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Executive Summary 
 

 On average, half of refugee 

households surveyed were headed 

by women and the average age of 

household heads among refugee 

groups ranged between 36 to 40 

years. 

 Refugee communities were largely 

dependent on assistance, begging 

and occasional daily unskilled wage 

labour opportunities when 

compared to host community 

members who were more 

dependent on agriculture as a 

means of livelihood. 

 

 Refugees in host communities were 

more likely to have better access to 

wage labour opportunities than 

refugees in the settlements. 

Insufficient job opportunities was 

the most commonly reported 

livelihood constraint across refugee 

populations. 

 

 The overall food security situation 

of surveyed refugees was worse 

compared to their host communities. Within the refugee groups, refugees living with 

host communities were more likely to be food insecure than refugees in settlements. 

The profiles of food insecure households included female-headed households, heads of 

households with low or no educational level, households’ dependent on assistance, 

begging or having no income source and households with no assets. 

 Refugees in general were likely to have poor dietary diversity compared to host 

communities. Over 40 percent of refugee households living in host communities and 

28 percent of refugees in settlements had poor diet. Households with poor food 

consumption relied on cereal or tubers, vegetables and oil as staple diets a week prior 

to the assessment. The findings also indicated that the earlier the refugees households 

arrived, the more likely they were to have poor dietary diversity. 

 

 Majority of refugee households applied food consumption-based coping strategies. The 

use of coping strategies within these households indicates food shortages, inducing 

households to reduce food portion size and rely on less expensive food, which were 

assessed as the most commonly used coping strategies applied by refugee 

communities.  
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 A larger proportion of refugees’ households spent more than 65 percent of their total 

expenditures on food compared to host communities. The comparison between 

refugees and host communities with regards to their expenditure on food was 

compromised by the fact that only some refugees have access to food from assistance, 

which limits the need to purchase food from the market. 

 

 Refugees and host communities had undergone stressful experiences prior to the 

assessments. Overall, above 70 percent of refugees in settlements, 80 percent of 

refugees in host communities and 65 percent of host community households were 

adopting emergency and crisis livelihood coping strategies, which included sale of 

productive assets, sending households members to beg and engaging in illegal income 

activities such theft and prostitution. 

 

 The top three priorities of refugees and host households across the three states 

included food assistance, livelihood, health/medical and educational assistance. It was 

noticed that a higher proportion of refugees that indicated these priorities were in 

Benue states. While Health and medical assistance appeared crucial given that over 

one third of refugees had indicated that the most severe shocks faced during the last 

three month was sickness of households’ members. 

 

 Across the three states and LGAs surveyed, there were four times more village markets 

found than hub/key markets, village markets also being the easiest to access by the 

refugee and host community households. Moreover, most markets functioned once a 

week except in Taraba state while the most commonly practiced type of trading activity 

was retailing where about three-quarters of traders reported engaging in this form of 

trade.  

 

 The market availability of the most important food commodities in the staple diet of 

refugees which consists of garri, rice, yam and beans were generally; very low-to-low 

availability for rice and beans, medium to high for garri and yam for retailers.  While 

NFIs availability differed from low to medium in Cross Rivers State, very high in Benue 

State and high to very high in Taraba State. 

 

 The Minimum Expenditure Basket calculation for a family or household of averagely 6 

persons was N35,045 in Akamkpa, N37,947 in Boki, N30,330 in Etung, N31,679 in 

Ikom, N39,386 in Kwande, N36,339 in Obanliku, N30,434 in Ogoja and N33,261 in 

Sardauna LGAs across the three states. 

 

 Markets in the three states were competitive and well stocked with sufficient supplies 

of local staples, which affords traders the capacity to absorb any additional increase in 

demand, likely resulting from the implementation of cash based interventions which is 

deemed feasible. 

 

 Poor infrastructure or transport cost and lack of capital were the two main factors 

affecting the capacity of traders to expand their businesses. 
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1. Context and Justification 
 

Cameroon is majorly a Francophone African country, where almost 20 percent of its 

population speak English and are concentrated in the Western part of the country, where 

it shares a border with Nigeria1. 

 

Since Cameroon’s independence, the population of the Anglophone regions has felt 

marginalized by the Francophone-dominated government in the socio-cultural, political 

and economic spheres. Renewed protests re-started in October 2016 and on October 

2017, the Anglophone regions (Ambazonia) symbolically declared their independence after 

months of protests on October 1, 2017. The protesters had accused the government of 

marginalization in wealth and power, imposing the French language in schools and courts. 

