% 7% 17% 

Returnees 66% 4.4 84% 66% 8% 15% 

Central Yobe 49% 4.3 71% 62% 9% 6% 

IDPs 60% 4.4 74% 74% 13% 7% 

Non-Displaced 48% 4.3 71% 61% 9% 6% 

Returnees 50% 4.2 71% 65% 5% 16% 

Northern Yobe 50% 4.2 72% 62% 7% 9% 

IDPs 56% 4 77% 72% 3% 0% 

Non-Displaced 47% 4.3 69% 57% 10% 15% 

Returnees 50% 4.6 81% 57% 12% 7% 

Southern Yobe 46% 4.4 58% 66% 6% 23% 

IDPs 53% 4.4 60% 76% 9% 16% 

Non-Displaced 45% 4.4 56% 65% 6% 23% 

Returnees 70% 4.4 85% 68% 9% 15% 
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Education Needs 

Across Yobe state, three-fourths of households reported education needs (77%), with minor differences across geographic 

areas. Among the population groups and across domains, IDP households had the highest and most severe education needs 

(83%, 7.6), due to children not attending school (71%). Over two-thirds of households had at least one child who never attended 

formal schooling (67%), and almost all households lacked school supplies (94%). Returnee households were the most likely 

to report at least one barrier to accessing education services (73%).  

 

In Central Yobe, similar tendencies were observed, with IDP households reporting the highest overall needs (80%), and 

highest needs across all education indicators: highest dropout rate (70%), highest proportion of households with a child who 

never attended formal education (66%), almost no households had access to school supplies (93%), and nearly half of 

households reported at least one barrier to accessing education services (46%). However, non-displaced households reported 

similar drop out (69%), and lack of enrolment in formal education (66%). Bursari LGA had the highest education needs across 

Yobe state (89%), mostly due to having the highest proportion of households with at least one school-aged child not attending 

formal schooling (78%), the highest proportion of households that reported at least one barrier to accessing education services 

(50%), almost no households who had school supplies (95%), and high drop-out rates (83%). Households in Jakusko LGA 

displayed similar tendencies, with 79% needing education services, and similarly one of the highest proportions of households 

that reported at least one barrier to accessing education services (47%). 

 

Across the geographic areas, households in Northern Yobe had the highest education needs (81%). Households in Northern 

Yobe reported the lowest access to school supplies (93% of households reported not having school bags, notebooks and 

textbooks), the highest dropout rates (73%), and the highest proportion of households with children with no formal schooling 

(70%). Lack of school supplies was most reported in Yusufari, Nguru Machina and Karasuwa, while dropout rates were the 

highest in Yunusari, Karasuwa and Yusufari. Within the state, Yusufari had the lowest formal schooling rates (75%), followed 

by Karasuwa and Yunusari. Generally, IDP and non-displaced households were the most affected (81% of households had 

education needs). By LGA, Karasuwa (83%), Nguru (81%), and Yusufari (80%) had the highest education needs, closely 

followed by Yunusari (79%). 

 

Southern Yobe displayed similar trends as the rest of Yobe state, with over three-fourths of households demonstrating an 

education need (77%) and IDP households demonstrating the most concerning prevalence (88% of households in need, 7.7 

average severity score), as over three-in-four households had at least one child who is not attending school (78%), and nearly 

three-fourths, one of the highest proportions in state, had a child who never attended formal education (72%). However, 

returnee households were the most likely to report at least one barrier in accessing education services (81%) – the highest in 

the state among the population groups. By LGA, Nangere (88%), Tarmua (83%) and Fika (83%) had the highest education 

needs, partly due to households experiencing the highest reports of barriers to accessing education services in Yobe. Gujba 

LGA had the least access to school supplies in the state (98% of households lacking school supplies), while Fune and Nangere 

had the highest rates of households with children not attending formal schooling (74% in both cases). 
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Figure 29: Education Needs + Vulnerabilities, Adamawa State, Yobe State 

 

 
Table 30: Education Needs and Contributing Indicators, Yobe State 

Strata 

Education % HH w/ a 
child either 

not currently 
attending 

school, or has 
dropped out 
(both formal 
or informal) 

 

% HH w/ a 
child who has 

never 
attended 

formal school 
 

% HH w/o 
access to 

school 
supplies 

(bags, 
notebooks, 
textbooks) 

 

% HH 
reporting at 

least 1 barrier 
to accessing 

school 
 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

Yobe State 77% 7 66% 60% 86% 53% 

IDPs 83% 7.6 71% 67% 94% 56% 

Non-Displaced 77% 7 66% 59% 81% 52% 

Returnees 63% 7.2 61% 56% 49% 73% 

Central Yobe 74% 6.9 68% 63% 84% 41% 

IDPs 80% 7 70% 66% 93% 46% 

Non-Displaced 74% 6.9 69% 63% 84% 41% 

Returnees 63% 6.3 54% 50% 80% 37% 

Northern Yobe 81% 7.7 73% 70% 93% 49% 

IDPs 81% 7.7 68% 65% 93% 62% 

Non-Displaced 81% 7.7 75% 73% 93% 42% 

Returnees 76% 6.9 74% 67% 83% 44% 

Southern Yobe 77% 6.9 63% 55% 76% 60% 

IDPs 88% 7.7 78% 72% 97% 48% 

Non-Displaced 77% 6.9 62% 55% 77% 60% 

Returnees 61% 7.4 60% 56% 41% 81% 
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Protection Needs 

While protection needs in Yobe state were low (3%), certain population groups and geographic areas are of particular concern. 

IDP households displayed the highest overall needs: one in ten reported protection needs (10%), due to the fact that they 

were the most likely population group to be located in wards where KIs reported incidents related to unexploded ordnance 

(UXOs) in the three months preceding data collection (5%), having no adult in the household with legal identity documentation 

(22%), movement restrictions (11%), and family separation (6%). 

 

In Central Yobe, returnee households were twice as likely to have protection needs (28%) than IDP households (13%), mostly 

due to KIs reporting UXOs-related incidents in the wards where they were located (51%), and movement restrictions (44%). 

Non-displaced persons reported similarly high levels of movement restrictions (44%). Overall, lacking identity documents was 

most commonly reported in Central Yobe across domains, with one in five households reportedly not having any adult with 

personal legal documentation (23%). LGAs that were the most affected were Jakusko (31%) and Bade LGAs (25%). The 

highest protection needs in Central Yobe were observed in Geidam LGA (33%), which also proved to have the highest 

concentration of households with protection needs in Yobe state. Needs were largely driven by households located in wards 

where KIs reported incidents related to UXOs in the three months preceding data collection (52%)and movement restrictions 

(48%) – among the highest in the state.  

 

In Northern Yobe, 3% of households had protection needs, and the highest needs were observed among IDPs (7%). This is 

driven by adult household members lacking legal identity documentation (23%), and missing family members (5%). Karasuwa 

and Nguru LGAs most often reported that all adult household members lacked legal identity documentation (23%). The highest 

proportion of households categorized as being in need of protection were observed in Yunusari LGA (9%).  

 

The population group of greatest concern in Southern Yobe was IDPs, with 15% of households. This group had the highest 

need as a result of reported highest needs across all protection indicators. One in ten IDP households were located in a ward 

where UXOs-related incidents were reported by KIs (10%), over one in ten experienced a security incident (11%), one in five 

households had adults with no legal identity documentation (19%), and over one in ten reported movement restrictions (13%). 

IDP households in Southern Yobe were also the most likely across the state to experience family separation (10%) . 

The highest proportion of households  in need of protection assistance was found in Gujba LGA (22%), which also had the 

second highest protection needs across Yobe state. Apart from family separation, movement restrictions (15%), security 

incidents (9%) and households located in wards were KIs reported incidents related to UXOs (69%) were the main drivers of 

the high needs in Gujba. 

 

Figure 30: Protection Needs + Vulnerabilities, Yobe State 
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Table 31: Protection Needs and Contributing Indicators, Yobe State 

Strata 

Protection % HH located 
in ward where 

key 
informants 
reported an 
explosives 

incident 
 

% HH reported 
experiencing 

a security 
incident in 

last 3 months 
 

% HH w/o any 
adult having 

documentation 
in the 

household 
 

% HH reported 
experiencing 

movement 
restrictions in 
last 2 months 

% HH 
reported 
having a 
missing 
family 

member 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 

Score 

Yobe State 3% 4.1 4% 2% 15% 7% 1% 

IDPs 10% 4.2 4% 5% 22% 11% 6% 

Non-Displaced 2% 4.1 3% 2% 14% 7% 1% 

Returnees 3% 4.3 16% 1% 11% 5% 0% 

Central Yobe 3% 4 2% 3% 24% 5% 1% 

IDPs 13% 4.7 10% 7% 24% 12% 5% 

Non-Displaced 3% 4 2% 2% 24% 44% 1% 

Returnees 28% 4.1 51% 6% 5% 44% 2% 

Northern Yobe 3% n/a 2% 2% 19% 5% 2% 

IDPs 7% n/a 1% 2% 23% 10% 5% 

Non-Displaced 1% n/a 0% 2% 17% 3% 0% 

Returnees 2% n/a 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 

Southern Yobe 2% 4.2 5% 2% 9% 9% 2% 

IDPs 15% 4.3 10% 11% 19% 13% 10% 

Non-Displaced 2% 4.2 4% 2% 8% 9% 1% 

Returnees 0% 5 2% 0% 12% 0% 0% 

 

Accountability to Affected Populations 

Assistance Received 

An overwhelming majority of households with multi-sectoral needs in Yobe state reportedly did not receive any aid  

in the six months prior to data collection, with only 2-7% of households in need receiving any kind of assistance. While 

households in Northern Yobe received slightly more assistance, only 2-19% of households in need in Northern Yobe reported 

receiving humanitarian aid.  

 

Humanitarian assistance did not reach the households most in need. Households with “moderate” or “low” needs were 

more likely to be assisted than those with “high” or “very high” needs across the state. Zero percent of households with “very 

high” needs received assistance, while 2% of those with “high” needs, 7% of households with “moderate”, and 4% of 

households with “low” needs received aid.  

 

Population groups’ needs did not differ greatly, however the assistance that was received did differ. IDP households 

were more often targeted by assistance schemes, even though non-displaced households were more likely to be categorized 

with “high” or “very high” needs. In Central Yobe 31% of IDP households with “moderate” needs received assistance out of the 

52% in need. In the case of the 50% of non-displaced households with similar level needs only 4% received assistance. 

 

Most households were in need of education (77%), health (71%), food security (66%), shelter/NFI (55%) and livelihoods 

(47%) assistance. However, among those in need of assistance, only 1-8% of households received sectoral aid, with food 

security being the most common sector in which aid was received. IDPs were the most likely to receive any kind of sectoral 

assistance, with 40% of households who demonstrated need receiving assistance.  
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Table 32: % of HH with Multi-Sectoral Needs Having Received Assistance, Yobe State 

 No Needs Low Needs Moderate Needs High Needs Very High Needs 

 
% HH in 

Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received 
aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received 
aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received 
aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received 
aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% of HH in 
need 

received 
aid 

Yobe 
State 

2% 0% 23% 4% 51% 7% 17% 2% 1% 0% 

IDPs 0% 0% 18% 14% 59% 31% 11% 4% 0% 0% 

Non-
Displaced 

2% 0% 24% 3% 50% 5% 17% 2% 1% 0% 

Returnees 7% 0% 24% 2% 42% 7% 11% 1% 3% 0% 

Central 
Yobe 

1% 0% 23% 2% 50% 6% 18% 2% 1% 0% 

IDPs 0% 0% 10% 2% 58% 12% 26% 2% 0% 0% 

Non-
Displaced 

1% 0% 24% 2% 50% 5% 18% 2% 1% 0% 

Returnees 1% 1% 24% 11% 60% 28% 10% 3% 1% 0% 

Northern 
Yobe 

0% 0% 18% 9% 56% 19% 16% 2% 0% 0% 

IDPs 0% 0% 19% 18% 62% 34% 8% 2% 0% 0% 

Non-
Displaced 

0% 0% 17% 4% 52% 11% 20% 2% 0% 0% 

Returnees 0% 0% 24% 5% 64% 29% 10% 5% 0% 0% 

Southern 
Yobe 

4% 0% 25% 3% 50% 5% 16% 2% 1% 0% 

IDPs 1% 0% 21% 10% 52% 31% 14% 9% 1% 0% 

Non-
Displaced 

4% 0% 25% 3% 50% 4% 16% 2% 0% 0% 

Returnees 8% 0% 24% 1% 37% 1% 12% 0% 4% 0% 

 
 

Table 33: % of HH with Sectoral Needs who Received Sectoral Assistance, Yobe State 

 

WASH Needs 
Shelter/NFI 

Needs 
Health Needs 

Food Security 
Needs 

Livelihoods 
Needs 

Education 
Needs 

Protection 
Needs 

% HH 
in Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH 
in Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH 
in Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 

Food 
Aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receive 
Sector 

Aid 

% HH in 
Need 

% HH 
w/ 

Sector 
Need & 
Receiv

e 
Sector 

Aid 

Yobe State 20% 1% 55% 1% 71% 1% 66% 8% 47% 1% 77% 0% 3% 0% 

IDPs 14% 0% 56% 2% 69% 2% 82% 40% 56% 6% 83% 1% 10% 0% 

Non-Displaced 21% 0% 55% 1% 72% 1% 64% 5% 46% 1% 77% 0% 2% 0% 

Returnees 14% 0% 50% 0% 74% 1% 72% 6% 66% 0% 63% 0% 3% 0% 

Central Yobe 22% 0% 68% 1% 75% 1% 64% 8% 49% 1% 74% 0% 3% 0% 

IDPs 9% 0% 74% 2% 69% 2% 83% 40% 61% 6% 80% 1% 13% 0% 

Non-Displaced 22% 0% 68% 1% 75% 1% 64% 5% 48% 1% 74% 0% 2% 0% 

Returnees 21% 0% 47% 0% 78% 1% 58% 6% 50% 0% 63% 0% 28% 0% 

Northern Yobe 27% 0% 62% 1% 69% 1% 76% 23% 50% 2% 81% 0% 3% 0% 

IDPs 15% 0% 54% 2% 69% 2% 82% 45% 56% 4% 81% 0% 7% 0% 

Non-Displaced 34% 0% 67% 0% 69% 0% 73% 12% 47% 1% 81% 0% 1% 0% 

Returnees 14% 0% 48% 0% 62% 5% 69% 24% 5% 0% 76% 2% 2% 0% 

Southern Yobe 18% 0% 46% 1% 75% 1% 64% 5% 46% 2% 77% 0% 2% 0% 

IDPs 13% 0% 52% 2% 69% 0% 83% 40% 53% 11% 88% 5% 15% 0% 

Non-Displaced 18% 0% 45% 1% 75% 1% 63% 3% 45% 1% 77% 0% 2% 0% 

Returnees 13% 0% 51% 0% 78% 0% 74% 2% 70% 0% 61% 0% 0% 0% 
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Satisfaction with Assistance 

Most households were satisfied with the appropriateness of the aid they received (72%). Yet views on the 
appropriateness of aid differed among the population groups, with IDP and returnee households being more satisfied (90%, 
92%) than non-displaced households (70%). In Central Yobe, only half of non-displaced households were satisfied, while 
almost all IDPs and returnees were satisfied. Those not satisfied cited the quantity not being enough (52%), and that the aid 
received was not appropriate to their needs (38%). Households in Damaturu, Bade and Bursari LGAs were the least satisfied 
with the assistance received in Yobe state. 

 
The vast majority of households reported having been treated with respect by aid workers (95%). Among those that did 
not report being treated with respect, households in Gulani LGA in Southern Yobe reported rude treatment (50%) and instances 
of more serious abuses (33%). In Nguru LGA some households also reported aid workers asking for goods or money in 
exchange of aid (50%). 

 
Only a small proportion of households reported being asked about their needs (15%), with IDP households being the 
most likely to be asked (31%). Returnee households were the least likely to be asked about their needs across geographic 
areas.  

 
While receiving aid, the vast majority of households felt safe (96%), the exception being some households not feeling 
safe at the distribution point in Southern Yobe, in Potiskum and Fika among the non-displaced households.  

 
At the state level, nearly half of households reported that someone was excluded from aid in their community (48%). 
Of aid-recipient households, the most commonly mentioned excluded groups were men (68%) and women (67%). However, 
as noted in the communication sections of Borno and Adawama, this question may have been interpreted by respondents to 
include men, even for those interventions such as safe spaces or child feeding programs where men are not the target 
beneficiaries. 

 
Table 34: % of HH by Satisfaction with Humanitarian Assistance, Yobe State 

 
% HH satisfied with 

appropriateness of aid 
% HH feel treated with 
respect by aid workers 

% HH asked by 
humanitarian actors on 

aid needed 

% HH felt safe while 
receiving aid 

% HH reporting 
someone excluded 
from receiving aid 

Yobe State 72% 95% 15% 96% 48% 
IDPs 90% 92% 31% 98% 37% 

Non-Displaced 70% 96% 14% 96% 49% 
Returnees 92% 96% 8% 98% 39% 

Central Yobe 60% 100% 16% 95% 31% 
IDPs 94% 99% 18% 100% 54% 

Non-Displaced 58% 100% 16% 95% 30% 
Returnees 99% 98% 21% 96% 37% 

Northern Yobe 88% 92% 22% 98% 29% 
IDPs 92% 90% 36% 96% 31% 

Non-Displaced 86% 94% 14% 99% 26% 
Returnees 81% 94% 14% 100% 56% 

Southern Yobe 74% 94% 13% 96% 63% 
IDPs 83% 93% 24% 100% 42% 

Non-Displaced 74% 94% 13% 95% 64% 
Returnees 96% 97% 5% 97% 15% 

 

Communication  

Nearly one-third of households in Yobe State reported that they did not receive any information from aid providers 

(31%), suggesting that not all populations are being reached with information. For those households receiving information, 

news on the situation in their current location, and how to register for assistance, were the most commonly reported pieces of 

information received.  

 

The majority of households were interested in receiving information on how to register for assistance (56%). The 

desire to receive news concerning events at their current location, and the desire to learn ways to access health and nutrition 
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services were also commonly reported. One-third of IDPs across the state also reported that they would like to receive 

information on their area of origin (35%).  

 

Non-displaced households in Northern Yobe reported they would like to know how to enrol their children in school 

(27%). LGAs where this was most commonly reported were Nguru, Yusufari and Karasuwa. Information on accessing health 

services was in demand in Northern and Central Yobe LGAs of Yusufari (49%), Nangere (46%), Tarmua (44%), and 

Bursari (43%). In Southern Yobe, households also expressed interest in receiving information on how to find missing 

people. LGAs where this was most frequently expressed were Damaturu (19%), Gulani (15%) and Fika (14%). 

 

Most households received information from their community leader (74%), who was also the source they trusted 

most. Nearly half of households also received information from their religious leader (48%) or friends or family members (31%). 

Households preferred to receive this information by phone (65%), in person (57%) or via radio (43%) across the state 

and population groups. However, nearly half of households reported lack of electricity and reported that this prevented them 

from obtaining information (43%), and one-third mentioned that a lack of mobile networks prevented them from receiving 

information (29%). IDPs in Central Yobe, reported that a lack of financial means to buy phone credit was a key barrier to 

accessing information (36%). Fika (29%), Fune (27%), Gujba (22%) and Jakusko (22%) LGAs in Yobe stated that a lack of 

means to buy phone credit was the most common reason to not access information. Some households also reported difficulties 

in obtaining information due to illiteracy as the information was written. Over one in five households cited illiteracy, or the 

absence of verbal information to be a barrier in Fika (29%), Fune (27%), Gujba (22%), as well as Jakusko (22%) and Damaturu 

(20%) LGAs. For more Communication specific detail, please see Annex 7: Accountability to Affected Populations: 

Communication section. 

 

Perceived Needs 

The biggest priority of the populations in Yobe state was accessing food (71%), which rose to 90% among IDP 

households. Returnee households somewhat varied, but as a second and third priority the most commonly mentioned needs 

were livelihoods (22%), and health (25%) services.  

 

In the case of returnee households the third highest priority was education (29%). LGAs where education was reported 

as a priority need was in Fune, Damaturu and Potiskum (22-23%). Respondents in Southern Yobe LGAs were the most 

likely to report water as being a priority need, with Damaturu, Fune and Tarmua having the highest perceived need, and 

Jakusko in Central Yobe. One in five households in Tarmua mentioned water as the first priority need (18%). Shelter needs 

were commonly reported in Geidam, Nguru, Machina and Gulani LGAs, while in Gulani, Geidam and Nguru NFIs were also 

often cited. Need for psychosocial support services was the highest in Damaturu (for 2% it was the first, 3% the third highest 

priority). For more detail, please see summary table of Perceived Needs in Accountability to Affected Populations: Perceived 

Needs in Annex 9. 

 

Access of Affected Populations to Assistance 

Overall 96% of households reported feeling safe when accessing assistance. While insecurity was not the biggest 

concern in Yobe state, certain LGAs experienced more challenges than others. In terms of explosive incidents, 4% of the 

population of Yobe state lived in wards affected by explosive incidents the three months prior to data collection. In the case of 

households in Gujba (69%), Geidam (52%) and Fika LGAs (19%) the likelihood of living in a ward contaminated by explosives 

was much higher. Similarly, IDP and returnee households in Central Yobe, and non-displaced and returnee households in 

Northern Yobe were the most likely to report explosives preventing them from accessing land, with Geidam (11%), Bursari 

(10%) in Central Yobe, and Yunusari (9%), Yusufari (9%), Karasuwa (9%) and Machina (9%) households being the most likely 

to experience this barrier.  

 

Insecurity as a barrier to households accessing land or health facilities was not commonly reported in Yobe. Instead, 

households faced challenges due to distance when accessing services, such as schools, markets or health facilities. Overall, 

12% of households reported that the school is too far away, which in the case of non-displaced households in Northern Yobe 

was the highest with 20%. Nangere (29%), Jakusko (28%), Karasuwa (26%) and Tarmua (22%) households were the most 
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likely to report distance as an education barrier. Additionally, for one in four households in Yobe the market was too far away. 

This was most often reported in Yusufari (44%), Karasuwa (43%), Bursari (39%) and Fune (38%). Health facilities were farther 

than 2 km away for 62% of the population of Yobe, hindering their access to health services.  

 
Table 35: % of HHs by Barriers to Accessing Humanitarian Assistance or Services, Yobe State 

 

Security Constraints  Distance Constraints 

% HH living 
in wards 

affected by 
explosives in 

last 3 
months 

% HH report 
feeling safe 

when 
accessing 
assistance 

% HH report 
explosives / 

UXOs 
preventing 
access to 

land 

% HH report 
insecurity 
preventing 
access to 
land for 

agriculture 

% HH report 
cannot 
access 
health 

facilities due 
to armed 
groups 

% HH report 
not safe 

travel to HF 
due to armed 

groups 

% HH report 
school is too 

far away 

% HH 
report 

market is 
too far 
away 

% HH 
report 

nearest HF 
>2km away 

Yobe State 4% 96% 3% 1% 0% 0% 12% 29% 62% 

IDPs 4% 98% 1% 0% 0% 0% 3% 24% 60% 

Non-Displaced 3% 96% 3% 1% 0% 0% 13% 30% 63% 

Returnees 16% 98% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1% 9% 51% 

Central Yobe 2% 95% 6% 1% 0% 0% 12% 30% 58% 

IDPs 10% 100% 11% 1% 1% 0% 3% 31% 48% 

Non-Displaced 2% 95% 6% 1% 0% 0% 13% 30% 59% 

Returnees 51% 96% 10% 2% 0% 0% 2% 14% 42% 

Northern Yobe 2% 98% 6% 0% NA NA 14% 35% 64% 

IDPs 1% 96% 0% 0% NA NA 3% 22% 59% 

Non-Displaced 0% 99% 9% 0% NA NA 20% 43% 67% 

Returnees 2% 100% 10% 0% NA NA 2% 5% 26% 

Southern Yobe 5% 96% 0% 1% 0% 0% 11% 26% 64% 

IDPs 10% 100% 0% 1% 0% 0% 5% 24% 67% 

Non-Displaced 4% 95% 0% 1% 0% 0% 12% 27% 64% 

Returnees 2% 97% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 9% 55% 
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CRISIS EVOLUTION 

Flooding 

In Borno, flood prone areas are primarily located in the east and central part of the state. Key informant interviews highlighted 

areas where multiple floods occurred during the last rainy season, ultimately pushing many to abandon their shelters.  In East 

Borno, two-thirds of KIs reported multiple floods (66%), while 13% reported one flood taking place that resulted in the loss 

of shelter or forced displacement, with Gwoza, Dikwa, Ngala and Kala Balge being most affected. In Gwoza, 83% of KIs 

reported greater than two-thirds of households being abandoned due to flooding, while one-fifth of households reported a 

partially damaged or completely destroyed shelter (21%). In Ngala, the majority of respondents reported between one-third 

and two-thirds of households as abandoned (45%). 

 

In MMC and Jere, key informants reported multiple floods and cited the extensive damage that resulted. In Maiduguri, 54% of 

KIs reported multiple floods. Twenty-one percent reported that most shelters were abandoned due to the heavy rains, and 32% 

confirmed that some shelters had been abandoned. Central Borno was the third most affected domain according to the KIs 

with one-third of respondents reporting multiple flooding, and Konduga, Mafa, Damboa and Monguno being the most 

affected. Most shelters were abandoned in Mafa, while in Damboa, Monguno and Konduga between 1/3 and 2/3 of shelters 

were abandoned. In Damboa, the shelter/NFI needs were the second highest among all the LGAs in Borno State, and one in 

three households reported that they lived in a partially damaged or completely destroyed shelter (32%). Shelter/NFI needs in 

Monguno were the third-highest across Borno state, partly due to the fact that 79% of households reported inadequate shelter 

(79%) 

 

The state of Adamawa is historically prone to flooding and flood damage. As such, seasonality and the likelihood of 

cyclical flooding must be considered when planning for the needs of populations in this state.45 KIs reported that close to a 

majority of settlements assessed during the MSNA suffered from flooding during the rainy season prior to data collection – 

31% of KIs reported that floods occurred in the location multiple times and 16% reported that flooding had occurred only once. 

Northern Adamawa was more affected that its Southern counterpart, with 51% of KIs reporting locations affected by at least 

one flood. In particular, 66% of KIs in Madagali and 59% in Mubi South reported that the LGA had suffered from multiple floods. 

 

A majority of KIs (66%) in Adamawa reported that households had abandoned their shelter and displaced as a result of flooding. 

Nonetheless, 25% of KIs reported that, during the last flood, between one and two thirds of households had abandoned their 

shelter, a proportion that was slightly higher in Southern Adamawa, with 50% of KIs reporting abandoned shelters in the LGA 

of Demsa. Of note, 14% of KIs in Girei LGA and 10% in Fufore LGA reported that when the last flooding occurred in their 

settlement, all the households were displaced.   

 

In Yobe state, flood prone areas are primarily located in Northern and Central Yobe along the Yobe and the Komadugu Gana 

rivers. Reports from key informants underlined this trend, with nearly half of KIs reporting occurrence of multiple floods in 

their communities during the last rainy season, with the highest reports arising from Bade, Yunusari and Machina, followed 

by Bursari and Yusufari LGAs. According to key informants in Central Yobe, in certain communities in Bursari, Geidam and 

Jakusko LGAs, many households abandoned their shelter due to the floods, while in Northern Yobe, Karasuwa, Machina and 

Nguru, and in Southern Yobe, Fune were the most affected. Floods can cause great damage to shelters, and overall one in 

four households in Yobe state had a partially damaged or completely destroyed shelter due to floods or military 

operations (24%), with returnees and non-displaced populations being more likely to be affected than IDPs. Additionally, 13% 

of households had inadequate shelter overall, while in Northern Yobe this rose to 28%. For more detail, please see summary 

tables included in Annex 7: Crisis Evolution. 

                                                           
45 Shortly after the MSNA data collection, and as of 26 September severe floods of the Niger and Benue rivers have affected 12 states in Nigeria and more 
than 800,000 individuals, as well as displaced 176,300 people, part of whom were displaced from flooded areas within Adamawa state. ACAPS (02 October 
2018) Briefing Note – Nigeria Floods Update II. Retrieved from: 
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/20181002_acaps_briefing_note_nigeria_floods_update_ii.pdf  

https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/20181002_acaps_briefing_note_nigeria_floods_update_ii.pdf
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Cholera 

As flooding can damage infrastructure, displace populations to inadequate shelters, and swamp latrines, waste management 

and drinking water into a single stream, the presence of cyclical floods amplifies the risk and spread of water-borne illnesses. 

In communities with few resources to care for one-self, and little civic infrastructure including accessible, quality health facilities, 

an instance of water-borne illness can easily cause death and damage family units. Cholera outbreaks can occur in locations 

where water supply and/or sanitation is inadequate and access to health services is challenged and do occur, nearly yearly, 

during the rainy season in the BAY states. Set against aforementioned floods, poverty, and insecurity this highly-communicable 

disease exacerbates a conglomeration of crises. 

 

Borno and Adamawa states were the most affected by the cholera outbreaks in 2018. In Borno state, nearly half of households 

reported that the nearest health facility is over 2 km away, and one-fourth of households did not have access to improved water 

sources. In both instances, non-displaced households reported more difficulties. Lack of access to a functioning latrine also 

exacerbated risks in Northern Borno, as one in five households did not have access to a functional latrine. 

 
In Adamawa state, prior to data collection, a cholera outbreak occurred in May 2018. The combination of high needs in WASH 

and health, and of areas prone to regular flooding, indicates that  cholera and other water- borne illnesses should be planned 

for during and after future rainy seasons.46 

 
Finally, six in ten households in Yobe reported at least one household member who was sick the two weeks prior to data 

collection (59%). In case of medical needs, the distance to health facilities could potentially aggravate the situation, as 62% of 

households reported that health facilities are further than 2 km away. Furthermore, over one in five households did not have 

access to an improved water source (23%), and 12% had no soap - making the ability of households to mitigate their personal 

exposure to cholera extremely challenged. 

Food and Livelihoods 

In Borno state nearly half of households who practice agriculture did not plant or harvest (46%), one in ten households 

planted, but did not harvest anything (11%), and one in five had only a partial harvest (18%). Across the state, farmers in 

Southern and Eastern Borno were the least likely to plant or harvest during the dry season, especially IDP households. 

IDPs in Northern Borno were the most likely to not be able to harvest anything. During the rainy season one in five did not plan 

to plant or harvest (21%), while one-third planned to plant on some else’s land (34%), and 40% on their own land. The LGAs 

most affected by decreased agricultural activities were observed in Southern Borno, more specifically in Askira Uba, Hawul, 

Chibok, Shani, Bayo and Kwaya Kusar. However, in East Borno Kala Balge and Gwoza, and in Central Borno Damboa and 

Monguno also displayed high levels of distress. 

 

As a coping mechanism to food shortages, 13% of households reportedly consumed seed stocks. This coping 

strategy was most common among the non-displaced. On the domain level, nearly one-in-four returnee and non-displaced 

households in Southern Borno turned to this solution (24%, 23%), and one in five non-displaced households in Central Borno. 

On the LGA level, eating seed stocks as a food coping mechanism was most commonly reported in Hawul (31%), 

Askira Uba (29%), Bayo (26%) and Chibok (24%) in Southern Borno, and in Magumeri (23%) in Central Borno.  

 

To cope with the challenges of securing livelihoods, over one-fourth of households reported resorting to spending, and 

exhausting savings (28%). This was most commonly reported among non-displaced and returnee households. Geographically, 

in MMC and Jere (32%), In Southern Borno (30%) and Northern Borno (26%), populations in Kwaya Kusar (34%), Hawul 

(32%), and Askira Uba (31%) in Southern Borno, in both Maiduguri (32%) and Jere (30%) in MMC and Jere, in Damboa (31%) 

in Central Borno, and in Guzamala (29%), Kukawa (28%) and Mobbar (27%) in Northern Borno reported that they exhausted 

their savings to cope with reduced livelihoods. 

 

                                                           
46 From mid- to end-May 2018, close to 1,000 suspected cases of cholera were identified in the state of Adamawa. Shortly after data collection, a cholera 
outbreak update was conducted in the state: by end September, 108 new suspected cases had been identified, suggesting the previous cholera outbreak to 
be on the decrease. Adamawa State Ministry of Health (03 October 2018) Situation Report of Cholera Outbreak in Adamawa State. Retrieved from: 
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/adamawa_cholera_weekly_update._sitrep_for_week_39.pdf  

https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/adamawa_cholera_weekly_update._sitrep_for_week_39.pdf
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In Chibok and Hawul populations reported selling productive assets to the point of exhaustion in order to cope with their 

decreased income. In this, 8% of the population in Chibok reported exhausting the sale of their productive assets and 3% 

exhausted selling land and property. In Hawul, 6% reported that they exhausted selling their productive assets and 2% 

exhausted selling land and property. Similarly, in Kala Balge (7%) and Mobbar (6%) respondents reported that they exhausted 

selling their productive assets in order to cope with livelihoods challenges. 

 
In the state of Adamawa, during the dry season prior to the data collection, 58% of households mentioned agriculture as at 

least part of their income-generating activities and reported that they could not plant or harvest during the most recent cycle. 

Additionally, 5% of those households reported having planted but not harvested anything. Higher proportions were reported 

among returnee households in both domains of Adamawa, underscoring that those households might be returning to areas 

where access to farm lands is not secured. This raises concerns for the capacity of households to sustainability meet their 

basic food needs in the immediate months following data collection.  

 

Despite this, an overwhelmingly majority (99%) of households who reported that agriculture was part of their income-generating 

activities that they would plant on their own lands or on someone else’s land during the 2018 rainy season. Whether this is 

feasible or not is to be seen. Perhaps unsurprisingly due to their displacement status, IDP households reported that they would 

cultivate during the 2018 rainy season, however on someone else’s land (for 58% overall in the state). 

 

The MSNA data demonstrates that in Adamawa also, households have resorted to crisis food-based coping strategies. Thirty-

nine percent of households reported eating seed stocks as a coping strategy due to lack of food. This is a grave strategy and 

increases the risk of the household running out of agricultural inputs required to meet their needs in a more sustainable manner. 

In addition, when looking at livelihoods-based coping strategies in Adamawa, 39% of households reported having spent 

savings in the month prior to data collection to cope with the lack of resources, while 38% mentioned having already exhausted 

this option. Overall in the state and in both domains, returnee and non-displaced households were likelier to spend savings 

compared to IDP households – respectively 42% and 39% vs. 28%. On the other hand, 4% IDP households in Northern 

Adamawa reported having resorted to selling productive assets, and 3% reported not being able to do so anymore, suggesting 

they were left without any productive assets. 

 

In Yobe state, only 30% of agriculture-based households completely harvested their cultivated inputs. 42% partially 

harvested, 15% did not plant, and 13% did not harvest anything. At the time of data collection, only 68% of households 

planned to plant and harvest on their own land across the state, the lowest rate being among the returnees (38%). As a 

coping mechanism to deal with the lack of food overall 17% of households reported consuming seed stocks, a rate that 

rose to 32% among the returnee households, especially in Southern Yobe. LGAs with highest proportion of households 

resorting to eating seed stocks were Nangere (33%), Fika (32%), Tarmua (25%), Nguru (25%) and Fune (23%) LGAs.  

 

Likely due to difficulties in carrying out usual livelihood activities, households reportedly turned to coping strategies which will 

have a long-term affect on the economic well-being of the household. Over one in four households reported exhausting 

savings (27%) with all population groups being nearly equally affected. Returnee households were more likely to turn to selling 

productive assets (7%), or selling land or property (1%) as a livelihood coping mechanism. For more detail, please see 

summary tables included in Annex 7: Crisis Evolution. 

Conflict Evolution 

Impact of the upcoming 2019 election cycle 

2019 marks an important milestone in the political landscape of Nigeria as elections will take place early in the year for the 

Presidency, Governorship, as well as national and state legislatures. They follow elections from 2015, which – although widely 

considered a success – afterwards saw episodes of unrest notably in the Northeastern States. In many places, it is expected 

that the post-election period could have consequences in the state of Borno. 

 

The 2015 post-election period saw unrest unfold in a state that has had a history of political violence. Past elections occurred 

in a heightened security environment due to the ongoing conflict between opposing security forces and NSAG, which resulted 

in voting centres being moved to formal camp settings in many LGAs, thereby disenfranchising many. During the 2015 election 
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cycle, humanitarian aid was politicised47 and aid delivery was impeded in order to guarantee that aid workers were able and 

willing to abide by humanitarian principles. 

 

In anticipating the 2019 election cycle, the post-election period presents risks that may impact the ability to deliver humanitarian 

assistance to affected populations. The continued insecurity and the possibility that aid might be politicised could reduce the 

field of action of humanitarian organisations, thus preventing adequate provision. 

  

                                                           
47 Afolabi, B. & Avasiloae, S. (November 2015). Post-election assessment of conflict prevention and resolution mechanisms in Nigeria. Centre for 
Humanitarian Dialogue. Retrieved from: http://www.hdcentre.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Post-
election_assessment_of_conflict_prevention_and_resolution_mechanisms_in_Nigeria.pdf  

http://www.hdcentre.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Post-election_assessment_of_conflict_prevention_and_resolution_mechanisms_in_Nigeria.pdf
http://www.hdcentre.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Post-election_assessment_of_conflict_prevention_and_resolution_mechanisms_in_Nigeria.pdf
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CONCLUSION 

 

The conflict between Nigerian Armed Forces and factions of Boko Haram has neither subsided nor staggered in Northeast 

Nigeria. Meanwhile, political leaders’ admission of the increase in violence has been occasionally obscured as the potential for 

a transition of power complicate the political landscape ahead of the Februrary 2019 Nigerian federal elections. Amdist violence 

and resultant displacement and security restrictions, humanitarian actors have experienced reduced access by which to deliver 

aid. There is limited reason to presume that the needs of populations in the Northeast of Nigera for life-saving and life-

enhancing services will decrease in the foreseeable future, thereby underscoring the importance of a robust evidence base to 

guide efficacious interventions to the areas most in-need.  

 

This multi-sector needs assessment was conceived, designed and implemented by REACH, the Inter-Sector Working Group 

and the Assessment Working Group in early 2018. It was influenced through input, advice and joint analysis from a multitude 

of international non-governmental organizations who are operational in the BAY states, various United Nations entities, expert 

researchers and Nigerian beneficiaries. The intent of this work is to provide a methodologically-sound and response-wide 

evidence-base to guide targeted humanitarian interventions and streamline the delviery of aid to those most in need, and foster 

abidance to the humanitarian imperative. Through a statistically representative household-level survey of 10,606 households, 

the needs and vulnerabilities of internally-displaced persons, returnees and host community members were identified and 

paired against an analyis of the complexities of the crisis to provide an overview of the needs and driving obstacles in order to 

illuminate methods to address them.  

 

From this response-wide exercise, there are clear indications of existing, concurrent needs for life-saving humanitarian 

interventions, disaster risk reduction activities and efforts to generate sustainable development and job growth. Across all 

areas, prioritizing protection programming is vital. Life-saving humanitarian interventions are needed response-wide, but should 

be focused toward innovative ways to improve advocacy and access to serve the approximately 823,000 persons currently in 

hard-to-reach areas. From H2R Phase 1 data, it is apparent that WASH services are needed and lacking in Magumeri 

(particularly in Gajigana and Ardoram wards) Mobbar (Asaga, Gashigar and Chamba wards, in particular) and Bama (notably 

in Banki ward). Food provision is dually needed, in the same locations across hard-to-reach areas, thereby compounding the 

WASH needs, amplifying vulnerabilities and promoting morbidity. More women than men were reported to remain in hard-to-

reach areas across all LGAs, and a higher number of children than adults in Magumeri and Mobbar LGAs. Such populations 

that are both vulnerable and in need of life-saving food aid and WASH assistance should be of top priority. 

 

Needs for life-saving services were not limited to those areas currently difficult to access for aid actors. Across all sampled, 

accessible areas in the three states food security was a driving need in multi-sectoral analyses as well as the first (Borno state) 

or second (Adamawa and Yobe states) most frequently co-occurring need in the paired sectoral analyses. In addition to 

REACH-generated analysis, respondents in both Borno and Yobe states self-reported food security as their top priority, with 

72% of households across all population groups in Borno and 90% of IDP households in Yobe stating this as their unequivocal 

priority. In Adamawa, 41% of households self-reported water and WASH services as their priority need.  

 

In order to meet food and WASH needs by delivering life-saving aid, humanitarian actors must plan to circumvent the access 

constraints caused by cyclical disasters as well as to reduce the burden that such disasters have on affected, and particularly 

on vulnerable populations.  Disaster risk reduction efforts in specific areas of the BAY states have the potential to mitigate the 

influence of recurrent flooding and resultant damage and forced displacement. Northern Adamawa, especially Madagali and 

Mubi South LGAs reportedly suffered from multiple floods per year, while in Northern and Central Yobe, Bade, Yunusari and 

Machina LGAs were the most affected. Damage caused by flooding further exacerbates the damage caused by conflict, 

especially for those in Central Borno and Northern Yobe who reported their shelters and infrastructures as inadequate in 

favorable weather and possibly detrimental in inclement weather.  