 

The government had been heavily cracking down on Anglophone protestors and carrying 

out counterinsurgency operations against civilians, resulting in the emergence of an armed 

insurgency and violent confrontations. This conflict has already resulted in more than 

250,000 Internally Displaced Population (IDP) and influx of more than 25,000 refugees 

into the southern states of Nigeria.2 

 

As the crisis and pro-independence movements intensified, the number of people crossing 

the border into neighbouring Nigeria continued to increase. More Cameroonians had been 

arriving through Cross River, Akwa Ikom, Benue and Taraba States. Asylum seekers 

crossing over continued to use informal entry points because official borders between 

Cameroon and Nigeria remained closed. The arrivals were mostly located in Calabar, 

Obanliku, Ikom, Etung, Boki and Akampka Local Government Areas (LGAs) in Cross Rivers 

State and in the Abande and Imande Agabtse communities in Benue State. The asylum 

seekers were mainly coming from Akwaya, Otu, Eyumojock, Nsan, Dadi & Bodam in 

Cameroon’s South-West Anglophone region3. 

 

As of 12 September 2018, about 26,900 refugees were officially registered in Nigeria, with 

majority in Cross River state (23,000) while the rest were in Benue, Taraba and Akwa 

Ibom states. However, this figure is likely higher, as many Cameroonian are reluctant to 

register for fear of being sent back. The demography of the refugees’ population were 

mainly children who account for 50% of the displaced population4.  

 

The situation has also come with attendant problems, as facilities in the various 

communities have been overstretched. Some host communities are still accommodating 

refugees thereby stretching their resources to the limit5. 

 

With the presidential elections planned on 7 October, 2018, which also coincides with the 

1st October Independence Day, there were fears of more protests, which may likely disrupt 

electoral preparations and prevent polling across North West and South West regions. 

                                                           
1 http://venturesafrica.com/more-than-43000-refugees-from-southern-cameroon-are-seeking-asylum-in-
nigeria/undefined  
2 WFP Desk review for strategic mission for Cameroon refugees in Nigeria, October 2018 
3 UNHCR and partners Joint Multi-sector Rapid Needs Assessment in Obanliku, Etung, Ikom, Boki, Akamkpa LGAs, 
Cross River State, Nigeria, February 2018 
4 WFP Desk review for strategic mission for Cameroon refugees in Nigeria, October 2018 
5 https://thenationonlineng.net/crisis-cameroonian-refugees-swell-cross-river-communities  

http://venturesafrica.com/more-than-43000-refugees-from-southern-cameroon-are-seeking-asylum-in-nigeria/undefined
http://venturesafrica.com/more-than-43000-refugees-from-southern-cameroon-are-seeking-asylum-in-nigeria/undefined
https://thenationonlineng.net/crisis-cameroonian-refugees-swell-cross-river-communities
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Non-state armed groups had called for a month-long ban on all intercity and inter-regional 

road movement until 10 October, 2018. Repression by government security forces was 

also likely to increase in the weeks leading up to the elections.6 

 

A Joint Multi-Sector Rapid Needs Assessment was conducted in February 2018, which 

indicated that most asylum seeker families (70 percent) were surviving on one meal per 

day and 95 percent of the asylum seekers did not have food stocks that would last beyond 

three days. As a result, many were returning to their villages in Cameroon intermittently 

to gather food from their farms. It was also reported that Asylum seekers had access to 

a functional market where there was one. The assessment indicated as well that food 

security will likely deteriorate in the near future and negative coping strategies and assets 

depletion will increase.7 

 

In light of the likely escalation of the crisis and amid ongoing efforts to respond to the 

refugee influx, an Emergency Food Security and Market Assessment was conducted in 

order to better understand the needs and vulnerabilities of the refugees and host 

communities. 

 
 

2. Assessment objectives and methodology 

2.1 Objectives 
The primary objectives of the EFSA for the Cameroon refugees, was to obtain 

information on the vulnerability and level of household food insecurity in refugee 

settlements, refugees living with host communities and host communities. The 

assessment also assessed issues of water and sanitation, protection and livelihoods 

among the affected communities.  

 

The specific objectives of the assessment include to:  

 

a) Assess the level of food insecurity among refugees and  host communities 

population  households;  
 

b) Explore coping strategies adopted to improve household food security in refugee 

settlements and host communities and provide an overview of the vulnerability of 

refugees; 
 

c) Describe the livelihood profile, location and socio-economic characteristics of food 

insecure households and population;  
 

d) Evaluate the status, capacity and performance of markets types in refugees and 

host settlements; 
 

e) Make recommendations and priorities for humanitarian action while ensuring 

evidence-based programming 

 

                                                           
6 WFP Desk review for strategic mission for Cameroon refugees in Nigeria, October 2018 
7 UNHCR and partners Joint Multi-sector Rapid Needs Assessment in Obanliku, Etung, Ikom, Boki, Akamkpa LGAs, 
Cross River State, Nigeria, February 2018 
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2.2 Sampling 
A systematic sampling 

method was used to select 

households from a list of 

refugees and host 

community settlements. 

The assessment used a 

status-based three 

sampling strata (Refugee 

in settlements, Refugees 

in host communities and 

Host community 

members) which included 

officially registered 

refugees and unregistered 

refugees. A two-stage 

cluster sampling was 

applied with the household 

as a primary unit and 430 

households per strata was 

calculated. Eventually, a 

total of 1322 households 

were interviewed within 

47 clusters in 25 

settlements/communities 

distributed across 8 Local 

Government Areas (LGA) 

in the three most affected 

states, over half being in 

Cross Rivers state, one-

fourth in Benue and the 

least proportion in Taraba 

state. 
 