 

A recurring theme in data analyzed from Yobe and Adamawa states was that a lack of infrastructure in the rural landscapes 

caused obstacles to accessing health facilities, markets and schools. For 80% of households in Adamawa and 62% of 
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households in Yobe, the nearest health facilities were reported to be located more than 2km away. One hundred percent of 

households in Adamawa and 92% of households in Yobe reported barriers to accessing markets either due to markets not 

existing or being too far away. Identifying the movement intentions, or lack thereof, of various population groups in the BAY 

states and planning for static or mobile markets, health facilities and schools that are coordinated alongside disaster risk 

reduction to accommodate geographic and weather-related barriers, is necessary to improve service access.  

 

Education was the most pervasive need across sectors and the main driver of high or very-high needs across all three states. 

Bettering educational infrastructure and access, and collaborating with households to sensitize them about the importance of 

education is necessary to improve education-related outcomes, as half of households across the BAY states reported at least 

one child who never attended school. While non-attendance rates were high across all geographical regions, over 70% of IDP 

households in MMC and Jere reported the presence of a school-aged child who was not attending school at the time of data 

collection. Further queries must be made to understand populations’ perception of education and the extent to which physical 

and economic barriers or cultural barriers are driving down rates of educational attainment. Furthermore, the complete lack of 

school supplies was omnipresent across the states and population groups, with a lack of income potentially hindering the ability 

of households to purchase school supplies.  

 

Targeted efforts to bolster households against a decrease in income should be of high priority across the states as nearly half 

of households in the BAY states reported a decrease in their income in the three months prior to data collection. Madagali, 

Michika and Mubi North LGAs in Adamawa reported close to three in four households in need of livelihoods support. In Borno, 

half of households at the time of data collection faced decreased income and concurrent debts, rising to nearly two-thirds of 

households in Central Borno. Promoting livelihoods services for adults and education services for children is requisite to ensure 

sustainable development and to position Northeast Nigeria firmly in the nexus between providing life-saving aid while also 

promoting a self-sufficient future.  

 

In order to best serve populations in Borno, Adamawa and Yobe, coordinated efforts that plan beyond siloed sectors, 

geographic boundaries and distinct population groups are necessary. Aid provision must be planned along a trajectory from 

life-saving aid provision, to infrastructural improvements that incorporate disaster risk reduction, to sustainable development 

with education and livelihoods services at the helm - all of which incorporate protection programming. Concentrated efforts to 

tackle cross-cutting issues, such as protection, have the potential to reap benefits across sectors and greatly contributue to 

the overall well-being of the populations. Secure access to farmlands and markets enhance households’ ability to face 

unforeseen challenges, legal documentation enables access to housing and property and physical mobility, and restores family 

links that may lay a foundation for a better future. Protection and the need to serve vulnerable populations is truly an inter-

sectoral component of effective humanitarian programming that should be prioritized in the response. The crisis in Northeast 

Nigeria is complex and constantly evolving. As such, programming must be fluid, inclusive and flexible in ways that can position 

aid to persons at all points along the trajectory from life-saving to life-enhancing needs. 

 

 
  



 118 

REACH Nigeria Multi-Sector Needs Assessment – March 2019 

 

ANNEXES 

Annex 1: Terms of Reference 

The Terms of Reference is available at the REACH Resource Center. 

 
 

Annex 2: Clean dataset and tool 

The final cleaned dataset is retrievable from the REACH Resource Center. 
 

 

Annex 3: Livelihoods Domains 

Table 36: Livelihoods Domains in Borno, Yobe and Adamawa states 

State Domain LGAs 

Borno Northern Borno Abadam, Mobbar, Guzamala, Kukawa, Nganzai 

East Borno Bama, Dikwa, Gwoza, Kala/Balge, Ngala 

Central Borno Damboa, Gubio, Kaga, Konduga, Mafa, Magumeri, Marte, Monguno 

Southern Borno Askira/Uba, Bayo, Biu, Chibok, Hawul, Kwaya Kusar, Shani 

MMC and Jere Maiduguri, Jere 

Yobe Central Yobe Barde, Borsari, Geidam, Jakusko 

Southern Yobe Damaturu, Fika, Fune, Gujba, Gulani, Nangare, Potiskum, Tarmuwa 

Northern Yobe Karasuwa, Machina, Nguru, Yunusari, Yusufari 

Adamawa Northern Adamawa Girie, Hong, Madagali, Maiha, Michika, Mubi North, Mubi South, Song 

Southern Adamawa Demsa, Gombi, Guyuk, Lamurde, Numan, Shelleng, Yola North, Ganye, Jada, 

Mayo-Belwa, Teungo, Fufore, Yola South 

 

  

http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/countries/nigeria
http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/countries/nigeria
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Annex 4: Survey Demographics 

Table 37: Borno State Household Survey Sampling Frame 

LGA 

Estimated Accessible Population Surveys Sampled 

IDPs Returnees 
Non-

displaced 
TOTAL IDPs Returnees 

Non-
displaced 

TOTAL 

Central Borno          55.350  
         

16.009  
         

155.181  
         

226.540  
             320               135               630            1.085  

Damboa           9.841              22.996            32.837                 40                 110               150  

Gubio              787                1.840              2.627                 45                 105               150  

Kaga           2.810            3.045              6.704            12.558                 45                 35                 75               155  

Konduga           9.675            8.147            30.969            48.791                 40                 30                 80               150  

Mafa           2.307            1.294              1.596              5.197                 55                 40                 60               155  

Magumeri           4.012               571              4.968              9.551                 65                 15                 95               175  

Monguno          25.919            2.953            86.108  
         

114.979  
               30                 15               105               150  

East Borno          64.947            8.231              6.327            79.505               532               165               160               857  

Bama           9.663               137                9.800               106                   106  

Dikwa          12.090            3.129              15.218               110                 75                 185  

Gwoza          16.999            2.341              19.339               140                 35                 175  

Kala/Balge          15.880                15.880               106                   106  

Ngala          10.316            2.625              6.327            19.268                 70                 55               160               285  

MMC and Jere          62.984            1.858  
         

519.835  
         

584.677  
             135               135               220               490  

Jere          23.388    
         

172.631  
         

196.019  
               80                   95               175  

Maiduguri          39.596            1.858  
         

347.203  
         

388.657  
               55               135               125               315  

Northern Borno           8.996  
         

32.830  
          32.830            46.633               215               180               410               805  

Guzamala              497                 20                 470                 130                 130               260  

Kukawa           2.171            2.019            18.557                   15                 30               120               165  

Mobbar           1.755            1.739              9.235                   15                 90                 80               185  

Nganzai           4.572            1.029              4.569                   55                 60                 80               195  

Marte                 

Abadam                 

Southern Borno          14.835  
         

11.599  
            4.807  

         
273.835  

             134               134               840            1.108  

Askira/Uba              934            9.188            31.679            41.800                  5               104               110               219  

Bayo              141              36.297            36.438                 25                 135               135  

Biu           5.917              40.735            46.651                 10                 110               135  

Chibok           1.470            1.106              8.227            10.804                 68                 15               110               135  

Hawul           5.148            1.305            46.237            52.690                 21                 15               110               193  

Kwaya Kusar              626              33.542            34.168                  5                 135               156  

Shani              600              50.685            51.285                  5                 130               135  

TOTAL 207.112 70.527 718.980 1.211.190 1.336 749 2.260 4.345 
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Annex 5: Sampling and Field Procedures, Continued. 

Sampling for Population Groups at Domain Level 

After the first round of sampling, the total surveys for each population group within each livelihood domain was tallied. Where 

the sample size for that group was short of a representative sample, an additional sampling was conducted. This was done by 

restricting the sampling frame to clusters in that domain that had the population group of interest (e.g. clusters with IDPs in 

Central Borno). Additional clusters with a sample size of five surveys were sampled until a minimum representative sample 

was attained.  

Resampling During Data Collection 

Due to new security information available during the data collection period, it was necessary in Numan, Demsa, Tarmua, 

Lamurde, Song, and Toungo LGAs to resample clusters in selected LGAs where many clusters were found to be in inaccessible 

or insecure areas. Additional sampling during data collection was done in domains where a shortfall of the sample for a specific 

population group was noted, namely for IDPs in Northern Yobe and Southern Borno.  

Field Procedures 

Reserve Sampling 

Due to uncertainty in the sampling frame, a set of five reserve clusters, with a sample size of five surveys each, was sampled 

and made available to field teams. In the event that two or more intended clusters were inaccessible, abandoned, or unable to 

be used for any reason, the team leader could select an appropriate number of replacement clusters from this list using 

probability proportional to size sampling.  

Changing Population Groups 

If the survey team travelled to a cluster with the intention of surveying a specific population group but they were not present, 

the team leader would have the flexibility to switch the protocol and interview another population group instead. The total 

sample size for each population group within each domain was monitored during data collection to ensure any lapse in 

minimum sample size for a group could be made up during mop-up data collection at the end. 

Special Situations 

Survey teams were trained to handle special circumstances that may arise during data collection. Such situations included 

how to handle refusals to participate, abandoned shelters or absentee households, the absence of age-appropriate 

respondents, or the presence of malnourished children.  

Challenges 

Several unanticipated challenges arose during data collection. As mentioned elsewhere, several LGAs in Yobe and Adamawa 

were found to have limited access due to insecurity, which before were thought to be accessible. Once it was determined that 

accessibility was limited, discussions with field teams and local sources helped to identify areas where data collection could 

safely occur. The sampling frame was restricted to these areas and additional clusters were randomly selected, with probability 

of selection proportional to their population sizes.  

 

Second, in some areas, the composition of population groups was very different than anticipated. In Mubi North, Mubi South, 

Michika and Madagali LGAs, most settlements that were originally thought to include non-displaced populations were majorly 

populated by returnees. During data collection this was not a problem, but the change was reflected in the estimated population 

figures when creating sample weights. In Southern Borno, fewer IDPs were found than expected which required additional 

sampling near the end of data collection in order to meet a representative sample size for that population group. This sampling 

was conducted by restricting the sampling frame to IDPs in Southern Borno and sampling clusters until the required sample 

was met.  
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Annex 6: Indicators and Thresholds for Sectoral Index Indicators 

 

Sector Indicator Response if Household in Need Weight 

WASH 

Household is without access to any improved water source 

NOT "borehole/tubehole" or  
"Public tap / standpipe" or 
"Piped into dwelling or plot" or 
"Handpump" or 
"Protected Well" or 
"Protected Spring" 

2 

Household is consuming less than 15 lpd < 15 lpd 3 

Household is without access to a functioning latrine "No access" 2 

Households reported greater than 30 minutes to collect water >30 minutes 2 

Households reported no soap in the household “No soap” 1 

Shelter/NFI 

Household has inadequate shelter 

"Makeshift/thatch" 
"Tent" 
"Collective shelter" 
"No shelter" 

2 

Household is damaged (either completely or partially 
damaged) 

“Damaged Partially” 
“Damaged Completely” 

2 

Household is at risk of eviction “Yes” 2 

Household owns less than half of the items from the Basic NFI 
Kit (<7 of 13 items) 

<7 of 13 NFI items of:  
Blankets, Sleeping Mat, Mosquito Net, Jerry Cans, Laundry detergent, Bath 
Soap, Reusable sanitary pad, Solar Lamp, Cooking pots, Stainless trays, 
Serving spoons, Kitchen knife 

2 

Household sharing shelter with 2 or more other families >= 2 families in one shelter 2 

Food 
Security 

Food Consumption Score 
“Poor” 3 

“Borderline” 2 

Reduced Coping Strategy Index (rCSI) >=10 3 

Safe 
Access to 
Fuel and 
Energy 
(SAFE) 

Composite 

SAFE – What is the most commonly used fuel 
type for cooking in your household? 

“Firewood”, “Animal dung”, “Agricultural waste/crop residue”, “None” 0.33 

2 

SAFE – What is the most commonly used fuel 
type for lighting in your household?  

“Firewood”, “None” 0.33 

SAFE – What is the most commonly used 
method of cooking in your household? 

“Three-stone fire” 0.33 

SAFE – What is your primary means of 
obtaining firewood or whichever fuel source you 
primarily use? 

“Collect directly from outside the community”, “Trade goods or items 
for fuel”, “From NGO aid / assistance” 

0.33 

SAFE – What things does your household do 
when there is not enough fuel for your 
household? 

“Selling food / rations to buy fuel” 
“Begging for fuel” 

2 

“Use less preferred fuel sources”, “Borrow fuel/firewood”, “Collect 
from bush for firewood”, “Send children to find firewood” 

0.33 

Market 
Access 

Composite 

MARKET – Have you had physical access to a 
market in the last two weeks? 

“Yes” 1 

2 
What barriers does your household have 
currently in accessing enough food? 

“Market is too far away”, “Transportation to market is too expensive”, 
“Food prices are unusually high”, “Food not available in market”, 
“Cannot access market due to perceived insecurity”, “Cannot access 
market due to movement restrictions by armed groups”,   

1 

Agriculture 
Composite 

Agriculture – Was your household able to plant 
and harvest crops during the last dry season? 

“Didn’t plant or harvest” 
“Planted but did not harvest anything” 

0.5 

2 

No, will not plant or harvest this rainy season 0.25 

Agriculture – Are you planning on planting and 
harvesting for this rainy season (2018)? 

No, will not plant or harvest this rainy season 0.5 

Agriculture – Were you able to access land? No, did not access any land 0.5 

Yes, but did not access amount of land needed 0.25 

Agriculture – Were you able to access water? No, did not access any water 0.5 

Yes, but did not access amount of water needed 0.25 

Livelihoods 

Income has decreased in the previous 3 months or having no 
source of income currently 

"decreased" 2 

Household reports having debt "yes" 2 

Household reported using "crisis" or "emergency" livelihoods 
coping strategies 

"yes" to any crisis or emergency level livelihood coping strategy 3 

Household does not have access to cash "no access to cash" 3 

Education 

Household has children that have not currently attending any 
formal or informal school 

“At least one child not in any formal or informal school” 3 

Household has children that have never attended any formal 
school 

“At least one child who has never attended formal school” 3 

Household reports any barrier in accessing schools “At least one barrier reported” 2 

Household reports not having school supplies 
None of the following items reported owned: 
School bags, school notebooks, school textbooks  

2 
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Health 

Household reported at least 1 barrier to health care related 
quality 

At least 1 barrier reported 2 

Has child without proper immunizations At least 1 child with no vaccines at all 2 

Household member with illness in last 2 weeks  "yes" 2 

Distance to health facility Greater than 2 km 2 

Delivered without skilled birth attendant NOT "doctor", "nurse", or "midwife" 2 

Nutrition Household has a moderately or severely malnourished child “Child moderately or severely malnourished by MUAC or oedema” 10 

Protection 

Household located in ward where explosive incidents have 
been reported 

“Wards identified reported from KII interviews” 2 

Household reported experiencing a security incident in last 3 
months 

“Yes” 2 

Household has no adult in household has documentation 0 adults with documentation 2 

Household experiences movement restrictions “Yes” 2 

Household has members that are missing/detained “Yes” 2 

 

Annex 7: Indicators and Thresholds for H2R Phase 1 Sectoral Index Indicators 

Sector H2R Phase One Indicator Response if Household in Need 
Sub-Weight, 
if applicable 

Total Weight 

WASH 

What is the main source of drinking water (clean or 
unclean) for people living in ${h2r_settlement} now? 

NOT "borehole/tubehole" or "Water 
truck", "Sachet water", "Water 
vendor" OR 

Na 2 

"Public tap / standpipe" or 

"Piped into dwelling or plot" or 

"Handpump" or 

"Protected Well" or 

"Protected Spring" 

Based on your most recent communications, do 
households in ${h2r_settlement} CURRENTLY have 
enough water to meet their daily needs? 

No NA 3 

What proportion of people in ${h2r_settlement} are 
using latrines? 

None, no households OR  

NA 

2 

Few households (less than 1/3 of 
households) 1 

Where is the main water source used by **most** 
people in ${h2r_settlement}? 

"In another settlment (far away)" OR 
"Other" 

NA 2 

What do most people in ${h2r_settlement} use to 
wash their hands? 

"Only water" OR "Ash (with water)" 
OR "Sand with water" OR "Don’t 

wash hands" NA 
1 

Shelter/NFI 

What is the main shelter type currently used by the 
IDPs in ${h2r_settlement}? 

"Makeshift/thatch" 

NA 2 
"Tent" 

"In open/public space" 

"Emergency shelter by an agency" 

What proportion of shelters are currently destroyed in 
${h2r_settlement}? 

"Some households (greater than 1/3 
but less than 2/3 of households)" 
OR "Most households (greater than 
2/3 but not all households)"  

NA 
1 

 " All households affected" 2 

Which of the following [NFI] items are there a severe 
shortage of in ${h2r_settlement}? 

ALL except "None/No shortage" NA 2 

If KIs rated Shelter as either first or second priority 
need, add 2 weight to the scale 

First Priority 

NA 

4 

Second Priority 2 

Food 
Security 

How bad is the hunger for most people because they 
are not able to access enough food in 
${h2r_settlement}? 

Hunger is is the worst it can be, all 
over the settlement, and causing 
many deaths 

NA 3 

Hunger is bad, limited options to 
cope with the reduced access to 
food 

NA 2 
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What is the currently the main source of food in 
${h2r_settlement}? 

"Foraed for wild foods" OR "Given 
by family, friends or other local 
people" OR "Exchange goods for 
foods (bartering)" OR 
"Fishing/Hunting" 

NA 3 

What is the most common source of fuel used for 
cooking in ${h2r_settlement}? 

“Firewood”, “Animal dung”, 
“Agricultural waste/crop residue”, 

“None” 
1 

2 

In the past year, how has the availability of wood for 
fuel from the surrounding environment changed? 

"Decreased" OR "was never 
available" 

1 

Based on your last communication(s), what is the 
primary reason why people living in 

${h2r_settlement} can't access sufficient food? 

ALL answers except "Don’t want to 
answer" 

NA 2 

Did most households in ${h2r_settlement} plant/ 
harvest crops during the last main rainy season 
(2017)?  

ALL answers except "Yes, planted 
normally and harvested everything" 

OR "Don’t Know" OR "No 
Response" 

0.5 

2 

Are most households in ${h2r_settlement} intending 
to plant and harvest crops during the current  rainy 

season?  
"No, do agriculture but not planting" 0.5 

Currently, does everyone living in ${h2r_settlement} 
have access to land for cultivation? 

"No" 0.5 

"Yes, but restricted land access due 
to security concerns" 

0.25 

If KIs rated FS as either first or second priority need, 
add 2 weight to the scale 

First Priority 0.5 

Second Priority 0.25 

Livelihoods 
Are members of the community currently living in 
${h2r_settlement} having to engage in any of the 

following in order to cope with low income?  
Any coping strategy mentioned 0.55 

Sum of the number of coping strategies 
mentioned * 0.55 (per strategy), with a 
maximum weight of 10 

Education 

Are formal educational services currently available 
and accessible FROM ${h2r_settlement}? 

"No" NA 3 

What are the barriers  faced in ${h2r_settlement} with 
sending children to school, either formal or informal? 

“At least one barrier reported” NA 2 

If KIs rated EDUCATION as either first or second 
priority need, add 2 weight to the scale 

First Priority NA 6 

Second Priority NA 3 

Health 

What are the barriers for accessing health care in 
${h2r_settlement} 

ALL except "No barriers" OR "No 
Response" OR "Don’t Know" 

NA 2 

Has this settlement been visited in the last 6 months 
by the Polio Erradication Campaign? 

No NA 2 

What  are the MOST common health problems in 
${h2r_settlement}? 

ALL except "No Health Problems" 
OR "Don’t know" 

NA 2 

Are there health care facilities providing services that 
can be physically accessed  FROM 

${h2r_settlement} now? 
No  NA 2 

If KIs rated HEALTH as either first or second priority 
need, add 2 weight to the scale 

First Priority NA 2 

Second Priority NA 1 
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Nutrition 
What  are the MOST common health problems in 

${h2r_settlement}? 
"Malnutrition"  NA 10 

Protection 

Have you observed/are aware of the presence of 
explosives such as land mines, unexploded bombs, 
stray munitions, etc. in ${h2r_settlement}? 

"Yes" NA 2 

Have you observed/are aware of any people in 
${h2r_settlement} who have been injured or killed by 
explosive items (bombs/ IEDs) in the last 3 months? 

"Yes" NA 1 

Have you observed/are aware of any people in 
${h2r_settlement} who have been injured or killed by 
gunfire in the past 3 months? 

"Yes" NA 1 

 
 

Annex 8: LGA Level Sectoral and Multi-Sectoral Results 

For more detailed LGA level results please refer to the REACH Resource Center. 

Annex 9: Additional State and Domain Level Results 

Accountability to Affected Populations: Communication 

 
Table 38: % of HHs by Type of Information Currently Received and Preferred, Borno State 

 

What information are you currently receiving from aid 
providers? 

What types of information would you like to receive? 

Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common 

Borno State 
Don’t Receive [53%] How Register for Aid 

[20%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [18%] 
How Register for Aid 

[51%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [28%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [26%] 

IDPs 
Don’t Receive [43%] How Register for Aid 

[26%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [20%] 
How Register for Aid 

[48%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [30%] 

How Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

[26%] 

Non-Displaced 
Don’t Receive [56%] How Register for Aid 

[18%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [17%] 
How Register for Aid 

[51%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [27%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [26%] 

Returnees 
Don’t Receive [55%] How Register for Aid 

[23%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [16%] 
How Register for Aid 

[65%] 
Access Health/Nutrition 

Services [36%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [29%] 

Central Borno 
Don’t Receive [34%] How Register for Aid 

[31%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [26%] 
How Register for Aid 

[51%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [37%] 
Access Health/Nutrition 

Services [30%] 

IDPs 
How Register for Aid 

[34%] 
Don’t Receive [29%] News on Situation 

Current Location [23%] 
How Register for Aid 

[42%] 
Access Health/Nutrition 

Services [34%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [27%] 

Non-Displaced 
Don’t Receive [40%] News on Situation 

Current Location [31%] 
How Register for Aid 

[27%] 
How Register for Aid 

[62%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [48%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [38%] 

Returnees 
Don’t Receive [50%] News on Situation 

Current Location [24%] 
How Register for Aid 

[20%] 
How Register for Aid 

[58%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [52%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [36%] 

East Borno 
Don’t Receive [32%] How Register for Aid 

[28%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [27%] 
How Register for Aid 

[41%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [35%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [33%] 

IDPs 
Don’t Receive [34%] News on Situation 

Current Location [26%] 
How Register for Aid 

[25%] 
How Register for Aid 

[35%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [34%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [32%] 

Non-Displaced 
How Register for Aid 

[42%] 
How Find Missing People 

[39%] 
Don’t Receive [25%] 

How Register for Aid 
[65%] 

How Find Missing People 
[48%] 

News on Situation 
Current Location [31%] 

Returnees 
News on Situation 

Current Location [38%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [38%] 
How Register for Aid 

[38%] 
How Register for Aid 

[59%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [45%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [42%] 

MMC and Jere 
Don’t Receive [60%] Security Situation in 

Current Location [18%] 
How Register for Aid 

[16%] 
How Register for Aid 

[51%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [34%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [29%] 

IDPs 
Don’t Receive [73%] Security Situation in 

Current Location [15%] 
How Register for Aid 

[15%] 
How Register for Aid 

[72%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [39%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [33%] 

Non-Displaced 
Don’t Receive [59%] Security Situation in 

Current Location [19%] 
How Register for Aid 

[17%] 
How Register for Aid 

[49%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [35%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [28%] 

Returnees 
Don’t Receive [60%] How Register for Aid 

[24%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [14%] 
How Register for Aid 

[79%] 
Access Health/Nutrition 

Services [32%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [31%] 

Northern 
Borno 

Don’t Receive [54%] How Register for Aid 
[28%] 

Access Health/Nutrition 
Services [18%] 

How Register for Aid 
[62%] 

Access Health/Nutrition 
Services [36%] 

News on Situation 
Current Location [17%] 

IDPs 
Don’t Receive [53%] How Register for Aid 

[31%] 
Access Health/Nutrition 

Services [20%] 
How Register for Aid 

[54%] 
Access Health/Nutrition 

Services [42%] 
News on Situation at 

Home [23%] 

Non-Displaced 
Don’t Receive [42%] How Register for Aid 

[34%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [17%] 
How Register for Aid 

[59%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [28%] 
No need for information 

[20%] 

Returnees 
Don’t Receive [64%] How Register for Aid 

[21%] 
Access Health/Nutrition 

Services [19%] 
How Register for Aid 

[68%] 
Access Health/Nutrition 

Services [46%] 
How to Find Work [17%] 

Southern 
Borno 

Don’t Receive [56%] News on Situation 
Current Location [20%] 

How Register for Aid 
[16%] 

How Register for Aid 
[53%] 

Access Health/Nutrition 
Services [27%] 

No need for information 
[26%] 

http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/countries/nigeria
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IDPs 
Don’t Receive [50%] News on Situation 

Current Location [23%] 
How Register for Aid 

[13%] 
How Register for Aid 

[39%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [29%] 
News on Situation at 

Home [25%] 

Non-Displaced 
Don’t Receive [56%] News on Situation 

Current Location [20%] 
How Register for Aid 

[16%] 
How Register for Aid 

[52%] 
Access Health/Nutrition 

Services [28%] 
No need for information 

[27%] 

Returnees 
Don’t Receive [67%] How Register for Aid 

[17%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [11%] 
How Register for Aid 

[71%] 
Access Health/Nutrition 

Services [32%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [25%] 

 
Table 39: % of HHs by Type of Current and Preferred Information Sources, Borno State 

 
Who is currently providing you with information? 

Who do you trust the most to provide you with reliable 
information? 

Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common 

Borno State Community leader [66%] Religious leader [32%] Friends/Family [29%] Community leader [71%] Religious leader [36%] Friends/Family [27%] 

IDPs Community leader [77%] Religious leader [21%] INGO Aid Workers [14%] Community leader [76%] Religious leader [28%] INGO Aid Workers [22%] 

Non-Displaced Community leader [62%] Friends/Family [33%] Religious leader [33%] Community leader [70%] Religious leader [38%] Friends/Family [31%] 

Returnees Community leader [82%] Religious leader [55%] Friends/Family [51%] Community leader [71%] Religious leader [47%] Friends/Family [42%] 

Central Borno Community leader [74%] Religious leader [25%] Friends/Family [19%] Community leader [80%] Religious leader [28%] Friends/Family [17%] 

IDPs Community leader [63%] INGO Aid Workers [22%] Friends/Family [11%] Community leader [77%] INGO Aid Workers [18%] Religious leader [16%] 

Non-Displaced Community leader [89%] Religious leader [44%] Friends/Family [22%] Community leader [83%] Religious leader [45%] Friends/Family [26%] 

Returnees Community leader [89%] Friends/Family [66%] Religious leader [49%] Community leader [89%] Friends/Family [42%] Religious leader [38%] 

East Borno Community leader [90%] Religious leader [27%] INGO Aid Workers [15%] Community leader [78%] Religious leader [33%] INGO Aid Workers [19%] 

IDPs Community leader [91%] Religious leader [28%] INGO Aid Workers [14%] Community leader [80%] Religious leader [35%] INGO Aid Workers [17%] 

Non-Displaced Community leader [99%] CJTF [39%] Religious leader [17%] Community leader [75%] 
Local/Ward Gov. Official 

[26%] 
State/Federal Gov. 

Official [19%] 

Returnees Community leader [84%] Friends/Family [28%] INGO Aid Workers [26%] Community leader [67%] INGO Aid Workers [30%] Religious leader [28%] 

MMC and Jere Community leader [61%] Religious leader [37%] Friends/Family [35%] Community leader [63%] Religious leader [39%] Family/friends [32%] 

IDPs Community leader [84%] Religious leader [15%] Friends/Family [11%] Community leader [68%] INGO Aid Workers [36%] Religious leader [30%] 

Non-Displaced Community leader [58%] Religious leader [40%] Friends/Family [37%] Community leader [62%] Religious leader [40%] Family/friends [35%] 

Returnees Community leader [61%] Religious leader [49%] Friends/Family [20%] Community leader [66%] Religious leader [52%] Family/friends [43%] 

Northern Borno Community leader [86%] Religious leader [60%] Friends/Family [38%] Community leader [70%] Religious leader [53%] Family/friends [34%] 

IDPs Community leader [94%] Religious leader [77%] Friends/Family [19%] Community leader [74%] Religious leader [73%] Family/friends [31%] 

Non-Displaced Community leader [78%] Friends/Family [19%] Religious leader [18%] Community leader [78%] Religious leader [24%] INGO Aid Workers [17%] 

Returnees Community leader [87%] Religious leader [81%] Friends/Family [62%] Community leader [63%] Religious leader [62%] Family/friends [49%] 

Southern Borno Community leader [59%] Friends/Family [28%] Religious leader [18%] Community leader [81%] Religious leader [32%] Family/friends [25%] 

IDPs Community leader [76%] Religious leader [29%] 
State/Federal Gov. 

Official [15%] 
Community leader [82%] Religious leader [28%] Family/friends [16%] 

Non-Displaced Community leader [58%] Friends/Family [29%] INGO Aid Workers [19%] Community leader [82%] Religious leader [32%] INGO Aid Workers [25%] 

Returnees Community leader [58%] Friends/Family [29%] Religious leader [26%] Community leader [71%] Religious leader [65%] Family/friends [22%] 

 
Table 40: % of HHs by Preferred Means of Receiving Information and Reported Barriers, Borno State 

 
What means of receiving information do you trust the most? Barriers to Receiving Information 

Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common 

Borno State In person [62%] Phone call [43%] 
Radio [31%] 

Lack electricity [29%] No barriers [21%] Cannot buy phone credit 
[14%] 

IDPs In person [59%] Radio [25%] 
Phone call [22%] 

Info written, cannot read 
[25%] 

No barriers [24%] Lack mobile networks 
[17%] 

Non-Displaced 
In person [62%] Phone call [50%] 

Radio [33%] 
Lack electricity [34%] No barriers [18%] Cannot buy phone credit 

[16%] 

Returnees 
In person [69%] Radio [31%] 

Phone call [30%] 
No barriers [35%] Lack electricity [27%] Lack mobile networks 

[27%] 

Central Borno 
In person [55%] Radio [35%] 

Phone call [16%] 
Info written, cannot read 

[28%] 
Lack electricity [27%] Lack mobile networks 

[18%] 

IDPs 
In person [52%] Radio [20%] Information desks in 

camps [18%] 
Info written, cannot read 

[38%] 
No need for info [19%] No barriers [14%] 

Non-Displaced 
In person [56%] Radio [56%] 

Phone call [31%] 
Lack electricity [56%] Lack mobile networks 

[29%] 
Cannot buy phone credit 

[22%] 

Returnees 
In person [65%] Radio [45%] 

Community Event [30%] 
Information in wrong 

language [27%] 
Lack electricity [26%] Cannot buy phone credit 

/ No barriers [26%] 

East Borno 
In person [53%] Radio [34%] 

Phone call [28%] 
Lack mobile networks 

[36%] 
No barriers [31%] Lack electricity [23%] 

IDPs 
In person [54%] Radio [30%] 

Phone call [27%] No barriers [32%] 
Lack mobile networks 

[30%] 
Info written, cannot read 

[17%] 

Non-Displaced 
Radio [72%] In person [35%] 

Phone call [23%] 
Lack mobile networks 

[74%] 
Lack electricity [72%] 

No barriers [12%] 

Returnees 
In person [61%] Radio [34%] 

Phone call [34%] 
Lack mobile networks 

[49%] 
Lack electricity [35%] 

No barriers [35%] 

MMC and Jere 
In person [64%] Phone call [51%] 

Radio [36%] 
Lack electricity [33%] Cannot buy phone credit 

[20%] 
No barriers [19%] 

IDPs 
In person [78%] Phone call [32%] 

Radio [25%] 
No barriers [37%] 

Lack electricity [18%] 
Info written, cannot read 

[15%] 

Non-Displaced 
In person [62%] Phone call [53%] 

Radio [37%] 
Lack electricity [35%] Cannot buy phone credit 

[21%] 
No response [18%] 

Returnees 
In person [67%] Phone call [64%] 

Radio [33%] 
No barriers [37%] Cannot buy phone credit 

[32%] 
Lack electricity [24%] 
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Northern Borno 
In person [68%] Radio [29%] 

Phone call [24%] 
Lack mobile networks 

[33%] 
No barriers [30%] 

Lack electricity [27%] 

IDPs 
In person [52%] Phone call [47%] 

Radio [33%] 
Lack mobile networks 

[41%] 
Lack electricity [34%] 

No barriers [22%] 

Non-Displaced 
In person [73%] Radio [26%] Community Event [10%] Lack electricity [32%] Lack mobile networks 

[29%] 
No need for info [21%] 

Returnees 
In person [73%] Radio [29%] 

Posters [28%] 
No barriers [41%] Lack mobile networks 

[31%] 
Lack electricity [18%] 

Southern Borno In person [64%] Phone call [55%] Radio [19%] No need for info [26%] Lack electricity [25%] No barriers [23%] 

IDPs 
In person [65%] Phone call [48%] 

Radio [27%] 
No barriers [23%] Cannot buy phone credit 

[21%] 
No need for info [19%] 

Non-Displaced In person [64%] Phone call [55%] Radio [19%] No need for info [27%] Lack electricity [25%] No barriers [23%] 

Returnees 
In person [72%] Phone call [56%] 

Text Message [17%] 
Lack electricity [46%] No barriers [30%] Lack mobile networks 

[11%] 

 
Table 41: % of HH by Types of Information Currently Received and Preferred, Adamawa State 

 

What information are you currently receiving from aid 
providers? 

What types of information would you like to receive? 

Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common 

Adamawa State 
Don’t Receive [47%] 

News on Situation 
Current Location [35%] 

Security Situation in 
Current Location [19%] 

How Register for Aid 
[64%] 

News on Situation 
Current Location [47%] 

How Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

[43%] 

IDPs News on Situation 
Current Location [46%] 

Security Situation in 
Current Location [30%] 

Don’t Receive [28%] 
How Register for Aid 

[69%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [51%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [39%] 

Non-Displaced Don’t Receive [48%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [35%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [19%] 
How Register for Aid 

[64%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [47%] 

How Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

[43%] 

Returnees 
How Register for Aid 

[40%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [38%] 
Don’t Receive [26%] 

How Register for Aid 
[77%] 

How Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

[47%] 

News on Situation 
Current Location [44%] 

Northern 
Adamawa 

News on Situation 
Current Location [46%] 

Don’t Receive [35%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [23%] 
How Register for Aid 

[54%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [52%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [38%] 

IDPs 
News on Situation 

Current Location [48%] 
How Register for Aid 

[32%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [31%] 
How Register for Aid 

[82%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [54%] 

How Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

[36%] 

Non-Displaced 
News on Situation 

Current Location [47%] 
Don’t Receive [36%] 

Security Situation in 
Current Location [24%] 

News on Situation 
Current Location [53%] 

How Register for Aid 
[51%] 

Security Situation in 
Current Location [40%] 

Returnees 
How Register for Aid 

[45%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [39%] 

How Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

[26%] 

How Register for Aid 
[79%] 

How Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

[48%] 

News on Situation 
Current Location [44%] 

Southern 
Adamawa Don’t Receive [51%] 

News on Situation 
Current Location [30%] 

How Register for Aid 
[18%] 

How Register for Aid 
[68%] 

How Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

[47%] 

News on Situation 
Current Location [45%] 

IDPs 
News on Situation 

Current Location [43%] 
News on Situation Area 

of Origin [36%] 
Don’t Receive [30%] 

How Register for Aid 
[52%] 

News on Situation 
Current Location [47%] 

Security Situation in 
Current Location [46%] 

Non-Displaced Don’t Receive [52%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [31%] 
How Register for Aid 

[18%] 
How Register for Aid 

[68%] 

How Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

[47%] 

News on Situation 
Current Location [45%] 

Returnees Don’t Receive [35%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [33%] 
Security Situation in 

Current Location [18%] 
How Register for Aid 

[68%] 
News on Situation 

Current Location [45%] 

How Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

[41%] 

 
Table 42: % of HH by Current and Preferred Information Sources, Adamawa State 

 
Who is currently providing you with information? 

Who do you trust the most to provide you with reliable 
information? 

Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common 

Adamawa State Community leader [79%] Friends/Family [52%] Religious leader [44%] Community leader [79%] Religious leader [58%] Friends/Family [49%] 

IDPs Community leader [63%] Friends/Family [60%] Religious leader [43%] Community leader [59%] Religious leader [48%] Friends/Family [47%] 

Non-Displaced Community leader [80%] Friends/Family [53%] Religious leader [44%] Community leader [80%] Religious leader [58%] Friends/Family [49%] 

Returnees Community leader [61%] Religious leader [39%] Friends/Family [33%] Community leader [59%] Religious leader [47%] INGO Aid Workers [36%] 

Northern 
Adamawa 

Community leader [81%] Religious leader [52%] Friends/Family [49%] Community leader [76%] Religious leader [56%] Friends/Family [46%] 

IDPs Community leader [74%] Friends/Family [67%] Religious leader [41%] Community leader [54%] Religious leader [39%] Friends/Family [35%] 

Non-Displaced Community leader [82%] Religious leader [53%] Friends/Family [50%] Community leader [78%] Religious leader [57%] Friends/Family [49%] 

Returnees Community leader [63%] Religious leader [47%] Friends/Family [28%] Community leader [57%] Religious leader [51%] INGO Aid Workers [37%] 

Southern 
Adamawa 

Community leader [79%] Friends/Family [54%] Religious leader [41%] Community leader [80%] Religious leader [58%] Friends/Family [49%] 

IDPs Friends/Family [52%] Community leader [50%] Religious leader [47%] Community leader [65%] Friends/Family [62%] Religious leader [60%] 

Non-Displaced Community leader [79%] Friends/Family [54%] Religious leader [41%] Community leader [80%] Religious leader [59%] Friends/Family [49%] 

Returnees Community leader [55%] Friends/Family [45%] Religious leader [20%] Community leader [65%] Friends/Family [34%] INGO Aid Workers [34%] 
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Table 43: % of HH by Preferred Means of Receiving Information and Barriers, Adamawa State 

 

What means of receiving information do you trust 
the most? 

Barriers to Receiving Information 

Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common 

Adamawa State In person [83%] Phone call [51%] Radio [38%] Lack electricity [58%] No barriers [32%] Lack mobile networks [29%] 

IDPs In person [83%] Phone call [55%] Radio [36%] Lack electricity [58%] No barriers [30%] 
Cannot buy phone credit 

[23%] 

Non-Displaced In person [83%] Phone call [51%] Radio [39%] Lack electricity [58%] No barriers [32%] Lack mobile networks [29%] 

Returnees In person [89%] Phone call [49%] Radio [13%] Lack electricity [61%] No barriers [26%] Lack mobile networks [26%] 

Northern 
Adamawa 

In person [78%] Phone call [59%] Radio [33%] Lack electricity [55%] No barriers [30%] Lack mobile networks [28%] 

IDPs In person [90%] Phone call [42%] Radio [27%] Lack electricity [66%] 
Cannot buy phone credit 

[28%] 
Lack mobile networks [25%] 

Non-Displaced In person [77%] Phone call [61%] Radio [35%] Lack electricity [54%] No barriers [30%] Lack mobile networks [29%] 

Returnees In person [87%] Phone call [52%] Radio [13%] Lack electricity [62%] No barriers [28%] Lack mobile networks [24%] 

Southern 
Adamawa 

In person [85%] Phone call [48%] Radio [40%] Lack electricity [59%] No barriers [33%] Lack mobile networks [29%] 

IDPs In person [75%] Phone call [71%] Radio [47%] No barriers [40%] Lack electricity [28%] 
Cannot buy phone credit 

[17%] 

Non-Displaced In person [85%] Phone call [48%] Radio [40%] Lack electricity [59%] No barriers [33%] Lack mobile networks [29%] 

Returnees In person [97%] Phone call [38%] Radio [16%] Lack electricity [59%] Lack mobile networks [34%] No barriers [22%] 

 
Table 44: % of HH by Types of Information Currently Received and Preferred, Yobe State 

 

What information are you currently receiving from aid 
providers? 

What types of information would you like to receive? 

Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common 

Yobe State 
News on Situation 

Current Location (33%) 
Don't Receive (31%) 

How to Register for Aid 
(25%) 

How to Register for 
Aid (56%) 

News on Situation at 
Current Location 

(40%) 

How to Access 
Health/Nutrition 
Services (33%) 

IDPs 
How to Register for Aid 

(38%) 

News on what is 
happening in your home 

(34%) 

News on Situation Current 
Location (31%) 

How to Register for 
Aid (55%) 

News on Situation at 
Current Location 

(39%) 

News on Situation at 
Home (35%) 

Non-Displaced Don't Receive (32%) 
News on Situation 

Current Location (32%) 
How to Register for Aid 

(24%) 
How to Register for 

Aid (56%) 

News on Situation at 
Current Location 

(39%) 

How to Access 
Health/Nutrition 
Services (34%) 

Returnees 
Security situation 

Current location (67%) 
News on Situation 

Current Location (62%) 
How to Register for Aid 

(18%) 

News on Situation 
at Current Location 

(60%) 

Security Situation in 
Current Location 

(50%) 

How to Register for 
Aid (49%) 

Central Yobe Don't Receive (39%) 
News on Situation 

Current Location (26%) 
How to Register for Aid 

(21%) 
How to Register for 

Aid (54%) 

How to Access 
Health/Nutrition 
Services (35%) 

News on Situation at 
Current Location 

(33%) 

IDPs Don't Receive (38%) 
How to Register for Aid 

(24%) 
News on Situation in Area 

of Origin (22%) 
How to Register for 

Aid (57%) 
News on Situation at 

Home (29%) 

News on Situation at 
Current Location 

(20%) 

Non-Displaced Don't Receive (39%) 
News on Situation 

Current Location (26%) 
How to Register for Aid 

(21%) 
How to Register for 

Aid (53%) 

How to Access 
Health/Nutrition 
Services (36%) 

News on Situation at 
Current Location 

(33%) 

Returnees 
How to Register for Aid 

(32%) 
Don't Receive (31%) 

How to Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

(21%) 

How to Register for 
Aid (64%) 

How to Access 
Health/Nutrition 
Services (37%) 

Security Situation in 
Current Location 

(28%) 

Northern 
Yobe 

How to Register for Aid 
(33%) 

Don't Receive (27%) 
How to Access 

Health/Nutrition Services 
(24%) 

How to Register for 
Aid (61%) 

How to Access 
Health/Nutrition 
Services (41%) 

How to get Education 
for children (27%) 

IDPs 
How to Register for Aid 

(43%) 
News on Situation in 
Area of Origin (34%) 

How to Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

(30%) 

How to Register for 
Aid (60%) 

How to Access 
Health/Nutrition 
Services (35%) 

News on Situation at 
Home (35%) 

Non-Displaced Don't Receive (32%) 
How to Register for Aid 

(27%) 

How to Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

(21%) 

How to Register for 
Aid (62%) 

How to Access 
Health/Nutrition 
Services (45%) 

How to get Education 
for children (27%) 

Returnees Don't Receive (40%) 
How to Register for Aid 

(29%) 

How to Access 
Health/Nutrition Services 

(21%) 

How to Register for 
Aid (60%) 

How to Access 
Health/Nutrition 
Services (38%) 

Security Situation in 
Current Location 

(39%) 

Southern 
Yobe 

News on Situation 
Current Location (41%) 

Security situation 
Current location (32%) 

Don't Receive (27%) 
How to Register for 

Aid (56%) 

News on Situation at 
Current Location 

(49%) 

Security Situation in 
Current Location 

(39%) 

IDPs 
News on Situation 

Current Location (53%) 
Security situation 

Current location (42%) 
News on Situation in Area 

of Origin (38%) 

News on Situation 
at Current Location 

(69%) 

How to Register for 
Aid (43%) 

News on Situation at 
Home (27%) 

Non-Displaced 
News on Situation 

Current Location (39%) 
Security situation 

Current location (30%) 
Don't Receive (29%) 

How to Register for 
Aid (57%) 

News on Situation at 
Current Location 

(47%) 

Security Situation in 
Current Location 

(39%) 

Returnees 
Security situation 

Current location (80%) 
News on Situation 

Current Location (73%) 
News on Situation in Area 

of Origin (19%) 

News on Situation 
at Current Location 

(70%) 

Security Situation in 
Current Location 

(55%) 

How to Register for 
Aid (45%) 
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Table 45: % of HH by Current and Preferred Information Sources, Yobe State 

 
Who is currently providing you with information? 

Who do you trust the most to provide you with reliable 
information? 

Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common 

Yobe State Community leader (74%) Religious leader (48%) Friends / family (31%) Community leader (77%) Religious leader (48%) Friends / family (37%) 

IDPs Community leader (79%) Religious leader (52%) Friends / family (25%) Community leader (80%) Religious leader (56%) Friends / family (35%) 

Non-Displaced Community leader (73%) Religious leader (49%) Friends / family (30%) Community leader (77%) Religious leader (49%) Friends / family (36%) 

Returnees Community leader (77%) Friends / family (67%) Religious leader (21%) Community leader (90%) Friends / family (53%) 
Aid workers from United 

Nations (39%) 

Central Yobe Community leader (61%) Religious leader (53%) 
State/Federal Gov. 

Officials (30%) 
Community leader (63%) Religious leader (47%) Friends / family (27%) 

IDPs Community leader (59%) Religious leader (31%) 
Aid workers from INGOs 

(21%) 
Community leader (54%) 

Aid workers from INGOs 
(34%) 

Religious leader (31%) 

Non-Displaced Community leader (61%) Religious leader (54%) 
State/Federal Gov. 

Officials (31%) 
Community leader (63%) Religious leader (47%) Friends / family (28%) 

Returnees Community leader (78%) Religious leader (44%) Friends / family (28%) Community leader (77%) Religious leader (50%) Friends / family (37%) 

Northern Yobe Community leader (73%) Religious leader (52%) Friends / family (28%) Community leader (75%) Religious leader (55%) Friends / family (35%) 

IDPs Community leader (76%) Religious leader (66%) Friends / family (28%) Community leader (81%) Religious leader (66%) Friends / family (40%) 

Non-Displaced Community leader (71%) Religious leader (46%) Friends / family (28%) Community leader (73%) Religious leader (49%) Friends / family (33%) 

Returnees Community leader (68%) Friends / family (36%) Religious leader (32%) Community leader (60%) 
Aid workers from INGOs 

(40%) 
Religious leader (36%) 

Southern Yobe Community leader (81%) Religious leader (44%) Friends / family (35%) Community leader (86%) Religious leader (48%) Friends / family (42%) 

IDPs Community leader (96%) Religious leader (26%) Friends / family (22%) Community leader (87%) Religious leader (40%) Friends / family (29%) 

Non-Displaced Community leader (81%) Religious leader (46%) Friends / family (34%) Community leader (86%) Religious leader (50%) Friends / family (42%) 

Returnees Community leader (77%) Friends / family (76%) Religious leader (17%) Community leader (96%) Friends / family (59%) Military officials (21%) 

 
 

Table 46: % of HH by Preferred Means of Receiving Information and Barriers, Yobe State 

 

What means of receiving information do you trust the 
most? 

Barriers to Receiving Information 

Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common Most Common 2nd Common 3rd Common 

Yobe State Phone call (65%) In person (57%) 
Radio (43%) Lack electricity (43%) 

Lack mobile networks 
(29%) 

No barriers (26%) 

IDPs Phone call (67%) In person (62%) 
Radio (32%) Lack electricity (43%) No barriers (30%) 

Lack mobile networks 
(30%) 

Non-Displaced 
Phone call (65%) In person (57%) 

Radio (44%) Lack electricity (43%) 
Lack mobile networks 

(28%) 
No barriers (26%) 

Returnees 
Phone call (74%) In person (51%) 

Radio (42%) Lack electricity (59%) 
Lack mobile networks 

(42%) 
No barriers (25%) 

Central Yobe 
Phone call (61%) In person (57%) 

Radio (37%) Lack electricity (35%) No barriers (25%) 
Lack mobile networks 

(29%) 

IDPs 
In person (76%) Phone call (43%) 

Radio (28%) Lack electricity (31%) 
Lack mobile networks 

(23%) 
No barriers (19%) 

Non-Displaced 
Phone call (61%) In person (56%) 

Radio (37%) Lack electricity (36%) No barriers (25%) 
Lack mobile networks 

(19%) 

Returnees 
In person (74%) Phone call (67%) 

Radio (40%) No barriers (32%) Lack electricity (31%) 
Lack mobile networks 

(24%) 

Northern Yobe 
In person (70%) Phone call (56%) 

Radio (33%) Lack electricity (40%) No barriers (29%) 
Lack mobile networks 

(26%) 

IDPs 
In person (70%) Phone call (70%) 

Radio (34%) Lack electricity (44%) No barriers (40%) 
Lack mobile networks 

(30%) 

Non-Displaced 
In person (70%) Phone call (49%) 

Radio (33%) 
Lack electricity (38%) Lack mobile networks 

(25%) 
No barriers (23%) 

Returnees 
In person (69%) Phone call (57%) 

Radio (40%) Lack electricity (33%) 
Lack mobile networks 

(24%) 
No need for information 

(29%) 

Southern Yobe 
Phone call (70%) In person (54%) 

Radio (49%) Lack electricity (49%) 
Lack mobile networks 

(35%) 
No barriers (26%) 

IDPs 
Phone call (71%) In person (38%) 

Radio (31%) Lack electricity (45%) 
Cannot buy phone credit 
(36%) 

Lack mobile networks 
(34%) 

Non-Displaced 
Phone call (70%) In person (55%) 

Radio (50%) Lack electricity (48%) 
Lack mobile networks 

(34%) 
No barriers (27%) 

Returnees 
Phone call (77%) In person (46%) 

Radio (42%) Lack electricity (65%) 
Lack mobile networks 

(46%) 
No barriers (25%) 
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Accountability to Affected Populations: Perceived Needs 

 
Table 47: Reported Perceived Needs, Borno State 

 
1st Perceived Needs 2nd Perceived Needs 3rd Perceived Needs 

Most 
Common 

2nd Common 3rd Common 
Most 

Common 
2nd Common 3rd Common 

Most 
Common 

2nd Common 3rd Common 

Borno State Food [72%] Livelihood [10%]  Water [6%] Water [24%] Livelihoods [24%] Health [17%] Livelihoods [24%] Health [22%] NFI [12%] 

IDPs Food [82%] Livelihoods [5%] Water [4%] Water [36%] Livelihoods [19%] Health [13%] Health [32%] Livelihoods [20%] NFI [12%] 

Non-Displaced Food [69%] Livelihoods [11%] Water [6%] Livelihoods [25%] Water [20%] Health [18%] Livelihoods [26%] Health [19%] Education [13%] 

Returnees Food [71%] Livelihoods [10%] Water [9%] Livelihoods [27%] Water [24%] Food [13%] Health [22%] Livelihoods [19%] NFI [15%] 

Central Borno Food [87%] Water [3%] Reunification [3%] Water [42%] Livelihoods [20%] Health [10%] Health [33%] Livelihoods [22%] Water [11%] 

IDPs Food [85%] Reunification [5%] Water [3%] Water [46%] Livelihoods [16%] Health [12%] Health [42%] Livelihoods [17%] Water [12%] 

Non-Displaced Food [88%] Water [4%] Livelihoods [2%] Water [40%] Livelihoods [25%] Shelter [9%] Livelihoods [30%] Health [19%] Water [11%] 

Returnees Food [95%] Water [3%] Livelihoods [1%] Livelihoods [29%] Water [25%] Health [18%] Health [38%] Livelihoods [21%] NFI [18%] 

East Borno Food [79%] Livelihoods [8%] Water [4%] Water [38%} Health [16%] Livelihoods [12%] Health [33%] Education [13%] NFI [11%] 

IDPs Food [80%] Livelihoods [7%] Water [5%] Water [38%] Health [18%] Food [11%] Health [34%] Education [12%] NFI [10%] 

Non-Displaced Food [79%] Health [10%] Livelihoods [6%] Water [46%] Food [15%] Livelihoods [14%] Education [35%] Health [20%] Livelihoods [13%] 

Returnees Food [74%] Livelihoods [16%] Water [6%] Water [36%] Livelihoods [20%] Food [15%] Health [31%] NFI [17%] Shelter [15%] 

MMC and Jere Food [80%] Livelihoods [10%] Shelter [4%] Livelihoods [30%] Water [17%] Health [16%] Livelihoods [29%] NFI [16%] Health [15%] 

IDPs Food [88%] Livelihoods [5%] NFI [3%] Livelihoods [32%] Water [21%] NFI [16%} Livelihoods [38%] NFI [24%] Health [17%] 

Non-Displaced Food [79%] Livelihoods [11%] Shelter [4%] Livelihoods [29%] Health [17%] Water [17%] Livelihoods [29%] Health [15%] NFI [15%] 

Returnees Food [87%] Health [5%] Livelihoods [4%] Livelihoods [32%] Water [22%] Health [20%] Livelihoods [23%] Health [22%] Shelter [17%] 

Northern Borno Food [77%]  Water [8%] Livelihoods [7%] Water [29%] Livelihoods [23%] Health [14%] Livelihoods [19%] Health [18%] Education [12%] 

IDPs Food [77%] Livelihoods [10%] Water [10%] Water [32%] Livelihoods [19%] Food [14%] Health [20%] Livelihoods [18%] Latrines [16%] 

Non-Displaced Food [86%] Water [4%] Livelihoods [3%] Water [35%] Health [27%] Livelihoods [15%] Health [25%] Livelihoods [21%] Education [19%] 

Returnees Food [70%] Water [10%] Livelihoods [9%] Livelihoods [31%] Water [23%] Food [13%] Livelihoods [18%] NFI [14%] Latrines [12%] 

Southern Borno 
Food [42%] Livelihoods [16%] Water/Heath 

[16%] 
Health [23%] Water [20%] Livelihoods [18%] Health [26%] Livelihoods [20%] Water [13%] 

IDPs Food [49%] Water [17%] Livelihoods [15%] Health [30%] Livelihoods [29%] Food [15%] Livelihoods [23%] Shelter [20%] Education [19%] 

Non-Displaced Food [42%] Health [16%] Livelihoods [16%] Health [23%] Water [21%] Food [17%] Health [27%] Livelihoods [20%] Water [13%] 

Returnees Food [32%] Livelihoods [25%] Water [20%] Food [23%] Livelihoods [20%] Health [18%] Livelihoods [24%] Health [19%] Food [17%] 

 
Table 48: Reported Perceived Needs, Adamawa State 

 
1st Perceived Needs 2nd Perceived Needs 3rd Perceived Needs 

Most 
Common 

2nd Common 3rd Common 
Most 

Common 
2nd Common 3rd Common 

Most 
Common 

2nd Common 3rd Common 

Adamawa State Water (41%) Food (27%) 
Health (13%) Health (27%) Water (24%) Food (19%) Health (27%) 

Livelihoods 
(25%) 

Education 
(17%) 

IDPs Food (56%) Livelihoods 
(17%) 

Water (8%) 
Health (23%) 

Livelihoods 
(22%) 

Food (16%) 
Livelihoods 

(22%) 
Shelter (19%) Health (15%) 

Non-Displaced 
Water (41%) Food (26%) 

Health (13%) Health (27%) Water (25%) Food (18%) Health (27%) 
Livelihoods 

(25%) 
Education 

(18%) 

Returnees 
Food (31%) Water (28%) Livelihoods 

(16%) 
Food (24%) Health (19%) Livelihoods 

(19%) 
Livelihoods 

(21%) 
Health (21%) 

Education 
(15%) 

Northern Adamawa Food (39%) Water (28%) Livelihoods 
(10%) 

Water (23%) 
Health (23%) Food (19%) Health (31%) 

Livelihoods 
(23%) 

Water (13%) 

IDPs 
Food (56%) Livelihoods 

(21%) 
Health (9%) 

Livelihoods 
(30%) 

Health (24%) 
Education 

(18%) 
Livelihoods 

(24%) 
Shelter (16%) Water (14%) 

Non-Displaced 
Food (39%) Water (29%) Livelihoods 

(8%) 
Water (25%) 

Health (24%) Food (18%) Health (32%) 
Livelihoods 

(24%) 
Water (13%) 

Returnees 
Food (31%) Water (27%) Livelihoods 

(18%) 
Food (26%) 

Livelihoods 
(19%) 

Health (18%) 
Livelihoods 

(21%) 
Health (21%) 

Education 
(16%) 

Southern Adamawa Water (45%) Food (23%) 
Health (14%) Health (23%) Water (22%) Food (19%) Health (25%) 

Livelihoods 
(25%) 

Education 
(20%) 

IDPs 
Food (55%) Water (15%) Livelihoods 

(12%) 
Water (25%) 

Health (21%) Food (14%) Health (27%) 
Education 

(19%) 
Livelihoods 

(19%) 

Non-Displaced 
Water (46%) Food (22%) 

Health (14%) Health (28%) Water (25%) Food (19%) Health (25%) 
Livelihoods 

(25%) 
Education 

(20%) 

Returnees 
Food (34%) Water (29%) 

Health (12%) Health (24%) Food (20%) 
Livelihoods 

(18%) 
Livelihoods 

(24%) 
Health (22%) Food (13%) 
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Table 49: Reported Perceived Needs, Yobe State 

 
1st Perceived Needs 2nd Perceived Needs 3rd Perceived Needs 

Most 
Common 

2nd Common 3rd Common 
Most 

Common 
2nd Common 3rd Common 

Most 
Common 

2nd Common 3rd Common 

Yobe State Food (71%) Water (9%) 
Health (8%) 

Livelihoods 
(22%) 

Health (21%) Water (19%) Health (25%) 
Livelihoods 

(22%) 
Education 

(17%) 

IDPs Food (90%) Water (6%) 
Health (1%) 

Livelihoods 
(26%) 

Water (23%) Shelter (19%) Health (27%) 
Livelihoods 

(24%) 
Shelter (18%) 

Non-Displaced 
Food (71%) Water (9%) 

Health (8%) Health (22%) 
Livelihoods 

(22%) 
Water (19%) Health (25%) 

Livelihoods 
(22%) 

Education 
(17%) 

Returnees 
Food (44%) Livelihoods 

(19%) 
Education 

(12%) 
Food (33%) Water (17%) Livelihoods 

(16%) 
Education 

(29%) 
Health (19%) Food (14%) 

Central Yobe 
Food (67%) Health (11%) Livelihoods 

(9%) 
Health (21%) Food (21%) 

Livelihoods 
(18%) 

Health (22%) 
Livelihoods 

(22%) 
Shelter (18%) 

IDPs 
Food (75%) Livelihoods 

(8%) 
Health (6%) 

Livelihoods 
(25%) 

Health (18%) Food (17%) Health (25%) Shelter (24%) 
Livelihoods 

(16%) 

Non-Displaced 
Food (67%) Health (11%) Livelihoods 

(9%) 
Health (21%) Food (21%) 

Livelihoods 
(17%) 

Health (22%) 
Livelihoods 

(22%) 
Shelter (17%) 

Returnees 
Food (72%) Livelihoods 

(9%) 
Health (7%) 

Livelihoods 
(36%) 

Food (15%) Health (14%) 
Livelihoods 

(23%) 
Shelter (21%) Health (20%) 

Northern Yobe 
Food (81%) Water (6%) 

Health (5%) 
Livelihoods 

(29%) 
Shelter (16%) Health (16%) 

Livelihoods 
(23%) 

Health (22%) Shelter (19%) 

IDPs 
Food (90%) Water (9%) 

Health (1%) 
Livelihoods 

(34%) 
Shelter (23%) Water (16%) 

Livelihoods 
(28%) 

Shelter (23%) Health (20%) 

Non-Displaced 
Food (78%) Health (7%) Livelihoods 

(7%) 
Livelihoods 

(26%) 
Health (18%) Food (17%) Health (23%) 

Livelihoods 
(20%) 

Shelter (17%) 

Returnees 
Food (50%) Health (26%) Livelihoods 

(10%) 
Livelihoods 

(26%) 
Food (26%) Shelter (17%) 

Livelihoods 
(33%) 

Shelter (19%) Food (12%) 

Southern Yobe 
Food (71%) Water (11%) 

Health (7%) Health (23%) Water (22%) 
Livelihoods 

(18%) 
Health (27%) 

Livelihoods 
(22%) 

Education 
(20%) 

IDPs 
Food (95%) Health (1%) 

Water (1%) 
Water (44%) 

Health (24%) Latrines (9%) Health (45%) 
Livelihoods 

(16%) 
Education 

(11%) 

Non-Displaced 
Food (71%) Water (11%) 

Health (7%) Health (24%) 
Livelihoods 

(23%) 
Water (22%) Health (26%) 

Livelihoods 
(23%) 

Education 
(20%) 

Returnees 
Food (40%) Livelihoods 

(21%) 
Education 

(15%) 
Food (36%) Water (18%) 

Health (16%) 
Education 

(34%) 
Health (20%) Food (15%) 

 

Crisis Evolution 

Table 50: Agricultural Crisis Evolution Indicators, Borno State 

 

% farmers did not plant and harvest last 
dry season 

Are you planning on planting and 
harvesting for this rainy season (2018)? 