All refugees’ households in 

the three states of Cross 

River, Benue and Taraba 

were targeted by this 

assessment. The sampling 

specifically targeted locations close to the border with Cameroon that host refugees’ 

population in each state to ensure that food security and demographic indicators of all 

groups affected by the refugees’ influx were captured for the analysis.  

 

Additionally, 3 wholesale traders, 3 retail traders were interviewed in each market (either 

a Village or Hub market) per community or Local Government Area. In the end, 24 markets 

were covered (5 hub and 19 village markets) and 269 traders interviewed. 

 

 

 

Assessment coverage map 
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2.3 Key Indicators 

A standard questionnaire was used to collect data, which was formed using the model of 

the standard indicators of the Consolidated Approach to Reporting Indicators of Food 

Security (CARI). The CARI console puts together a number of food security indicators to 

produce a composite indicator called the Food Security Index (FSI), which represents the 

global food security status of a given population. 

 

In addition to the above, other indicators for which data was collected include 

demographics, arrival information, protection, education, WASH and housing facilities, 

health, assets, income and livelihood sources, shocks and assistance. Alongside the 

household questionnaire, the Cameroon Refugees EFSA undertook a rapid market 

assessment targeting hub and village markets around refugees’ settlements. The trader 

questionnaire included modules on market availability of staple foods and some non-food 

items, market competition, stock level and constraints. A pre-test of the questionnaire 

was carried-out during a one-day visit to the field. 

 

 

2.4 Training of Enumerators, Data Collection and Tools 
 

A three-day centralized training of enumerators and supervisors was conducted in Calabar 

city of Cross River state. Arrangements were made for enumerators and supervisors from 

Taraba and Benue to attend the training in Calabar. Enumerators and supervisors were 

selected from CARITAS, JDPC and National Bureau of Statistics State Office in the three 

states. Emphasis was placed on selecting enumerators who are indigenes living in the 

communities to be surveyed and understand the culture, practices and languages of the 

selected communities.  A total of 45 enumerators and 9 supervisors were trained between 

the 17th and 19th of September 2018.  

 

The data collection for this 

assessment was carried out 

between the 21st of September 

and the 1st of October 2018. 

Data collection was carried out 

using the Computer Assisted 

Personal Interviewing (CAPI) 

device. The questionnaire was 

programmed and deployed into 

tablets using Open Data Kit 

(ODK) and completed household 

surveys were sent directly to the 

server hosted at the Regional 

Bureau in Dakar. 9 enumeration 

teams made up of 5 

enumerators and a supervisor 

completed a total of 1322 

household questionnaires and 269 retailer and wholesaler traders’ questionnaires. 
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2.5 Limitations of the Assessment 
 
The assessment sample was designed to be representative based on the type of residence 

(refugee in settlements, refugees with host and host communities). Based on this sample 

design, aggregating results at admin units (State, LGA or Ward) will not make them 

representative. In addition, though locations and population size of refugees in settlement 

and refugees in host was provided by UNHCR, there was no population data provided for host 

communities.  

 

Furthermore, the enumeration teams reportedly faced difficulties locating refugee households 

in locations like Ikom owing to the relocation of refugees by UNHCR from host communities 

to settlements. Given the high amount of rainfall in Cross Rivers State, interruptions of rains, 

bad roads and very remote locations without roads and river crossings made access to 

households more difficult during the exercise.  

 

Pertaining to the markets, the days of operation posed a challenge for the teams who had to 

return to the locations on the market days to collect the data. 
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3. Key Findings 

3.1 Household Demography  
The assessment findings showed that refugee households were more likely to be headed 

by women compared to households in host communities. Overall, more than half of 

refugee households were headed by females. This might be attributed to the behaviors 

usually adopted by families during stressful periods, where children and women are 

prioritized to be moved to areas of safety. Analysis showed as well that the average age 

of household head among refugee groups was within the range of 36-40 years, which 

could be potentially because young and able-bodied persons had more opportunities and 

physical ability to escape from their areas of origin.   

 

The average household size varied within the three groups. For the refugees in settlements 

it was found to be 5 members compared to 6 members for refugee within host community 

households and 8 members for host community households. 

Table 1 – Gender, Age, Marital status and Education level of Head of 

Household and Household size 

 
 

3.2 Livelihoods 
 

A list of all the various types of possible livelihood activities in the context of the refugee 

influx in the three states were included in the questionnaire. Using the share of 

contribution to total income, 13 livelihood groups, including those with no income source 

were identified.  

 

The livelihood pattern among surveyed host community households was substantially 

different from the refugee groups, with agricultural and livestock production making up 

major livelihoods of half of the sampled households in host communities.  