 

Didn’t 
plant or 
harvest 

Planted, did 
not harvest 

anything 

Planted, 
partially 

harvested 

Planted, 
harvest all 

No, will 
not plant 

or harvest 
this rainy 
season 

 

Yes, but as 
rented labor 
for someone 

else 
 

Yes, will 
plant and 

harvest our 
own crops 

on someone 
else's land 

Yes, will 
plant and 
harvest 

our crops 
on our 

own land 

% HH 
report 
eating 
seed 

stocks as 
food 

coping 

Borno State 46% 11% 18% 26% 21% 6% 34% 40% 13% 
IDPs 54% 16% 22% 8% 37% 5% 38% 20% 7% 

Non-Displaced 44% 9% 16% 31% 16% 7% 31% 46% 15% 
Returnees 38% 17% 22% 23% 20% 1% 40% 39% 10% 

Central Borno 24% 23% 34% 19% 23% 8% 49% 21% 11% 
IDPs 30% 21% 40% 8% 32% 7% 49% 13% 7% 

Non-Displaced 11% 25% 31% 34% 4% 12% 50% 33% 18% 
Returnees 33% 28% 10% 29% 39% 0% 40% 20% 11% 

East Borno 65% 19% 11% 4% 36% 4% 33% 27% 7% 
IDPs 68% 20% 10% 3% 37% 4% 36% 23% 6% 

Non-Displaced 42% 19% 18% 21% 20% 0% 15% 65% 8% 
Returnees 62% 17% 19% 2% 36% 5% 27% 31% 10% 

MMC and Jere 41% 8% 16% 35% 29% 8% 34% 30% 10% 
IDPs 88% 0% 2% 10% 60% 3% 19% 18% 4% 

Non-Displaced 35% 9% 18% 38% 25% 8% 36% 31% 11% 
Returnees 44% 7% 15% 33% 30% 4% 11% 56% 6% 

Northern Borno 17% 25% 33% 25% 6% 4% 51% 40% 8% 
IDPs 16% 33% 26% 25% 6% 4% 58% 32% 11% 

Non-Displaced 17% 31% 34% 18% 1% 8% 41% 50% 11% 
Returnees 18% 17% 36% 29% 9% 0% 54% 37% 5% 
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Southern Borno 74% 3% 7% 16% 2% 3% 16% 79% 22% 
IDPs 81% 1% 9% 9% 7% 7% 25% 61% 10% 

Non-Displaced 74% 3% 7% 17% 1% 3% 16% 80% 23% 
Returnees 78% 1% 7% 13% 3% 2% 21% 74% 24% 

 
Table 51: Livelihoods Crisis Evolution Indicators, Borno State 

 
% HH report 

spending 
savings 

% HH report 
exhausting 

savings 

% HH report 
selling 

productive 
assets 

% HH report 
selling 

productive 
assets 

exhausted 

% HH sell land 
or property 

% HH sell land 
or property 
exhausted 

% household 
with 

inadequate 
shelter 

Borno State 29% 28% 1% 1% 0% 0% 13% 
IDPs 18% 17% 1% 1% 0% 0% 44% 

Non-Displaced 33% 31% 1% 1% 1% 0% 4% 
Returnees 23% 29% 2% 3% 0% 1% 15% 

Central Borno 21% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 49% 
IDPs 16% 15% 0% 0% 0% 0% 72% 

Non-Displaced 23% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 14% 
Returnees 49% 39% 0% 0% 0% 0% 42% 

East Borno 15% 15% 1% 3% 0% 0% 18% 
IDPs 12% 13% 1% 3% 0% 0% 22% 

Non-Displaced 25% 24% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 
Returnees 24% 24% 1% 2% 1% 1% 3% 

MMC and Jere 36% 32% 1% 0% 0% 0% 4% 
IDPs 30% 24% 3% 0% 0% 0% 24% 

Non-Displaced 37% 33% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 
Returnees 41% 34% 7% 2% 1% 0% 1% 

Northern Borno 13% 26% 1% 3% 0% 0% 15% 
IDPs 15% 24% 0% 5% 0% 0% 32% 

Non-Displaced 21% 26% 1% 1% 0% 0% 9% 
Returnees 7% 27% 1% 3% 0% 0% 9% 

Southern Borno 27% 30% 3% 2% 2% 1% 4% 
IDPs 19% 19% 3% 0% 0% 1% 8% 

Non-Displaced 27% 31% 3% 2% 2% 1% 4% 
Returnees 22% 25% 6% 4% 1% 3% 2% 

 
 

Table 52: Key Informant Interviews, Crisis Evolution Indicators, Borno State 

 

During the last rainy 
season, did flooding occur 

in this location which 
resulted in the loss of 

shelter or forced 
displacement of people? 

How many households were 
abandoned by the flooding, the last 

time it flooded? 

In the past year, how has the 
availability of wood for fuel from the 
surrounding environment changed? 

LGA 
# of 

settleme
nts / KIIs 

Yes, 
multipl
e times 

Yes, 
only 
once 

No 

Few, 
less 

than 1/3 

Some, 
betwee

n 1/3 
and 2/3 

Most, 
greater 
than 2/3 

All 
Decrea

sed 
No 

Change 
Increas

ed 

Was 
never 

availabl
e 

Central Borno 138 33% 20% 48% 50% 33% 17% 0% 81% 9% 4% 6% 
Damboa 20 50% 15% 35% 38% 54% 8% 0% 65% 10% 20% 5% 

Gubio 26 12% 35% 54% 83% 17% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
Kaga 22 9% 9% 82% 50% 50% 0% 0% 77% 14% 9% 0% 

Kondunga 5 60% 0% 40% 67% 33% 0% 0% 80% 0% 0% 20% 
Mafa 15 53% 13% 33% 40% 20% 40% 0% 87% 0% 0% 13% 

Magumeri 15 33% 0% 67% 60% 20% 20% 0% 93% 7% 0% 0% 
Monguno 35 40% 31% 29% 40% 36% 24% 0% 71% 17% 0% 11% 

East Borno 56 66% 13% 20% 34% 20% 41% 5% 96% 4% 0% 0% 
Bama 3 0% 0% 67% 0% 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 0% 0% 
Dikwa 17 76% 12% 12% 47% 20% 33% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Gwoza 14 86% 0% 14% 0% 0% 83% 17% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
Kala/Balge 6 50% 50% 0% 67% 17% 17% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Ngala 16 56% 13% 31% 36% 45% 18% 0% 94% 63% 0% 0% 
MMC and Jere 71 48% 11% 39% 38% 36% 24% 2% 63% 10% 13% 7% 

Jere 30 40% 53% 0% 29% 43% 29% 0% 53% 20% 13% 13% 
Maiduguri 41 54% 29% 2% 43% 32% 21% 4% 71% 2% 12% 2% 

Northern Borno 83 30% 19% 51% 37% 37% 27% 0% 59% 19% 18% 4% 
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Guzamala 8 63% 13% 25% 50% 50% 0% 0% 63% 13% 25% 0% 
Kukawa 19 42% 16% 42% 45% 55% 0% 0% 58% 21% 11% 11% 
Mobbar 32 19% 31% 50% 25% 25% 50% 0% 94% 6% 0% 0% 

Nganzai 24 25% 8% 67% 38% 25% 38% 0% 88% 8% 0% 4% 
Southern Borno 192 8% 7% 84% 67% 23% 7% 3% 75% 17% 8% 0% 

Askira Uba 26 4% 0% 96% 0% 100% 0% 0% 88% 12% 0% 0% 
Bayo 25 4% 4% 92% 100% 0% 0% 0% 56% 44% 0% 0% 

Biu 35 6% 6% 89% 75% 25% 0% 0% 69% 14% 17% 0% 
Chibok 18 17% 0% 83% 33% 0% 33% 33% 94% 0% 6% 0% 
Hawul 25 4% 0% 96% 100% 0% 0% 0% 56% 20% 24% 0% 

Kwaya Kusar 34 21% 21% 59% 79% 21% 0% 0% 93% 7% 0% 0% 
Shani 29 3% 14% 83% 40% 40% 20% 0% 79% 21% 0% 0% 

 
Table 53: Agricultural Crisis Evolution Indicators, Adamawa State 

 

% farmers did not plant and harvest last 
dry season 

Are you planning on planting and 
harvesting for this rainy season (2018)? % HH 

report 
eating 
seed 

stocks 
as food 
coping 

Didn’t 
plant or 
harvest 

Planted, 
did not 
harvest 

anything 

Planted, 
partially 

harvested 

Planted, 
harvest all 

No, will 
not plant 

or 
harvest 

this rainy 
season 

 

Yes, but as 
rented 

labor for 
someone 

else 
 

Yes, will 
plant and 

harvest our 
own crops 

on 
someone 

else's land 

Yes, will 
plant and 
harvest 

our crops 
on our 

own land 

Adamawa State 58% 5% 15% 23% 1% 1% 13% 86% 39% 
IDPs 47% 6% 16% 32% 7% 7% 58% 28% 27% 

Non-Displaced 57% 5% 15% 23% 1% 1% 12% 87% 39% 
Returnees 74% 5% 9% 12% 0% 1% 19% 79% 34% 

Northern 
Adamawa 50% 6% 19% 25% 0% 2% 18% 81% 33% 

IDPs 50% 1% 8% 41% 2% 9% 64% 26% 29% 
Non-Displaced 48% 6% 20% 26% 0% 1% 16% 83% 33% 

Returnees 73% 6% 9% 12% 0% 2% 21% 77% 31% 

Southern 
Adamawa 61% 4% 13% 23% 1% 1% 11% 88% 41% 

IDPs 43% 12% 25% 20% 13% 6% 51% 30% 23% 
Non-Displaced 61% 4% 13% 23% 1% 1% 11% 88% 41% 

Returnees 78% 4% 10% 9% 1% 0% 12% 87% 41% 

 
 

Table 54: Livelihoods Crisis Evolution Indicators, Adamawa State 

 
% HH report 

spending 
savings 

% HH report 
exhausting 

savings 

% HH report 
selling 

productive 
assets 

% HH report 
selling 

productive 
assets 

exhausted 

% HH sell land 
or property 

% HH sell land 
or property 
exhausted 

% HH with 
inadequate 

shelter 

Adamawa State 39% 38% 1% 2% 1% 0% 5% 
IDPs 28% 31% 3% 2% 0% 0% 3% 

Non-Displaced 39% 38% 1% 2% 1% 0% 5% 
Returnees 42% 41% 2% 3% 1% 1% 1% 

Northern Adamawa 42% 41% 1% 1% 1% 1% 5% 
IDPs 32% 34% 4% 3% 0% 0% 1% 

Non-Displaced 43% 42% 1% 1% 1% 1% 5% 
Returnees 41% 42% 2% 3% 1% 1% 1% 

Southern Adamawa 37% 37% 1% 2% 0% 0% 5% 
IDPs 23% 38% 1% 1% 0% 0% 7% 

Non-Displaced 37% 37% 1% 2% 0% 0% 5% 
Returnees 46% 38% 1% 4% 1% 0% 2% 

 
 



 133 

REACH Nigeria Multi-Sector Needs Assessment – March 2019 

 

Table 55: Key Informant Interviews, Crisis Evolution Indicators, Adamawa State 

 

During the last rainy 
season, did flooding occur 

in this location which 
resulted in the loss of 

shelter or forced 
displacement of people? 

How many households were 
abandoned by the flooding, the last 

time it flooded? 

In the past year, how has the 
availability of wood for fuel from the 
surrounding environment changed? 

LGA 

# of 
settleme

nts / 
KIIs 

Yes, 
multipl

e 
times 

Yes, 
only 
once 

No 

Few, 
less 
than 
1/3 

Some, 
betwe
en 1/3 
and 
2/3 

Most, 
greate
r than 

2/3 
All 

Decrea
sed 

No 
Chang

e 

Increa
sed 

Was 
never 
availa

ble 

Adamawa State 503 31% 16% 53% 66% 25% 8% 1% 74% 15% 10% 1% 

Northern Adamawa 180 34% 17% 49% 70% 23% 7% 1% 76% 9% 14% 0% 
Girei 26 12% 15% 73% 43% 14% 29% 14% 77% 23% 0% 0% 
Hong 22 36% 18% 45% 58% 25% 17% 0% 73% 9% 18% 0% 

Madagali 13 62% 0% 38% 50% 38% 13% 0% 77% 0% 23% 0% 
Maiha 25 36% 12% 52% 67% 33% 0% 0% 72% 20% 8% 0% 

Michika 18 44% 11% 44% 80% 20% 0% 0% 78% 0% 22% 0% 
Mubi North 21 33% 33% 33% 86% 14% 0% 0% 76% 0% 24% 0% 
Mubi South 27 59% 22% 19% 82% 14% 5% 0% 70% 4% 26% 0% 

Song 28 11% 14% 75% 57% 43% 0% 0% 86% 11% 4% 0% 

Southern Adamawa 323 28% 16% 56% 64% 27% 9% 1% 74% 18% 7% 1% 
Demsa 24 29% 21% 50% 42% 50% 8% 0% 88% 4% 8% 0% 
Fufore 26 23% 15% 62% 60% 20% 10% 10% 69% 23% 8% 0% 
Ganye 26 42% 19% 38% 69% 25% 6% 0% 73% 23% 4% 0% 
Gombi 29 38% 10% 52% 43% 36% 21% 0% 62% 14% 24% 0% 
Guyuk 25 36% 16% 48% 62% 38% 0% 0% 80% 20% 0% 0% 

Jada 27 30% 11% 59% 91% 9% 0% 0% 78% 15% 7% 0% 
Lamurde 22 27% 14% 59% 78% 11% 11% 0% 77% 14% 9% 0% 

Mayo-Belwa 25 20% 20% 60% 70% 0% 30% 0% 76% 16% 8% 0% 
Numan 24 29% 21% 50% 50% 42% 8% 0% 67% 21% 13% 0% 

Shelleng 26 23% 19% 58% 91% 9% 0% 0% 81% 19% 0% 0% 
Toungo 27 7% 11% 81% 80% 20% 0% 0% 63% 37% 0% 0% 

Yola North 19 37% 21% 42% 55% 36% 9% 0% 63% 16% 5% 16% 
Yola South 23 26% 13% 61% 56% 33% 11% 0% 83% 13% 4% 0% 

 
Table 56: Agricultural Crisis Evolution Indicators, Yobe State 

 

% farmers did not plant and harvest last dry 
season 

Are you planning on planting and harvesting 
for this rainy season (2018)? 

 

Didn’t 
plant or 
harvest 

Planted, 
did not 
harvest 

anything 

Planted, 
partially 

harvested 

Planted, 
harvest all 

No, will 
not plant 

or 
harvest 

this rainy 
season 

 

Yes, but as 
rented 

labour for 
someone 

else 
 

Yes, will 
plant and 

harvest our 
own crops 

on 
someone 

else's land 

Yes, will 
plant and 
harvest 

our crops 
on our 

own land 

% HH 
report 
eating 
seed 

stocks 
as food 
coping 

Yobe State 15% 13% 42% 30% 3% 3% 26% 68% 17% 
IDPs 14% 28% 33% 25% 8% 3% 36% 53% 21% 

Non-Displaced 15% 12% 42% 31% 3% 3% 24% 71% 16% 
Returnees 16% 3% 64% 17% 5% 1% 56% 38% 32% 

Central Yobe 20% 15% 38% 27% 4% 3% 31% 62% 10% 
IDPs 22% 10% 41% 27% 9% 16% 47% 28% 6% 

Non-Displaced 20% 15% 38% 27% 4% 3% 30% 63% 10% 
Returnees 16% 20% 43% 21% 3% 0% 28% 69% 9% 

Northern Yobe 17% 24% 34% 25% 4% 1% 23% 72% 18% 
IDPs 12% 39% 33% 16% 11% 0% 42% 47% 25% 

Non-Displaced 20% 16% 35% 29% 0% 1% 13% 86% 14% 
Returnees 32% 3% 27% 38% 9% 6% 35% 50% 12% 

Southern Yobe 11% 10% 45% 33% 3% 3% 23% 71% 20% 
IDPs 18% 12% 27% 44% 2% 4% 19% 76% 19% 

Non-Displaced 11% 10% 45% 34% 3% 3% 22% 72% 19% 
Returnees 14% 1% 71% 14% 5% 0% 63% 33% 37% 
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Table 57: Livelihoods Crisis Evolution Indicators, Yobe State 

 

% HH report 
spending 
savings 

% HH report 
exhausting 

savings 

% HH report 
selling 

productive 
assets 

% HH report 
selling 

productive 
assets 

exhausted 

% HH sell land 
or property 

% HH sell land 
or property 
exhausted 

% household 
with 

inadequate 
shelter 

Yobe State 23% 27% 1% 2% 0% 1% 13% 
IDPs 24% 24% 2% 1% 0% 0% 21% 

Non-Displaced 24% 28% 1% 2% 0% 1% 13% 
Returnees 17% 23% 7% 10% 1% 0% 6% 

Central Yobe 11% 16% 1% 2% 1% 1% 17% 
IDPs 7% 12% 2% 2% 2% 3% 9% 

Non-Displaced 11% 16% 1% 2% 1% 1% 17% 
Returnees 17% 21% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

Northern Yobe 16% 19% 1% 1% 1% 0% 28% 
IDPs 27% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 26% 

Non-Displaced 11% 16% 2% 1% 2% 0% 28% 
Returnees 10% 14% 2% 3% 5% 0% 21% 

Southern Yobe 32% 36% 1% 2% 0% 0% 8% 
IDPs 26% 25% 5% 1% 0% 0% 14% 

Non-Displaced 33% 37% 1% 2% 0% 0% 8% 
Returnees 18% 25% 8% 4% 0% 0% 4% 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 58: Key Informant Interviews, Crisis Evolution Indicators, Yobe State 

 

During the last rainy 
season, did flooding occur 

in this location which 
resulted in the loss of 

shelter or forced 
displacement of people? 

How many households were 
abandoned by the flooding, the last 

time it flooded? 

In the past year, how has the 
availability of wood for fuel from the 
surrounding environment changed? 

LGA 

# of 
settleme

nts / 
KIIs 

Yes, 
multipl

e 
times 

Yes, 
only 
once 

No 

Few, 
less 
than 
1/3 

Some, 
betwe
en 1/3 
and 
2/3 

Most, 
greate
r than 

2/3 
All 

Decrea
sed 

No 
Chang

e 

Increa
sed 

Was 
never 
availa

ble 

Central Yobe 113 49% 14% 37% 79% 17% 4% 0% 82% 8% 8% 2% 
Bade 28 82% 11% 7% 100% 0% 0% 0% 93% 4% 4% 0% 

Bursari 26 54% 8% 39% 56% 38% 6% 0% 62% 15% 19% 4% 
Geidam 31 29% 23% 48% 75% 19% 6% 0% 87% 7% 7% 0% 
Jakusko 28 32% 14% 54% 69% 23% 8% 0% 86% 7% 4% 4% 

Northern Yobe 100 47% 20% 33% 64% 29% 8% 0% 65% 21% 11% 3% 
Karasuwa 28 33% 26% 41% 50% 31% 19% 0% 57% 25% 18% 0% 

Machina 13 62% 0% 39% 63% 38% 0% 0% 62% 15% 23% 0% 
Nguru 25 44% 40% 16% 71% 19% 10% 0% 60% 24% 4% 12% 

Yunusari 8 63% 0% 38% 80% 20% 0% 0% 88% 13% 0% 0% 
Yusufari 26 50% 12% 39% 63% 38% 0% 0% 73% 19% 8% 0% 

Southern Yobe 179 25% 17% 59% 83% 13% 4% 0% 80% 11% 7% 2% 
Damaturu 35 3% 16% 81% 83% 17% 0% 0% 49% 29% 20% 3% 

Fika 29 21% 14% 66% 80% 20% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
Fune 21 33% 14% 52% 50% 20% 30% 0% 81% 10% 10% 0% 

Gujba 11 27% 18% 55% 100% 0% 0% 0% 91% 0% 9% 0% 
Gulani 11 55% 9% 36% 100% 0% 0% 0% 91% 9% 0% 0% 

Nangere 26 19% 15% 65% 78% 22% 0% 0% 85% 4% 12% 0% 
Potiskum 25 52% 32% 16% 95% 5% 0% 0% 68% 20% 0% 12% 

Tarmua 21 10% 10% 81% 75% 25% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
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Co-occurrence of Sectoral Needs and Household Vulnerabilities 

 
Table 59: Co-occurrence of WASH needs and household vulnerabilities, Borno State: 

Strata 

WASH 
WASH + Any 
Vulnerability  

WASH + 
Female HoH 

WASH + 
PLWs  

WASH + age 
dependency 

ratio 

WASH + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

WASH + sep. 
unaccompani

ed child 
% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Borno State 14% 4.6 7% 1% 5% 2% 0% 0% 
IDPs 11% 4.6 7% 4% 3% 2% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 15% 4.6 8% 2% 5% 2% 0% 0% 
Returnees 12% 4.4 6% 2% 3% 1% 1% 0% 

Central Borno 13% 4.4 8% 3% 5% 2% 0% 0% 
IDPs 9% 4.4 6% 3% 3% 1% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 20% 4.5 13% 3% 8% 5% 1% 0% 
Returnees 9% 4.4 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 

East Borno 10% 4.8 8% 3% 5% 2% 1% 1% 
IDPs 11% 4.9 8% 4% 6% 2% 0% 1% 

Non-Displaced 7% 4.4 5% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 
Returnees 11% 4.6 6% 2% 3% 1% 3% 1% 

MMC and Jere 9% 4.6 5% 3% 2% 1% N/A 5% 
IDPs 12% 4.7 8% 2% 2% 4% N/A 8% 

Non-Displaced 8% 4.6 4% 6% 3% 1% N/A 4% 
Returnees 8% 4.3 1% 0% 1% 0% N/A 1% 

Northern Borno 13% 4.4 8% 4% 4% 2% 0% 0% 
IDPs 27% 4.6 10% 4% 4% 4% 0% 1% 

Non-Displaced 14% 4.7 12% 5% 7% 2% 1% 0% 
Returnees 4% 4.1 4% 3% 2% 1% 0% 0% 

Southern Borno 26% 4.7 13% 1% 9% 3% 0% 0% 
IDPs 9% 4.3 4% 1% 2% 1% 1% 0% 

Non-Displaced 26% 4.8 14% 1% 10% 3% 0% 0% 
Returnees 35% 5 17% 3% 10% 2% 1% 1% 

 
 
 

Table 60: Co-occurrence of health needs and household vulnerabilities, Borno State: 

Strata 

Health 
Health + Any 
Vulnerability  

Health + 
Female HoH 

Health + 
PLWs  

Health + age 
dependency 

ratio 

Health + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Health + sep. 
unaccompani

ed child 
% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Borno State 57% 4.9 28% 13% 12% 7% 1% 1% 
IDPs 35% 4.5 16% 9% 7% 4% 1% 1% 

Non-Displaced 64% 5.1 31% 15% 14% 8% 1% 1% 
Returnees 46% 4.7 25% 11% 13% 4% 2% 2% 

Central Borno 38% 4.4 15% 7% 8% 5% 1% 0% 
IDPs 26% 4.2 6% 3% 3% 2% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 55% 4.7 29% 13% 16% 8% 2% 0% 
Returnees 43% 4.9 19% 8% 5% 6% 0% 0% 

East Borno 30% 4.7 19% 9% 9% 4% 3% 2% 
IDPs 29% 4.6 17% 8% 9% 5% 2% 1% 

Non-Displaced 27% 5.4 23% 12% 9% 1% 4% 3% 
Returnees 36% 4.4 26% 12% 10% 2% 6% 6% 
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MMC and Jere 61% 4.9 30% 19% 10% 7% 0% 1% 
IDPs 53% 4.8 31% 23% 14% 7% 0% 1% 

Non-Displaced 62% 5.0 30% 19% 10% 7% 0% 1% 
Returnees 48% 4.6 26% 17% 10% 6% 3% 4% 

Northern Borno 39% 4.5 23% 12% 14% 4% 1% 2% 
IDPs 41% 4.4 19% 11% 5% 5% 0% 5% 

Non-Displaced 37% 4.6 27% 12% 18% 5% 2% 0% 
Returnees 40% 4.5 23% 11% 15% 3% 1% 1% 

Southern Borno 73% 5.4 36% 7% 22% 10% 4% 1% 
IDPs 48% 5.1 25% 3% 14% 5% 5% 3% 

Non-Displaced 74% 5.5 36% 7% 23% 10% 4% 1% 
Returnees 73% 5.1 41% 10% 21% 5% 6% 3% 

 
Table 61: Co-occurrence of nutrition needs and household vulnerabilities, Borno State: 

Strata 

Nutrition 
Nutrition + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Nutrition + 
Female HoH 

Nutrition + 
PLWs  

Nutrition + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Nutrition + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Nutrition + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Borno State 5%  3% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 
IDPs 10%  7% 1% 6% 1% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 3%  2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 
Returnees 3%  2% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 

Central Borno 11%  8% 1% 7% 1% 0% N/A 
IDPs 15%  11% 1% 10% 1% 0% N/A 

Non-Displaced 6%  4% 1% 2% 1% 1% N/A 
Returnees 3%  1% 0% 1% 0% 0% N/A 

East Borno 10%  7% 1% 6% 2% 0% 0% 
IDPs 8%  6% 2% 5% 2% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 36%  27% 0% 27% 0% 0% 0% 
Returnees 4%  3% 1% 2% 2% 0% 0% 

MMC and Jere 3%  2% 2% 1% 1% 0% N/A 
IDPs 4%  3% 2% 2% 0% 0% N/A 

Non-Displaced 3%  2% 2% 1% 1% 0% N/A 
Returnees 3%  2% 1% 0% 2% 0% N/A 

Northern Borno 5%  4% 2% 4% 2% 0% 0% 
IDPs 3%  1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 8%  7% 2% 6% 2% 0% 0% 
Returnees 3%  3% 2% 3% 2% 0% 0% 

Southern Borno 1%  1% 0% 1% 1% 0% N/A 
IDPs 1%  0% 0% 0% 0% 0% N/A 

Non-Displaced 1%  1% 0% 1% 1% 0% N/A 
Returnees 1%  1% 0% 1% 0% 0% N/A 

 
 
 

Table 62: Co-occurrence of shelter/NFI needs and household vulnerabilities, Borno State: 

Strata 

Shelter/NFI 
Shelter/NFI + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Shelter/NFI + 
Female HoH 

Shelter/NFI + 
PLWs  

Shelter/NFI + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Shelter/NFI + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Shelter/NFI + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Borno State 48% 4.6 26% 14% 13% 6% 1% 1% 
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IDPs 68% 5.1 37% 17% 21% 7% 1% 2% 
Non-Displaced 41% 4.4 22% 12% 10% 5% 1% 1% 

Returnees 60% 4.8 41% 24% 19% 11% 3% 3% 

Central Borno 70% 5.3 34% 12% 22% 6% 1% 0% 
IDPs 80% 5.6 35% 10% 26% 3% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 55% 4.9 30% 12% 18% 8% 2% 1% 
Returnees 68% 5.6 39% 28% 11% 13% 0% 0% 

East Borno 69% 4.9 48% 22% 22% 14% 4% 3% 
IDPs 72% 5.0 48% 23% 22% 16% 2% 2% 

Non-Displaced 52% 4.6 48% 12% 24% 10% 6% 5% 
Returnees 61% 4.8 46% 22% 20% 6% 11% 10% 

MMC and Jere 41% 4.5 23% 17% 9% 5% 0% 1% 
IDPs 51% 4.5 33% 27% 13% 6% 1% 1% 

Non-Displaced 40% 4.5 22% 16% 8% 5% 0% 1% 
Returnees 38% 4.6 27% 17% 9% 6% 3% 3% 

Northern Borno 66% 4.9 47% 25% 28% 13% 2% 4% 
IDPs 55% 5.4 33% 15% 17% 5% 0% 10% 

Non-Displaced 71% 5.1 54% 25% 36% 13% 2% 1% 
Returnees 68% 4.5 50% 31% 28% 16% 2% 2% 

Southern Borno 35% 4.3 15% 2% 11% 4% 2% 1% 
IDPs 43% 4.4 19% 4% 12% 3% 2% 2% 

Non-Displaced 35% 4.2 15% 1% 11% 4% 2% 1% 
Returnees 32% 4.5 18% 4% 9% 3% 2% 1% 

 
 
 

Table 63: Co-occurrence of food security needs and household vulnerabilities, Borno State: 

Strata 

Food Security 
Food Security 

+ Any 
Vulnerability  

Food Security 
+ Female HoH 

Food Security 
+ PLWs  

Food Security 
+ age 

dependency 
ratio 

Food Security 
+ chronic ill / 

disabled 

Food Security 
+ sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Borno State 61% 5.2 32% 16% 14% 7% 1% 1% 
IDPs 82% 5.6 42% 20% 23% 8% 1% 1% 

Non-Displaced 54% 5.1 27% 14% 11% 7% 1% 1% 
Returnees 72% 5.1 42% 23% 20% 10% 4% 2% 

Central Borno 89% 5.4 40% 13% 26% 7% 1% 0% 
IDPs 93% 5.7 39% 12% 27% 4% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 82% 5.1 42% 12% 25% 9% 4% 1% 
Returnees 92% 5.1 43% 27% 13% 14% 0% 0% 

East Borno 72% 5.8 49% 20% 24% 13% 4% 4% 
IDPs 71% 5.8 46% 20% 23% 15% 3% 2% 

Non-Displaced 93% 6.3 72% 16% 45% 13% 6% 5% 
Returnees 69% 5.5 51% 23% 21% 7% 11% 11% 

MMC and Jere 59% 5.2 31% 21% 9% 8% 0% 1% 
IDPs 83% 5.6 51% 38% 20% 9% 1% 1% 

Non-Displaced 56% 5.1 28% 19% 7% 8% 0% 1% 
Returnees 55% 4.5 31% 21% 9% 6% 2% 0% 

Northern Borno 68% 5.1 42% 21% 26% 11% 2% 2% 
IDPs 67% 5.2 33% 12% 18% 6% 0% 7% 

Non-Displaced 69% 4.8 49% 20% 31% 15% 2% 1% 
Returnees 68% 5.2 43% 27% 26% 11% 4% 1% 
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Southern Borno 41% 4.9 19% 3% 12% 4% 3% 1% 
IDPs 49% 4.8 26% 5% 13% 5% 5% 2% 

Non-Displaced 39% 4.9 18% 3% 12% 4% 2% 1% 
Returnees 55% 4.8 31% 8% 16% 4% 4% 3% 

 
 
 

Table 64: Co-occurrence of livelihoods needs and household vulnerabilities, Borno State: 

Strata 

Livelihoods 
Livelihood + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Livelihood + 
Female HoH 

Livelihood + 
PLWs  

Livelihood + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Livelihood + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Livelihood + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Borno State 43% 4.3 22% 9% 13% 6% 1% 1% 
IDPs 41% 4.4 26% 12% 15% 4% 1% 1% 

Non-Displaced 52% 4.2 21% 8% 12% 6% 1% 1% 
Returnees 40% 4.5 25% 12% 11% 7% 2% 1% 

Central Borno 63% 4.3 27% 9% 17% 6% 1% 0% 
IDPs 62% 4.3 22% 6% 17% 2% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 67% 4.2 34% 13% 19% 10% 3% 0% 
Returnees 49% 4.6 29% 18% 9% 11% 0% 0% 

East Borno 49% 4.7 33% 15% 16% 9% 2% 1% 
IDPs 47% 4.6 30% 15% 14% 10% 2% 1% 

Non-Displaced 67% 5.2 53% 12% 32% 10% 3% 2% 
Returnees 53% 4.6 35% 13% 18% 6% 5% 5% 

MMC and Jere 41% 4.1 22% 12% 11% 6% 0% 1% 
IDPs 46% 4.3 34% 25% 15% 5% 1% 1% 

Non-Displaced 40% 4.1 20% 10% 10% 7% 0% 1% 
Returnees 54% 4.4 30% 19% 8% 7% 2% 2% 

Northern Borno 39% 4.4 24% 12% 13% 6% 1% 2% 
IDPs 35% 4.6 14% 6% 3% 1% 0% 5% 

Non-Displaced 57% 4.1 40% 16% 26% 10% 2% 1% 
Returnees 27% 4.5 18% 11% 9% 6% 1% 1% 

Southern Borno 35% 4.4 17% 2% 13% 3% 2% 0% 
IDPs 36% 4.3 18% 2% 11% 5% 2% 1% 

Non-Displaced 34% 4.4 17% 1% 13% 3% 2% 0% 
Returnees 46% 4.6 26% 6% 15% 3% 2% 2% 

 
Table 65: Co-occurrence of education needs and household vulnerabilities, Borno State: 

Strata 

Education 
Education + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Education + 
Female HoH 

Education + 
PLWs  

Education + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Education + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Education + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Borno State 70% 6.1 37% 17% 18% 11% 1% 1% 
IDPs 71% 5.8 40% 19% 22% 8% 1% 1% 

Non-Displaced 70% 6.2 36% 16% 17% 13% 1% 1% 
Returnees 65% 6.0 39% 21% 18% 11% 3% 2% 

Central Borno 73% 6.2 36% 13% 22% 8% 1% 0% 
IDPs 69% 5.7 33% 12% 22% 4% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 80% 6.8 41% 11% 25% 13% 4% 1% 
Returnees 76% 7.3 36% 23% 11% 13% 0% 0% 

East Borno 67% 5.3 46% 21% 25% 13% 3% 3% 
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IDPs 67% 5.4 46% 21% 24% 14% 2% 2% 
Non-Displaced 64% 4.3 57% 14% 42% 5% 4% 3% 

Returnees 64% 5.7 46% 22% 21% 8% 9% 8% 

MMC and Jere 68% 6.2 36% 22% 14% 12% 0% 1% 
IDPs 81% 6.5 49% 33% 23% 10% 1% 1% 

Non-Displaced 67% 6.2 34% 20% 13% 13% 0% 1% 
Returnees 56% 4.8 31% 18% 9% 11% 2% 0% 

Northern Borno 59% 5.7 40% 20% 21% 12% 1% 4% 
IDPs 58% 5.4 32% 13% 13% 6% 0% 10% 

Non-Displaced 64% 6.0 48% 20% 30% 16% 2% 1% 
Returnees 56% 5.8 39% 24% 19% 14% 2% 2% 

Southern Borno 74% 6.2 35% 7% 21% 12% 3% 1% 
IDPs 66% 5.8 30% 7% 16% 8% 3% 2% 

Non-Displaced 75% 6.3 35% 7% 21% 12% 3% 1% 
Returnees 76% 5.2 40% 10% 22% 5% 4% 2% 

 
Table 66: Co-occurrence of protection needs and household vulnerabilities, Borno State: 

Strata 

Protection 
Protection + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Protection + 
Female HoH 

Protection + 
PLWs  

Protection + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Protection + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Protection + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Borno State 23% 4.3 14% 7% 6% 5% 1% 1% 
IDPs 32% 4.4 21% 9% 10% 6% 1% 1% 

Non-Displaced 17% 4.3 10% 5% 4% 4% 1% 0% 
Returnees 60% 4.5 38% 20% 20% 11% 3% 2% 

Central Borno 28% 4.4 16% 6% 10% 5% 1% 0% 
IDPs 17% 4.2 12% 4% 8% 2% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 43% 4.4 24% 8% 13% 10% 2% 1% 
Returnees 30% 5.2 11% 10% 6% 4% 0% 0% 

East Borno 65% 4.7 45% 22% 21% 14% 3% 3% 
IDPs 69% 4.7 47% 23% 22% 16% 2% 2% 

Non-Displaced 31% 4.6 22% 7% 14% 3% 3% 3% 
Returnees 61% 4.7 44% 23% 20% 7% 6% 6% 

MMC and Jere 16% 4.3 9% 6% 2% 3% 0% 0% 
IDPs 16% 4.1 10% 7% 3% 3% 1% 0% 

Non-Displaced 16% 4.3 9% 6% 2% 3% 0% 0% 
Returnees 0%        

Northern Borno 80% 4.5 52% 25% 26% 18% 2% 3% 
IDPs 76% 4.8 38% 13% 12% 16% 0% 8% 

Non-Displaced 67% 4.5 48% 22% 28% 15% 2% 1% 
Returnees 93% 4.3 62% 33% 33% 21% 4% 2% 

Southern Borno 8% 4.2 6% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 
IDPs 18% 4.7 11% 3% 5% 1% 2% 2% 

Non-Displaced 7% 4.2 5% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 
Returnees 26% 4.2 15% 3% 9% 2% 2% 1% 
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Table 67: Co-occurrence of WASH needs and household vulnerabilities, Adamawa State: 

Strata 

WASH 
WASH + Any 
Vulnerability  

WASH + 
Female HoH 

WASH + 
PLWs  

WASH + age 
dependency 

ratio 

WASH + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

WASH + sep. 
unaccompani

ed child 
% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Adamawa 
State 

62% 5.2 
27% 3% 20% 5% 2% 1% 

IDPs 16% 4.7 9% 4% 5% 2% 0% 0% 
Non-Displaced 63% 5.2 28% 3% 20% 5% 2% 1% 

Returnees 40% 5.1 19% 3% 11% 3% 3% 2% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

51% 5.2 
23% 3% 13% 6% 4% 1% 

IDPs 9% 4.7 5% 2% 3% 1% 0% 2% 
Non-Displaced 54% 5.3 24% 3% 14% 6% 4% 1% 

Returnees 31% 5.1 17% 3% 9% 2% 3% 1% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

66% 5.2 
29% 3% 22% 4% 2% 1% 

IDPs 26% 4.7 14% 6% 8% 3% 0% 0% 
Non-Displaced 66% 5.2 29% 3% 22% 4% 2% 1% 

Returnees 71% 5.2 26% 4% 16% 3% 3% 2% 

 
Table 68: Co-occurrence of health needs and household vulnerabilities, Adamawa State: 

Strata 

Health 
Health + Any 
Vulnerability  

Health + 
Female HoH 

Health + 
PLWs  

Health + age 
dependency 

ratio 

Health + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Health + sep. 
unaccompani

ed child 
% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Adamawa 
State 

87% 5.6 
38% 5% 27% 7% 3% 2% 

IDPs 84% 5.2 48% 18% 24% 11% 5% 6% 
Non-Displaced 87% 5.6 38% 4% 27% 7% 3% 2% 

Returnees 82% 5.8 42% 8% 24% 9% 7% 6% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

82% 5.6 
36% 6% 21% 9% 5% 3% 

IDPs 83% 5.0 50% 13% 31% 11% 5% 8% 
Non-Displaced 82% 5.6 35% 5% 21% 9% 5% 3% 

Returnees 80% 5.8 43% 9% 24% 10% 7% 7% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

88% 5.6 
39% 4% 29% 7% 2% 2% 

IDPs 86% 5.3 44% 24% 17% 10% 5% 2% 
Non-Displaced 88% 5.6 39% 4% 29% 7% 2% 2% 

Returnees 89% 5.8 37% 5% 24% 5% 5% 4% 

 
 
 

Table 69: Co-occurrence of nutrition needs and household vulnerabilities, Adamawa State: 

Strata 

Nutrition 
Nutrition + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Nutrition + 
Female HoH 

Nutrition + 
PLWs  

Nutrition + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Nutrition + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Nutrition + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Adamawa 
State 

3% 
 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 

IDPs 3%  1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 
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Non-Displaced 3%  2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 
Returnees 2%  1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

5% 
 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 

IDPs 0%  0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Non-Displaced 5%  2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 

Returnees 1%  1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

2% 
 2% 0% 2% 0% N/A 0% 

IDPs 6%  2% 2% 2% 2% N/A 0% 
Non-Displaced 2%  2% 0% 2% 0% N/A 0% 

Returnees 4%  2% 0% 2% 0% N/A 0% 

 
 
 

Table 70: Co-occurrence of shelter/NFI needs and household vulnerabilities, Adamawa State: 

Strata 

Shelter/NFI 
Shelter/NFI + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Shelter/NFI + 
Female HoH 

Shelter/NFI + 
PLWs  

Shelter/NFI + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Shelter/NFI + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Shelter/NFI + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Adamawa 
State 

48% 4.5 
21% 3% 14% 5% 2% 2% 

IDPs 70% 4.7 40% 15% 21% 9% 4% 5% 
Non-Displaced 47% 4.4 20% 3% 13% 4% 2% 2% 

Returnees 67% 4.6 34% 7% 19% 7% 4% 5% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

51% 4.4 
25% 5% 13% 7% 4% 3% 

IDPs 75% 4.7 43% 12% 24% 10% 5% 8% 
Non-Displaced 49% 4.4 23% 4% 12% 7% 4% 3% 

Returnees 69% 4.7 37% 9% 21% 9% 4% 6% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

46% 4.5 
19% 3% 14% 4% 1% 2% 

IDPs 64% 4.7 36% 19% 17% 9% 3% 2% 
Non-Displaced 46% 4.4 19% 2% 14% 4% 1% 1% 

Returnees 58% 4.5 24% 4% 14% 2% 4% 2% 

 
 