 

Access to livelihood opportunities also varied within the refugee groups in each state with 

refugee communities being more dependent on assistance, begging and occasional daily 

and unskilled wage labour. Refugees in host communities were more likely to have better 

access to labour opportunities than refugees in the settlements. Access to daily labour 

including agricultural and unskilled labour were better in Taraba compared to Cross River 

and Benue states. This is likely due to a less competitive environment for work 

opportunities due to a lower number of refugees in the state.  

HH 

size

Age of 

HHs 

head

F emale M ale
membe

r

M ean 
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Single

M arried

/ Living 

as 

partner

Separated

/  

D ivo rced

Wido w o r 

wido wer

N o  

educat io n/

Illiterate

P rimary
Seco nd

ary

T ert iary 

(University, 

Grad, 

D o ct)

Refugee in  

settlement 56% 44% 5 36 17% 54% 14% 14% 38% 23% 31% 8%

Refugee in host 
47% 53% 6 40 13% 65% 8% 13% 31% 27% 34% 8%

Host 

community
26% 74% 8 47 7% 76% 6% 10% 21% 19% 40% 21%
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Community 
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Chart 1: Livelihood sources by Community type 

Findings indicate that agricultural activities remained the main livelihood activities for 

refugees and host communities. However, with the displacement, access to farmland for 

cultivation remained a challenge for refugees, especially in Cross Rivers and Taraba. While 

more than 80 percent of host community households in Benue and Cross River had access to 

farmland, a far lesser proportion of refugee households had reported same (Table 2). 

 

Table 2: Access to farmland by State 

  

Access to farming 

land  

Means of land access 

Private 
ownership 

Rented/leased 
land 

Communion/group 
land 

Benue 

Refugee in 
settlement 

20% 0% 91% 9% 

Refugee in 
host 
community 

57% 13% 73% 13% 

Host 
community 

98% 4% 87% 9% 

Cross 
River 

Refugee in 
settlement 

1% 0% 100% 0% 

Refugee in 
host 

community 

17% 4% 87% 9% 

Host 
community 

82% 14% 76% 10% 

Taraba 
Refugee in 
host 
community 

7% 0% 80% 20% 

  
Host 
community 

40% 63% 13% 25% 

% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Agriculture (cash, crop, gardening)

Livestock farming

Fishing

Hunting/gathering

Remittance

Unskilled wage labour

Skilled labour

Handicrafts/artisanal work

Selling of natural resources

Transport/motorcycle business

Daily/common labourer (agriculture)

Salaries, wages (employees)

Petty trade, street vending

Begging, assistance

Trade/Commerce

No other income activity

% OF HOUSEHOLDS

Host community Refugee in host community Refugee in settlement
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Insufficient job opportunities was the most commonly cited livelihood constraint across 

refugees populations, followed by lack of capital, lack of access to land for farming. 

Unemployment and underutilization of household labour was reported equally by refugees, 

host communities.  

3.3 Food Security and Characteristics of Food insecure 

Household 
The food security analysis was carried out using the Consolidated Approach for Reporting 

Indicators of food security (CARI)8. Three food security indicators were analyzed together 

using current and future coping capacities of households: 
 

 Food Consumption Score (FCS) – based on dietary diversity, food intake frequency and 

a measure of current food security 

 Livelihood Coping Indicators (LCSI) – a measure of assets depletions 

 Share of total expenditure for food (FES) – a measure of economic vulnerability 

 

Households were classified into four groups: food secure, marginally food secure, moderately 

food insecure and severely food insecure. 

 

The overall food security situation of surveyed refugees was worse compared to their host 

community counterparts. Within the refugee groups, those living with host communities were 

more likely to be food insecure with more than one third of the assessed households being 

severely food insecure. The situation of refugees in settlements was not significantly different 

from those in host communities since one fourth were severely food insecure and over half of 

the households are moderately food insecure.  

Chart 2: Prevalence of food insecurity by State and 

Strata 

 
 

                                                           
8 The Consolidated Approach to Reporting Indicators of Food Security (CARI) is a WFP method used to analyse and 
report the level of food insecurity within a population. Follow this link to find out more about the CARI : 
https://www.wfp.org/content/consolidated-approach-reporting-indicators-food-security-cari-guidelines  
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Households’ food insecurity is likely driven by a numbers of factors including: 

 

Gender of household head: Analyzing food security by gender of household head showed 

female-headed households among refugee groups were likely to be more food insecure than 

male-headed households. Refugee households’ demographic profiles showed that almost half 

of the households are headed by females. Across refugee groups, female-headed households 

were more likely to be food insecure. 

Chart 3: Prevalence of Food Insecurity by Gender of Head 

of Household 

 
 

Educational level of household head: Food insecurity seems to have strong links to 

educational level of refugees’ household head’s gender. The assessment found that 55 and 

45 percent of female-headed households had no form of education within refugees in 

settlements and refugees with host communities. These percentages were quite low compared 

to male-headed households (17 & 18 percent) within the same groups.  The higher the 

educational level of households’ head - regardless of the gender - the better the household’s 

food security level.  
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Chart 4: Food Insecurity Prevalence by Education level 

and gender of Head of Household (HoH) 

 
 

Households’ livelihoods: Refugees dependent on marginal livelihood activities such as 

reliance on assistance and begging livelihood group along with those engaged in casual and 

unskilled labour as primary livelihood were more food insecure within refugees. It was as well 

noticed that less diversified income sources could expose a household to low food insecurity. 

Based on these findings, investing in supporting livelihood activities will substantially have a 

positive impact on the food security level of refugees. 

 
Asset ownership and wealth classification: Based on asset ownership categorization, the 

poorest households were significantly more food insecure. The assessment used the wealth 

index to measure the relative wealth of households based on the ownership of productive 

assets (e.g. land, livestock and plough), non-productive assets (e.g. radio and bicycle) and 

household essential items such as cooking utensils. The wealth category was used, among 

other items, as a proxy indicator of food access and the poorest households tend to have 

poorer access to food as they do not have assets, which were key to leveraging income.  

 

In this assessment, households were interviewed on what types of assets or essential items 

that they managed to bring during displacement. The analysis shows that on an average, 

more than 57 percent of the refugees brought nothing, while 40 percent brought clothes and 

one percent used the little savings (money & jewelry) they had for transportation. However, 

few refugee households managed to regain some essential assets including cooking utensils, 

mosquitos’ nets, mattress, cells phones. 
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Chart 5 – Food Insecurity Prevalence by Strata and Wealth Group 
 

 

3.4 Food Consumption and Food Sources 
 

Food consumption data was collected and analyzed using WFP methodology where the variety 

and frequency of different foods consumed over a seven-day recall period was recorded to 

calculate a weighted food consumption score. Weights were based on the nutritional density 

of the foods. Using standard threshold9, households were classified as having either poor, 

borderline or acceptable food consumption.  

 

The analysis shows that refugees in general were likely to have poor diet compared to host 

communities. Over 40 percent of refugee households in host communities and 28 percent of 

refugees in settlements had poor diet. Households with poor food consumption were relying 

on cereal or tubers, vegetables, oil as main dietary intake. Proportions of refugees with poor 

dietary diversity and food frequency constitutes over 87 and 82 percent of refugees in 

settlements and host community households. 

                                                           
9 Poor (>21), Borderline (21-35) & Acceptable (<35) 
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Chart 6 – Food Consumption Score by Community type 

 
On average, the diet of households with poor food consumption consisted of cereals or tuber 

for less than four days, vegetables, meat for one day and oil two days in a week. However, 

households with borderline and acceptable consumption had a similar consumption pattern 

with more frequency in consumption. Cereals and tubers were consumed everyday by 

acceptable and five days by borderline groups, pulses for three days, vegetables for three 

days, and oil for seven days. The main difference between acceptable and borderline groups 

was the consumption of meat/fish, fruits and vegetables. While acceptable groups averagely 

consumed meat for four days and fruits for three days, borderline groups consumed meat/fish 

for one day, fruits for two days and trash vegetable five days in a week. 

  
Analysing dietry diversity with date of arrival indicates that the earlier the refugees 

households arrived, the more likely they were to have poor dietry diversity. This trend was 

noticed among refugees in host communities as well as those in settlements which could be 

explained by lack or inconsistent food or cash assistance to these groups. 

Chart 7 – Food Consumption Score by arrival date 

 
 

Markets were the primary source of food for residents and refugees within host community 

households, however, refugees in settlements seemed to rely more on assistance. A relatively 

small minority of households in host and refugees communities indicated that household 

production was the main sources of cereals and tubers. 
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3.5 Economic Vulnerability 
 

The proportion of total expenditure that was spent on food is used as a proxy indicator of 

household economic stress, as households who spend most of their income on food tend to 

be more vulnerable to price and income shocks. Households who spent more than 65 percent 

of total expenditure on food were classified as being more economically vulnerable.  

 

Chart 8- Food Expenditure Share (FES) 

  
  

A larger proportion of refugee households spent more than 65 percent of total expenditures 

on food compared to host communities. The comparison between refugees and host 

communities was compromised by the fact that only some refugees have access to food 

assistance, which limits the need to purchase food from the market. This might explain the 

reasons that around half of refugees in settlement spending less than monthly income on food 

items. 

 

3.6 Coping Strategies 
 

The reduced-Coping Strategies Index (rCSI) measures the habit of five behaviours that 

households had during the seven days prior to the survey; the consumption of less preferred 

and less expensive food, the borrowing of food, the reduction of portion size, the restriction 

of adults food consumption in favour of children and reduction in the numbers of meals per 

day. A high rCSI means that households are using severe coping strategies more frequently 

to deal with lack of food or money to buy food.  

 

Only four percent of refugee households in settlement and three percent of those and in host 

communities did not use any food consumption-based coping strategies. The use of coping 

strategies within these households indicates existence of food shortages. Reducing portion 

and reliance on less expensive food is the most commonly used coping strategies applied by 

refugees’ communities.  