 

Table 71: Co-occurrence of food security needs and household vulnerabilities, Adamawa State: 

Strata 

Food Security 
Food Security 

+ Any 
Vulnerability  

Food Security 
+ Female HoH 

Food Security 
+ PLWs  

Food Security 
+ age 

dependency 
ratio 

Food Security 
+ chronic ill / 

disabled 

Food Security 
+ sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Adamawa 
State 

66% 6.1 
29% 4% 20% 6% 2% 2% 

IDPs 82% 6.5 48% 17% 26% 11% 5% 6% 
Non-Displaced 66% 6.1 29% 4% 20% 6% 2% 2% 

Returnees 81% 6.5 40% 8% 23% 7% 6% 5% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

69% 6.2 
32% 6% 18% 9% 4% 3% 

IDPs 82% 6.5 52% 13% 31% 12% 5% 9% 
Non-Displaced 67% 6.1 31% 5% 17% 9% 4% 3% 
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Returnees 78% 6.4 41% 9% 22% 8% 7% 5% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

66% 6.0 
28% 4% 20% 5% 1% 2% 

IDPs 81% 6.4 44% 22% 20% 10% 5% 2% 
Non-Displaced 65% 6.0 28% 4% 20% 5% 1% 2% 

Returnees 92% 6.7 37% 5% 25% 4% 3% 4% 

 
 
 

Table 72: Co-occurrence of livelihoods needs and household vulnerabilities, Adamawa State: 

Strata 

Livelihoods 
Livelihood + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Livelihood + 
Female HoH 

Livelihood + 
PLWs  

Livelihood + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Livelihood + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Livelihood + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Adamawa 
State 

48% 4.4 
22% 3% 15% 4% 2% 2% 

IDPs 64% 4.5 38% 14% 19% 9% 4% 4% 
Non-Displaced 48% 4.4 21% 2% 15% 4% 2% 2% 

Returnees 66% 4.5 34% 6% 21% 8% 4% 5% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

49% 4.5 
23% 3% 12% 6% 4% 3% 

IDPs 69% 4.3 41% 10% 23% 10% 5% 6% 
Non-Displaced 47% 4.5 21% 3% 11% 6% 4% 2% 

Returnees 69% 4.5 37% 7% 22% 10% 5% 5% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

48% 4.4 
21% 2% 16% 3% 1% 2% 

IDPs 57% 4.7 35% 19% 14% 8% 4% 0% 
Non-Displaced 48% 4.4 21% 2% 16% 3% 1% 2% 

Returnees 55% 4.4 25% 3% 18% 3% 2% 4% 

 
 
 

Table 73: Co-occurrence of education needs and household vulnerabilities, Adamawa State: 

Strata 

Education 
Education + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Education + 
Female HoH 

Education + 
PLWs  

Education + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Education + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Education + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Adamawa 
State 

88% 7.3 
40% 5% 28% 8% 3% 2% 

IDPs 79% 6.0 46% 15% 27% 9% 5% 5% 
Non-Displaced 88% 7.3 40% 4% 28% 8% 2% 2% 

Returnees 90% 6.5 46% 8% 28% 11% 6% 6% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

84% 7.1 
39% 5% 24% 11% 5% 3% 

IDPs 78% 6.4 51% 13% 33% 11% 5% 8% 
Non-Displaced 84% 7.2 38% 5% 23% 11% 4% 3% 

Returnees 88% 6.4 48% 8% 28% 12% 7% 7% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

89% 7.3 
40% 4% 30% 7% 2% 2% 

IDPs 80% 5.5 38% 18% 19% 7% 5% 2% 
Non-Displaced 89% 7.3 40% 4% 30% 7% 2% 2% 

Returnees 96% 6.9 39% 5% 25% 5% 5% 4% 
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Table 74: Co-occurrence of protection needs and household vulnerabilities, Adamawa State: 

Strata 

Protection 
Protection + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Protection + 
Female HoH 

Protection + 
PLWs  

Protection + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Protection + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Protection + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Adamawa 
State 

 7% 4.3 
4% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

IDPs 11% 4.7 6% 5% 3% 3% 0% 1% 
Non-Displaced 6% 4.3 3% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 

Returnees 21% 4.8 8% 2% 5% 3% 1% 1% 

Northern 
Adamawa 

10% 4.5 
6% 1% 1% 1% 3% 0% 

IDPs 16% 4.3 7% 6% 4% 3% 0% 2% 
Non-Displaced 9% 4.4 5% 0% 1% 1% 4% 0% 

Returnees 18% 4.9 8% 2% 4% 3% 0% 1% 

Southern 
Adamawa 

6% 4.2 
3% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 

IDPs 6% 5.0 4% 3% 1% 2% 0% 0% 
Non-Displaced 5% 4.2 3% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 

Returnees 29% 4.5 11% 3% 6% 1% 1% 0% 

 
 
 

Table 75: Co-occurrence of WASH needs and household vulnerabilities, Yobe State: 

Strata 

WASH 
WASH + Any 
Vulnerability  

WASH + 
Female HoH 

WASH + 
PLWs  

WASH + age 
dependency 

ratio 

WASH + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

WASH + sep. 
unaccompani

ed child 
% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Yobe State 20% 4.8 11% 2% 8% 3% 2% 1% 
IDPs 14% 4.7 7% 2% 5% 2% 2% 0% 

Non-Displaced 21% 4.8 12% 2% 8% 3% 2% 1% 
Returnees 14% 4.9 9% 3% 4% 8% 0% 0% 

Central Yobe 22% 4.7 13% 1% 9% 3% 3% 2% 
IDPs 9% 5.0 6% 2% 3% 2% 1% 0% 

Non-Displaced 22% 4.7 13% 1% 9% 3% 3% 2% 
Returnees 21% 4.3 8% 3% 3% 1% 1% 1% 

Northern Yobe 27% 4.6 12% 2% 8% 3% 3% 1% 
IDPs 15% 4.6 5% 0% 5% 0% 2% 0% 

Non-Displaced 34% 4.6 16% 2% 10% 4% 3% 1% 
Returnees 14% 4.2 14% 5% 2% 10% 0% 0% 

Southern Yobe 18% 4.9 10% 2% 7% 3% 0% 1% 
IDPs 13% 4.7 11% 5% 6% 5% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 18% 4.9 10% 2% 7% 3% 1% 1% 
Returnees 13% 5.3 8% 0% 4% 8% 0% 0% 
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Table 76: Co-occurrence of health needs and household vulnerabilities, Yobe State: 

Strata 

Health 
Health + Any 
Vulnerability  

Health + 
Female HoH 

Health + 
PLWs  

Health + age 
dependency 

ratio 

Health + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Health + sep. 
unaccompani

ed child 
% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Yobe State 71% 5.1 42% 6% 27% 10% 7% 5% 
IDPs 69% 5.3 40% 16% 22% 6% 3% 1% 

Non-Displaced 72% 5.2 42% 5% 27% 10% 8% 6% 
Returnees 74% 5.4 56% 17% 45% 21% 15% 1% 

Central Yobe 67% 5.3 40% 4% 29% 8% 9% 4% 
IDPs 64% 4.8 39% 11% 27% 10% 8% 3% 

Non-Displaced 67% 5.3 40% 4% 29% 8% 9% 4% 
Returnees 59% 5.5 34% 8% 19% 6% 3% 3% 

Northern Yobe 69% 5.2 39% 10% 19% 9% 7% 2% 
IDPs 69% 5.5 44% 20% 21% 5% 3% 0% 

Non-Displaced 69% 5.0 36% 5% 18% 11% 9% 2% 
Returnees 62% 4.8 41% 7% 19% 19% 10% 2% 

Southern Yobe 75% 5.3 44% 6% 28% 11% 7% 7% 
IDPs 69% 4.8 31% 8% 23% 7% 2% 1% 

Non-Displaced 75% 5.3 44% 7% 27% 10% 8% 7% 
Returnees 78% 5.5 61% 0% 52% 23% 0% 1% 

 
 
 

Table 77: Co-occurrence of nutrition needs and household vulnerabilities, Yobe State: 

Strata 

Nutrition 
Nutrition + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Nutrition + 
Female HoH 

Nutrition + 
PLWs  

Nutrition + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Nutrition + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Nutrition + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Yobe State 6%  5% 1% 4% 2% 1% 0% 
IDPs 3%  3% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 6%  5% 0% 4% 2% 1% 0% 
Returnees 14%  13% 0% 13% 3% 0% 0% 

Central Yobe 9%  7% 1% 6% 3% 1% 0% 
IDPs 7%  5% 1% 3% 1% 1% 1% 

Non-Displaced 9%  7% 1% 6% 3% 1% 0% 
Returnees 7%  6% 1% 4% 1% 1% 0% 

Northern Yobe 6%  3% 1% 2% 1% 0% N/A 
IDPs 2%  2% 2% 2% 0% 0% N/A 

Non-Displaced 7%  3% 0% 2% 1% 0% N/A 
Returnees 7%  5% 0% 5% 0% 0% N/A 

Southern Yobe 4%  4% 0% 4% 1% 0% 0% 
IDPs 2%  2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 4%  3% 0% 3% 1% 0% 0% 
Returnees 15%  15% 0% 15% 4% 0% 0% 
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Table 78: Co-occurrence of shelter/NFI needs and household vulnerabilities, Yobe State: 

Strata 

Shelter/NFI 
Shelter/NFI + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Shelter/NFI + 
Female HoH 

Shelter/NFI + 
PLWs  

Shelter/NFI + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Shelter/NFI + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Shelter/NFI + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Yobe State 55% 4.8 32% 7% 19% 7% 5% 4% 
IDPs 56% 5.1 28% 10% 17% 3% 3% 1% 

Non-Displaced 55% 4.7 32% 7% 19% 7% 6% 4% 
Returnees 50% 4.7 41% 2% 35% 16% 1% 1% 

Central Yobe 68% 4.6 30% 9% 24% 8% 7% 3% 
IDPs 74% 5.0 43% 16% 24% 14% 7% 2% 

Non-Displaced 68% 4.9 40% 9% 24% 7% 7% 3% 
Returnees 47% 4.4 24% 7% 15% 3% 16% 2% 

Northern Yobe 62% 5.1 28% 8% 14% 5% 6% 1% 
IDPs 54% 5.4 25% 9% 15% 1% 3% 0% 

Non-Displaced 67% 5.0 29% 7% 13% 7% 7% 1% 
Returnees 48% 4.8 29% 14% 7% 7% 7% 2% 

Southern Yobe 46% 4.6 28% 5% 17% 7% 4% 5% 
IDPs 52% 4.4 28% 7% 20% 3% 1% 1% 

Non-Displaced 45% 4.6 28% 5% 16% 6% 5% 6% 
Returnees 51% 4.8 45% 0% 41% 19% 0% 0% 

 
 
 

Table 79: Co-occurrence of food security needs and household vulnerabilities, Yobe State: 

Strata 

Food Security 
Food Security 

+ Any 
Vulnerability  

Food Security 
+ Female HoH 

Food Security 
I + PLWs  

Food Security 
+ age 

dependency 
ratio 

Food Security 
+ chronic ill / 

disabled 

Food Security 
+ sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Yobe State 66% 6.2 38% 5% 24% 9% 7% 4% 
IDPs 82% 6.2 42% 12% 27% 7% 2% 1% 

Non-Displaced 64% 6.1 37% 5% 23% 9% 8% 4% 
Returnees 72% 6.9 56% 2% 45% 21% 1% 1% 

Central Yobe 64% 6.1 37% 5% 24% 9% 9% 3% 
IDPs 83% 6.4 46% 15% 27% 15% 8% 3% 

Non-Displaced 64% 6.1 37% 5% 24% 9% 9% 3% 
Returnees 58% 5.5 30% 4% 19% 5% 2% 3% 

Northern Yobe 76% 6.1 39% 7% 22% 9% 7% 1% 
IDPs 82% 6.1 43% 14% 26% 6% 1% 0% 

Non-Displaced 73% 6 37% 3% 21% 11% 10% 1% 
Returnees 69% 6.1 43% 19% 14% 17% 10% 0% 

Southern Yobe 64% 6.3 37% 4% 24% 9% 7% 6% 
IDPs 83% 6.4 40% 8% 32% 6% 2% 1% 

Non-Displaced 63% 6.2 36% 4% 22% 9% 7% 6% 
Returnees 74% 7.2 61% 0% 52% 23% 0% 1% 
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Table 80: Co-occurrence of livelihoods needs and household vulnerabilities, Yobe State: 

Strata 

Livelihoods 
Livelihood + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Livelihood + 
Female HoH 

Livelihood + 
PLWs  

Livelihood + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Livelihood + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Livelihood + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Yobe State 47% 4.3 29% 3% 20% 8% 5% 3% 
IDPs 56% 4.2 34% 9% 23% 5% 2% 1% 

Non-Displaced 46% 4.3 28% 3% 19% 8% 6% 3% 
Returnees 66% 4.4 47% 1% 41% 18% 1% 1% 

Central Yobe 49% 4.3 30% 3% 23% 8% 6% 3% 
IDPs 60% 4.4 36% 11% 24% 11% 9% 3% 

Non-Displaced 48% 4.3 30% 3% 23% 8% 5% 3% 
Returnees 50% 4.2 34% 7% 21% 7% 2% 2% 

Northern Yobe 50% 4.2 30% 5% 19% 8% 4% 1% 
IDPs 56% 4.0 35% 9% 23% 5% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 47% 4.3 26% 2% 17% 9% 5% 1% 
Returnees 50% 4.6 38% 2% 21% 17% 7% 2% 

Southern Yobe 46% 4.4 28% 3% 18% 8% 5% 3% 
IDPs 53% 4.4 31% 7% 24% 3% 1% 0% 

Non-Displaced 45% 4.4 27% 3% 17% 8% 6% 3% 
Returnees 70% 4.4 50% 0% 45% 19% 0% 0% 

 
 
 

Table 81: Co-occurrence of education needs and household vulnerabilities, Yobe State: 

Strata 

Education 
Education + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Education + 
Female HoH 

Education + 
PLWs  

Education + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Education + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Education + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Yobe State 77% 7.0 46% 6% 30% 11% 8% 5% 
IDPs 83% 7.6 48% 17% 28% 8% 3% 1% 

Non-Displaced 77% 7.0 46% 6% 30% 11% 8% 5% 
Returnees 63% 7.2 41% 2% 33% 10% 2% 1% 

Central Yobe 74% 6.9 46% 4% 34% 10% 9% 4% 
IDPs 80% 7.0 47% 17% 28% 17% 8% 4% 

Non-Displaced 74% 6.9 46% 4% 34% 10% 10% 4% 
Returnees 63% 6.3 37% 4% 24% 9% 3% 3% 

Northern Yobe 81% 7.7 43% 9% 23% 11% 7% 2% 
IDPs 81% 7.7 49% 20% 26% 6% 3% 0% 

Non-Displaced 81% 7.7 39% 3% 22% 14% 9% 2% 
Returnees 76% 6.9 55% 17% 21% 24% 12% 2% 

Southern Yobe 77% 6.9 46% 7% 30% 12% 7% 6% 
IDPs 88% 7.7 47% 10% 34% 9% 2% 1% 

Non-Displaced 77% 6.9 46% 7% 30% 12% 7% 7% 
Returnees 61% 7.4 40% 0% 35% 9% 0% 0% 
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Table 82: Co-occurrence of protection needs and household vulnerabilities, Yobe State: 

Strata 

Protection 
Protection + 

Any 
Vulnerability  

Protection + 
Female HoH 

Protection + 
PLWs  

Protection + 
age 

dependency 
ratio 

Protection + 
chronic ill / 

disabled 

Protection + 
sep. 

unaccompani
ed child 

% in 
need 

Avg. 
Severity 
Score 

Yobe State 3% 4.1 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 
IDPs 10% 4.2 6% 1% 5% 1% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 2% 4.1 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 
Returnees 3% 4.3 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 

Central Yobe 3% 4.0 2% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 
IDPs 13% 4.7 10% 5% 4% 3% 2% 1% 

Non-Displaced 3% 4.0 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Returnees 28% 4.1 17% 4% 9% 5% 2% 0% 

Northern Yobe 3% n/a 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 
IDPs 7% n/a 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 1% n/a 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Returnees 2% n/a 2% 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 

Southern Yobe 2% 4.2 2% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 
IDPs 15% 4.3 13% 1% 12% 1% 0% 0% 

Non-Displaced 2% 4.2 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 
Returnees 0% 5.0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
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Protection Mainstreaming Scoring 

 
Table 83: % of HHs Affirming Protection Mainstreaming Questions, State level: 

 % of “yes” 
responses, 
irrespective 
of population 
group, per 
state strata 

Q1: In the last 
6 months, 
have you or 
leaders in your 
community 
been asked 
about what aid 
you would like 
to receive? 

Q2: Was the 
aid you 
received 
appropriate to 
your needs or 
the needs of 
the 
community? 

Q3: Did you 
feel safe while 
receiving 
assistance? 

Q4: Did you 
feel you were 
treated with 
respect by aid 
workers? 

Q5: Was 
anyone 
excluded from 
the 
assistance? 

Q6: Have you 
or anyone you 
know in your 
community 
ever raised 
any concerns 
on the 
assistance 
you received? 

Q7: If yes, 
were you 
satisfied with 
the response 
you received 
from aid 
workers on 
your concern? 

Borno 
State 

17% 76% 99% 98% 38% 10% 33% 

Adamawa 
State 

5% 87% 100% 100% 12% 5% 41% 

Yobe State 15% 72% 96% 95% 48% 11% 35% 

 
 

Table 84: Protection Mainstreaming Scoring, State and Domain levels, by population group 

 
  

Location / Pop group Overall Non-displaced IDP Returnee

Borno state 64% 64% 79% 64%

Central Borno 79% 71% 79% 71%

East Borno 71% 71% 71% 75%

MMC/Jere 64% 61% 71% 61%

Northern Borno 71% 71% 75% 64%

Southern Borno 71% 71% 71% 64%

Adamawa State 71% 71% 71% 64%

Northern Adamawa 71% 71% 64% 64%

Southern Adamawa 68% 68% 68% 61%

Yobe State 64% 64% 75% 64%

Central Yobe 68% 68% 64% 71%

Northern Yobe 71% 71% 75% 64%

Southern Yobe 57% 57% 68% 68%

 
INDICATOR: % of beneficiaries (disaggregated by sex, age and diversity) reporting that humanitarian 

assistance is delivered in a safe, accessible, accountable and participatory manner. 
 



 149 

REACH Nigeria Multi-Sector Needs Assessment – March 2019 

 

Table 85: Protection Mainstreaming Scoring, LGA level: 

 

 

B
O

R
N

O
 S

T
A

T
E

 

Central Borno East Borno MMC/Jere Northern Borno Southern Borno 

Damboa 
79% 

Bama 
82% 

Jere 71% Abadam   
Askira 
Uba N/A 

Gubio 68% Dikwa 64% MMC 64% Mobbar 64% Bayo N/A 

Kaga N/A Gwoza 75%     Guzamala 64% Biu 61% 

Konduga 68% Kala Balge 86%     Kukawa 70% Chibok 68% 

Mafa 75% Ngala 79%     Nganzai 75% Hawul 68% 

Magumeri 
75%       

      
Kwaya 
Kusar 75% 

Marte               Shani N/A 

Monguno 82%                 

A
D

A
M

A
W

A
 S

T
A

T
E

 

Northern Adamawa Southern Adamawa             

Girei 64% Demsa N/A             

Hong 64% Fufore N/A             

Madagali 64% Ganye N/A             

Maiha 64% Gombi N/A             

Michika 64% Guyuk N/A             

Mubi north 75% Jada N/A             

Mubi south 61% Lamurde N/A             

Song N/A Mayo Belwa N/A             

    Numan N/A             

    Shelleng 68%             

    Toungo N/A             

    Yola north 79%             

    Yola south 68%             

Y
O

B
E

 S
T

A
T

E
 

Central Yobe Northern Yobe Southern Yobe         

Bade 64% Karasuwa 71% Damaturu 54%         

Bursari 71% Machina 75% Fika 64%         

Geidam 71% Nguru 75% Fune 68%         

Jakusko 64% Yunusari 64% Gujba 75%         

    Yusufari 68% Gulani 75%         

        Nangare 68%         

        Potiskum 57%         

        Tarmua 64%         

 

 
INDICATOR: % of beneficiaries (disaggregated by sex, age and diversity) reporting that humanitarian 

assistance is delivered in a safe, accessible, accountable and participatory manner. 
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