 

The mean reduced coping strategy (rCSI) was 13.5 for host community, 21.37 for refugee 

households in host communities and 18.9 for refugees in settlement. This means that more 
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refugee households were engaged in the use of more severe food coping strategies than host 

communities. 

 

Chart 9 – Mean reduced coping strategy by community 

type 

 
 

3.7 Livelihood-Based Coping Strategies 
 

The Livelihood Coping Strategies measures livelihood stress and asset depletion of households 

a month prior to the assessment. The list of indicators includes essential and productive type 

assets that are usually owned and used by households during stressful periods. The indicators 

are categorized based on severity and respondents are classified into four categories; 

households adopting stress, crisis or emergency coping strategies, or no strategies applied. 

 

In the assessment, refugee households were asked which essential or productive items that 

they managed to bring with them at the time of displacement. The analysis has shown that 

very few households managed to bring savings and clothes. This is an indication of already 

depleted assets of such households, as some of the households sold their assets to save 

money to fund their relocation to safer areas. Moreover, most of the households indicated 

that they did not have enough time to prepare and hence they left everything they owned 

back home. 

 

The findings on assets depletion indicate that both refugees and host communities had 

stressful situation prior the assessment. Overall, above 75 percent of refugees in settlements 

and 85 percent of refugees in host communities were adopting emergency and crisis 

strategies, which included the sale of productive assets, sending of household members to 

beg and engaging in illegal income activities such theft and prostitution. 

 

It is worth mentioning that results of host communities was worse off in some states which 

could be mainly attributed to the seasonality, hence the recall period of livelihood based 

coping strategies extended to peak of lean season when usually most households in agrarian 

communities are forced to employ various forms of coping strategies to address basic needs. 
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Chart 10- Livelihood-based Coping Strategies by State 

 

3.8 Markets  
Markets were highly competitive in the three states with most of them hosting a large number 

of retailers selling a wide range food items. The current quantity of stocks available to retailers 

range from medium to high, with at least 50% of traders in each market stocking commodities 

to last at least two to four weeks at a time. Sufficient supplies of rice available at both 

wholesale and retail levels in these markets, along with local staples like plantain, cassava 

and yam provide traders with adequate capacity to absorb in any increase in the demand for 

these food items.  Poor infrastructure/transport cost and lack of capital were the two main 

factors affecting the capacity of traders to expand their businesses. 
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Chart 11: Main constraints faced by traders 

 
 

The market availability of the most important food commodities in the staple diet of refugees 

consisting of garri, rice, yam and beans were generally; very low-to-low availability for rice 

and beans, medium to high for garri and yam for retailers. While Non-Food Items (NFIs) 

availability differed from low to medium in Cross Rivers State, very high in Benue State and 

high to very high in Taraba State. 

 

3.8.1 Survival Minimum Expenditure Basket 
 
The Survival Minimum Expenditure Basket outlines the minimum food items needed for 

survival of a household in a month. The basket comprises basic energy food requirements of 

2,100 kilocalories per person per day and include staple food items like rice, cassava, yam, 

beans, groundnut oil, salt and sugar and a common fruit like banana consumed by the 

majority of the Refugee households. 

The Minimum Expenditure Basket calculation for a family or household of averagely 6 persons 

was N35,045 in Akamkpa, N37,947 in Boki, N30,330 in Etung, N31,679 in Ikom, N39,386 in 

Kwande, N36,339 in Obanliku, N30,434 in Ogoja and N33,261 in Sardauna (see annexes for 

further details on the calculation). 

 

3.9 Protection 

The study showed a high occurrence of specific protection issues like physical violence or 

abuse, tension between the host communities and refugees, theft/robbery and discrimination 

among refugees and host communities. In addition, there were a few reports of sexual 

harassment, which was highest in Cross-River state. The study further looked into the number 
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of households that applied negative coping strategies that could lead to Protection concerns, 

which was found to be alarmingly high in Cross Rivers State where between 120 to 280 

households admitted to have employed negative strategies such as begging, reduced 

expenses on health and education, withdrew children from school, purchased food on credit 

or borrowed food, borrowed money to buy food and spent savings. 

Table 3: Number of Protection issues reported by State 
 

Table 4: Number of Households that applied negative coping strategies 

that could lead to protection concerns 

 

3.10 Food Assistance and Household Priorities 
 

More than 85 percent of refugees in settlements and 49 percent of refugees with host 

communities indicated that they had been registered. Around 18 percent of host community 

households indicated that they had been enrolled as well. However, only a few of the 

interviewed households had received any form of assistance during the last period. This might 

be attributed to inconsistent pattern of assistance of refugees or due to high expectations 

among all population categories that this assessment is intended to provide assistance and if 

a household admitted receiving assistance they might not being considered. 
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The top three priorities of refugees’ and host households across three states included food 

assistance, livelihood, health and medical assistance. It was noticed that a higher proportion 

of refugees indicating these priorities were in Benue states. Health and medical assistance 

appeared crucial given that over one third of refugees had indicated that the most severe 

shocks faced during the last three month was sickness of households’ members. 

4. Recommendations 
 

 In order to better tailor responses to the rapidly evolving circumstances of refugees as 

well as host communities, a monitoring system should be put in place to regularly assess 

the changes in the level of food security and vulnerability among both groups. 

 

 The monitoring of the food Security situation should be complemented with the collection 

of nutrition data due to the interrelation and current lack of information on the Nutrition 

status of both refugees and host community households and to allow for a more holistic 

analysis of the needs which will inform better planning of interventions. 

 

 Food assistance and other forms of humanitarian interventions should be harmoniously 

carried out and be multi-sectoral in a fashion that ensures there are no gaps in the needs 

and covering both the refugees and host communities households whom have been 

assessed to be also vulnerable and barely able to cater to their needs. 

 

 Assistance should be extended to refugees awaiting registration and provisions made for 

a contingency stock to cater to new arrivals. 
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5. Annexes 
 

Food basket and Minimum expenditure for an average household size of 6 

 

 

 

Food basket Daily individual ration
Daily kilocalories 

per individual

Monthly individual 

ration 
Daily Item Cost

Ration Cost per 

person per month 

in NGN

Ration Cost per person 

per month in USD

Commodity g/day/individual
Energy 

Kcal/person/day
g/month/individual Unit NGN USD

RICE, WHITE, MEDIUM GRAIN 300 1,080 9000 91 2736 7.5

CASSAVA, FERMENTED FLOUR (GARI) 130 465 3900 17 507 1.4

OIL, GROUNDNUT (PEANUT) 25 221 750 13 400 1.1

WHEAT FLOUR, WHITE 10 36 300 7 214 0.6

YAM, RAW 90 106 2700 10 309 0.9

BEANS, KIDNEY, ALL TYPES 60 200 1800 21 621 1.7

SALT, IODISED [WFP] 5 0 150 1 24 0.1

SUGAR 5 19 150 1 30 0.1

BANANA 10 9 300 33 1000 2.8

2137

5,841                    16
35,045 97

35,045.1 97

Total food expenditure per person 

Total expenditure per HH (median HH size =6)

Cross River-Akamkpa LGA

Non-food items 

Total MEB

Food Basket (2100 Kcal per person per day calculations)

Food basket Daily individual ration
Daily kilocalories per 

individual

Monthly individual 

ration 
Daily Item Cost

Ration Cost per person per 

month in NGN

Ration Cost per person per 

month in USD

Commodity g/day/individual Energy Kcal/person/day g/month/individual Unit NGN USD

RICE, WHITE, MEDIUM GRAIN 300 1,080 9000 117 3510 9.7

CASSAVA, FERMENTED FLOUR (GARI) 130 465 3900 16 468 1.3

OIL, GROUNDNUT (PEANUT) 25 221 750 1 18 0.0

WHEAT FLOUR, WHITE 10 36 300 11 343 0.9

YAM, RAW 90 106 2700 13 386 1.1

BEANS, KIDNEY, ALL TYPES 60 200 1800 18 540 1.5

SALT, IODISED [WFP] 5 0 150 1 30 0.1

SUGAR 5 19 150 1 30 0.1

BANANA 10 9 300 33 1000 2.8

2137

6325 17
37,947 105

37,947 105Total MEB

Cross River-Boki LGA

Food Basket (2100 Kcal per person per day calculations)

Non-food items 

Total food expenditure per person 

Total expenditure per HH (median HH size =6)
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Food basket Daily individual ration
Daily kilocalories 

per individual

Monthly individual 

ration 

Daily 

Item Cost

Ration Cost per 

person per month 

in NGN

Ration Cost per person per month in 

USD

Commodity g/day/individual
Energy 

Kcal/person/day
g/month/individual Unit NGN USD

RICE, WHITE, MEDIUM GRAIN 300 1,080 9000 86 2565 7.1

CASSAVA, FERMENTED FLOUR (GARI) 130 465 3900 22 647 1.8

OIL, GROUNDNUT (PEANUT) 25 221 750 13 400 1.1

WHEAT FLOUR, WHITE 10 36 300 9 279 0.8

YAM, RAW 90 106 2700 9 270 0.7

BEANS, KIDNEY, ALL TYPES 60 200 1800 18 540 1.5

SALT, IODISED [WFP] 5 0 150 1 24 0.1

SUGAR 5 19 150 1 30 0.1

BANANA 10 9 300 10 300 0.8

2137

5,055                 14
30,330                      84

30,330                      84Total MEB

Cross River-Etung LGA

Food Basket (2100 Kcal per person per day calculations)

Non-food items 

Total food expenditure per person 
Total expenditure per HH (median HH size =6)

Food basket Daily individual ration
Daily kilocalories per 

individual
Monthly individual ration Daily Item Cost

Ration Cost per person 

per month in NGN

Ration Cost per person per 

month in USD

Commodity g/day/individual Energy Kcal/person/day g/month/individual Unit NGN USD

RICE, WHITE, MEDIUM GRAIN 300 1,080 9000 80 2394 6.6

CASSAVA, FERMENTED FLOUR (GARI) 130 465 3900 19 573 1.6

OIL, GROUNDNUT (PEANUT) 25 221 750 13 400 1.1

WHEAT FLOUR, WHITE 10 36 300 11 343 0.9

YAM, RAW 90 106 2700 13 386 1.1

BEANS, KIDNEY, ALL TYPES 60 200 1800 21 630 1.7

SALT, IODISED [WFP] 5 0 150 1 24 0.1

SUGAR 5 19 150 1 30 0.1

BANANA 10 9 300 17 500 1.4

2137

5,280                         15
31,679                                 87

31,679                                 87

Cross River-Ikom LGA

WFP Food Basket (2100 Kcal per person per day calculations)

Non-food items 

Total MEB

Total food expenditure per person 

Total expenditure per HH (median HH size =6)

Food basket Daily individual ration
Daily kilocalories per 

individual

Monthly individual 

ration 
Daily Item Cost

Ration Cost per person 

per month in NGN

Ration Cost per person 

per month in USD

Commodity g/day/individual Energy Kcal/person/day g/month/individual Unit NGN USD

RICE, WHITE, MEDIUM GRAIN 300 1,080 9000 94 2808 7.7

CASSAVA, FERMENTED FLOUR (GARI) 130 465 3900 17 507 1.4

OIL, GROUNDNUT (PEANUT) 25 221 750 13 400 1.1

WHEAT FLOUR, WHITE 10 36 300 11 343 0.9

YAM, RAW 90 106 2700 10 309 0.9

BEANS, KIDNEY, ALL TYPES 60 200 1800 21 630 1.7

SALT, IODISED [WFP] 5 0 150 1 30 0.1

SUGAR 5 19 150 1 30 0.1

BANANA 10 9 300 33 1000 2.8

2137

6056.4 16.7
36,338.6 100.1

36,338.6 100.1

Cross River-Obanliku LGA

WFP Food Basket (2100 Kcal per person per day calculations)

Non-food items 

Total MEB

Total food expenditure per person 

Total expenditure per HH (median HH size =6)
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Food basket Daily individual ration
Daily kilocalories per 

individual
Monthly individual ration Daily Item Cost

Ration Cost per person 

per month in NGN

Ration Cost per person 

per month in USD

Commodity g/day/individual Energy Kcal/person/day g/month/individual Unit NGN USD

RICE, WHITE, MEDIUM GRAIN 300 1,080 9000 66 1980.0 5.5

CASSAVA, FERMENTED FLOUR (GARI) 130 465 3900 18 530.4 1.5

OIL, GROUNDNUT (PEANUT) 25 221 750 13 400.0 1.1

WHEAT FLOUR, WHITE 10 36 300 11 342.9 0.9

YAM, RAW 90 106 2700 9 270.0 0.7

BEANS, KIDNEY, ALL TYPES 60 200 1800 17 495.0 1.4

SALT, IODISED [WFP] 5 0 150 1 24.0 0.1

SUGAR 5 19 150 1 30.0 0.1

BANANA 10 9 300 33 1000.0 2.8

2137

5072.3 14.0
30,433.5 83.8

30,433.5 83.8

Cross River-Ogoja LGA

Food Basket (2100 Kcal per person per day calculations)

Non-food items 

Total MEB

Total food expenditure per person 

Total expenditure per HH (median HH size =6)

Food basket
Daily individual 

ration

Daily kilocalories 

per individual

Monthly individual 

ration 
Daily Item Cost

Ration Cost per 

person per month 

in NGN

Ration Cost per person 

per month in USD

Commodity g/day/individual
Energy 

Kcal/person/day
g/month/individual Unit NGN USD

RICE, WHITE, MEDIUM GRAIN 300 1,080 9000 84 2520.0 6.9

CASSAVA, FERMENTED FLOUR (GARI) 130 465 3900 16 468.0 1.3

OIL, GROUNDNUT (PEANUT) 25 221 750 13 400.0 1.1

WHEAT FLOUR, WHITE 10 36 300 11 342.9 0.9

YAM, RAW 90 106 2700 10 308.6 0.9

BEANS, KIDNEY, ALL TYPES 60 200 1800 15 450.0 1.2

SALT, IODISED [WFP] 5 0 150 1 24.0 0.1

SUGAR 5 19 150 1 30.0 0.1

BANANA 10 9 300 33 1000.0 2.8

2137

5543.4 15.3
33,260.6 91.6

33,260.6 91.6

Taraba-Sardauna LGA

Food Basket (2100 Kcal per person per day calculations)

Non-food items 

Total MEB

Total food expenditure per person 

Total expenditure per HH (median HH size =6)
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